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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AQMP  Air Quality Management Plan 

AB  Assembly Bill 

BMPs  Best Management Practices 

CAA  Clean Air Act 

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

CalRecycle California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CBC  California Building Code 

CCR  California Code of Regulations 

CDFW  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act 

CGS  California Geologic Survey 

CHRIS  California Historical Resources Information System 

CO  Carbon Monoxide 

CO2e  Carbon dioxide equivalent 

CRHR  California Register of Historical Resources 

dBA  A-weighted decibels 

DNL  Day-Night Average Level 

DOC  California Department of Conservation 

DPM  Diesel Particulate Matter 

DTSC  Department of Toxic Substances Control 

ESL  Environmental Screening Level 

FCGMA  Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHSZ  fire hazard severity zone 

FTA  Federal Transit Administration 

GHG  Greenhouse Gas 

in/sec  inches per second 

LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Leq  Noise level equivalent 

MLD  most likely descendant 

MRP  Mineral Resource Protection 
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MRZ  Mineral Resource Zone 

NAHC  Native American Heritage Commission 

NO2  Nitrogen dioxide 

NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 

NWI  National Wetlands Inventory 

O3  Ozone  

OEHHA  Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

OPR  Office of Planning and Research 

Pb  Lead 

PM  Particulate matter 

PE  Professional Engineer 

PG  Professional Geologist 

PPV  peak particle velocity 

PRC  Public Resources Code 

RCRA  Resources Conservation and Recovery Act 

ROW  Right-of-Way 

SCCAB  South Central Coast Air Basin 

SF6  Sulfur hexafluoride 

SFHA  Special Flood Hazard Area 

SMP  Soil Management Plan 

SO2  Sulfur dioxide 

SR  State Route 

SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWRCB  State Water Resources Control Board 

TAC  Toxic air contaminants 

USC  United States Code 

U.S. DOT United States Department of Transportation 

USEPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VCAPCD Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

VCBC  Ventura County Building Code 

VCEHD  Ventura County Environmental Health Division 

VMT  vehicle miles traveled 
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Initial Study 

1. Project Title 
Rose Avenue Bike Lanes Project (“project” or “proposed project”) 

2. Lead Agency and Project Sponsor 
Ventura County 
Public Works Department 
800 S. Victoria Avenue, #1620 
Ventura, California 93009 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Gianfranco Laurie, MPA, P.E, T.E. 
Ventura County Public Works, Roads & Transportation 
(805) 654-2063 
Gianfranco.Laurie@ventura.org 

4. Project Location 
The proposed project is in the unincorporated County of Ventura, California (Figure 1). The project 
corridor is located along North Rose Avenue, partially within and adjacent to the City of Oxnard to 
the south and west, approximately 1.2 miles southeast of the Santa Clara River, approximately 1.5 
miles southeast of the City of Buenaventura (Ventura), approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the 
City of Camarillo, and approximately six miles east of the Pacific Ocean (Figure 2). The project is 
divided into two segments, separated by approximately one mile.  

The southern segment (Figure 3) is approximately 0.6 mile in length and is located along the 
segment of Rose Avenue from approximately 70 feet north of its intersection with East Stroube 
Street to approximately 200 feet north of its intersection with Simon Way. Approximately 600 feet 
of the southern segment is within the City of Oxnard, which extends north to Collins Avenue on the 
east side of Rose Avenue.  

The northern segment (Figure 4) is approximately 1.6 mile in length and is located along the 
segment of Rose Avenue from approximately 300 feet south of its intersection with Central Avenue 
to its intersection with State Route 118 (SR 118). The corridor’s southwestern extent is located 
approximately 0.3 mile north of United States Highway (U.S. 101), and the corridor’s northeastern 
extent ends at SR 118. 

mailto:Gianfranco.Laurie@ventura.org
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Figure 1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2 Project Location 
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Figure 3 Project Corridor - Southern Segment 

 



Initial Study 

 
Draft Initial Study 5 

Figure 4 Project Corridor - Northern Segment 
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5. General Plan Designations and Surrounding Land 
Uses 

The project corridor is located along an existing paved roadway within the public right-of-way 
(ROW). The areas surrounding the project’s southern segment are designated in the Ventura County 
General Plan as Low-Density Residential, Very Low-Density Residential, and Agricultural (County of 
Ventura 2019). Land uses immediately adjacent to the southern segment include single-family 
residential homes to the northwest, Rio Del Valle Junior High School to the southeast, and 
agricultural lands to the southeast. The project’s northern segment is entirely surrounded by lands 
designated in the Ventura County General Plan as Agricultural (County of Ventura 2019). Existing 
farm roads flank a portion of the northern segment to the northwest and the southeast. 

According to the Ventura County General Plan Background Report (County of Ventura 2020a), the 
Agricultural land use designation is applied to lands which are suitable for the cultivation of crops 
and the raising of livestock. The Low-Density Residential land use designation provides for a variety 
of single-family homes and neighborhoods, with typical building types including small-lot single 
family homes and other similar housing types, such as second units. The Very Low-Density 
Residential land use designation provides a physical transition between the outer edges of an 
Existing Community or Urban Area and nearby agricultural and open space areas and uses, with 
typical building types including large-lot single family homes in a rural setting (County of Ventura 
2020a). 

6. Zoning 
The project’s southern segment is zoned as Residential Exclusive, Single-Family Residential, and 
Agricultural Exclusive; the project’s northern segment is zoned as Agricultural Exclusive (County of 
Ventura 2023a).  

According to Division 8, Chapter 1 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Ordinance Code (County of 
Ventura 2022a), the purpose of the Agricultural Exclusive zone is “to preserve and protect 
commercial agricultural lands as a limited and irreplaceable resource, to preserve and maintain 
agriculture as a major industry in Ventura County and to protect these areas from the 
encroachment of nonrelated uses which, by their nature, would have detrimental effects upon the 
agriculture industry.” The purpose of the Residential Exclusive zone is “to provide for and maintain 
rural residential areas in conjunction with horticultural activities, and to provide for a limited range 
of service and institutional uses which are compatible with and complementary to rural residential 
communities.” The purpose of the Single-Family Residential zone is “to provide for and maintain 
areas which are appropriate for single-family dwellings on individual lots.” 

7. Description of Project 

Project Overview 
The project consists of bikeway improvements on two segments along Rose Avenue, separated from 
one another by approximately one mile. These improvements would include pavement widening 
and restriping of the roadway to accommodate Class II bike lanes1 on both sides of the road. The 

 
1 Class II bike lanes provide a striped lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway and are typically designated by bike lane signs 
and markings (County of Ventura 2020b). 
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southern segment would include installation of concrete sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. At the 
intersection at Rose Avenue and Walnut Drive, signal poles would be upgraded to improve driver 
visibility of approaching traffic lights. Some signal poles may be relocated to enhance Americans 
with Disability Act accessibility to pedestrian push buttons. Additional signal equipment may also be 
incorporated, such as Lead Pedestrian Intervals to the northerly crosswalk to activate an early 
pedestrian crossing phase. 

To support the proposed bikeway improvements the project would also include a maximum of 
70,000 square feet of ROW acquisition (up to approximately 36,000 square feet for the southern 
segment and up to approximately 34,000 square feet for the northern segment), relocation of the 
water valves at the entrance of Rio Del Valle Junior High School and the school’s message sign, and 
the relocation of approximately 34 utility poles (13 utility poles in the southern segment and 21 
utility poles in the northern segment) ,shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6. Based on the final design for 
the project, the actual square footage of ROW acquisition required may be less than the current 
estimate. ROW acquisition would not involve the acquisition of California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) ROW. However, the project boundary extends north slightly into Caltrans 
ROW on SR 118 and extends approximately 300 feet south of Central Avenue for the project to tie 
into existing connections during utility relocation.  

Project Construction 
Construction of the southern segment would take place over approximately 12 weeks, currently 
planned between June 2026 and September 2026. Construction of the northern segment would also 
take place over approximately 12 weeks, currently planned between June 2028 and August 2028. 
Construction of each segment is expected to be active five days per week (Monday through Friday) 
between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Evening, nighttime, and weekend construction activities are 
not anticipated but may be required due to the high volume of cars traveling along the corridor 
during the day; any evening, nighttime, or weekend construction activities would be required to 
comply with the County of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold and Criteria and Control Plan 
(County of Ventura 2010).  

Construction equipment is anticipated to be staged outside of the project corridor, outside of the 
public ROW, and on a previously disturbed site, which would be identified by the contractor prior to 
the initiation of project construction. Worker parking is anticipated to occur along the shoulder of 
the unincorporated Ventura County roadways surrounding the project. Direct access to construction 
work areas would be provided via Rose Avenue. Construction equipment and worker haul routes 
would primarily utilize SR 118 and SR 126 for travel to and from the project corridor. 

Up to 207,500 square feet (approximately 4.8 acres) of new asphalt pavement would be added 
within the existing and proposed ROW to support construction of the Rose Avenue Bike Lanes 
Project (approximately 37,500 square feet for the southern segment, and up to 170,000 square feet 
for the northern segment). The southern segment would include approximately 25,000 additional 
square feet of concrete sidewalks and 2,500 additional square feet of curb and gutter. The project 
would result in approximately 31.9 acres of direct disturbance associated with the proposed 
improvements (approximately 10.8 acres for the southern portion and 21.1 acres for the northern 
portion), and up to 58.6 acres in indirect disturbance associated with an estimated 100-foot 
temporary disturbance buffer around the project corridor (approximately 17.8 acres for the 
southern portion and 40.8 acres for the northern portion) (Figure 7 and Figure 8). In total, 
construction of the proposed bike lanes would require approximately 14,000 cubic yards of 
excavation (approximately 4,800 cubic yards for the southern segment and 9,100 for the northern 
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segment) at an anticipated depth of up to 36 inches below ground surface, assuming that the 
relocation of 34 utility poles would require up to 35 cubic yards of excavation at an anticipated 
depth of up to seven feet below ground surface; however, the total amount of excavation required 
for utility relocations would be determined by the utility company in coordination with the County 
at the time of construction. Demolition activities would result in the export of approximately 7,000 
cubic yards of materials from the project corridor. A truck and auger drill rig would also be required 
during the relocation of each utility pole.  

Construction activities for the southern segment would require approximately one week of site 
preparation (June 2026), four weeks of utility relocation (June through July 2026), two weeks of 
demolition (July 2026), one week of grading and excavation (July 2026 through August 2026), three 
weeks of asphalt paving and pouring of concrete sidewalks (August 2026), and one week of signage 
and striping (August 2026 through September 2026). Construction activities for the northern 
segment would require approximately one week of site preparation (June 2028), four weeks of 
utility relocation (June 2028 through July 2028), two weeks of demolition (July 2028), one week of 
grading and excavation (July 2028 through August 2028), three weeks of asphalt paving and pouring 
of concrete sidewalks (August 2028), and one week of signage and striping (August 2028 through 
September 2028). Although construction of the northern segment is anticipated to occur between 
June 2028 and September 2028, construction funding for the northern segment has not yet been 
secured. The County of Ventura is actively pursuing construction funding, but the construction 
schedule may be postponed until funding is secured. 

In accordance with the Ventura County Stormwater Program, construction activities would include 
best management practices (BMPs) to reduce fugitive dust emissions, such as routine watering of 
exposed areas within the project corridor during dry weather (County of Ventura 2023b). 
Furthermore, in accordance with the Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as 
amended by 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ), the project would implement a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would include the use of additional BMPs to protect nearby 
surface water quality during project construction. 

Operation and Maintenance 
The increase in pavement width associated with the addition of bike lanes along Rose Avenue would 
not increase the frequency of required pavement inspections or maintenance in the County. 
However, the additional pavement would marginally increase the total quantity of pavement 
requiring regular inspection and maintenance. In addition, the County currently maintains the 
integrity of bike lanes with street sweeping. Following completion of construction, the new bike 
lanes on Rose Avenue would be added to the list of locations that require regular street sweeping. 
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Figure 5 Proposed Utility Pole Relocations – Southern Segment 
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Figure 6 Proposed Utility Pole Relocations – Northern Segment 
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Figure 7 Project Disturbance Limits – Southern Segment  
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Figure 8 Project Disturbance Limits – Northern Segment 
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8. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
Ventura County is the lead agency with responsibility for approving the project. The project would 
not require regulatory permits from the United States Army Corps of Engineers, the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), as there would be no modifications to aquatic features or impacts to jurisdictional Waters 
of the State or Waters of the United States. However, an encroachment permit from the City of 
Oxnard would be required for the portion of the southern segment of the project within Oxnard City 
Limits, and a Caltrans Encroachment Permit would be required at the intersection of Rose Avenue 
and SR 118. 

9. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally 
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area 
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.3.1? 

In accordance with Public Resource Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1, the County sent consultation 
request letters to the following Native American tribes on February 6, 2023: 

 Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians 
 Chumash Council of Bakersfield 
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation 
 Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
 Gabrieliño/Tongva Nation 
 Gabrieliño-Tongva Tribe 
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council 
 San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

One response to the consultation request letters was received, summarized below: 

 Crystal Mendoza, Cultural Resources Administrative Assistant of the Santa Ynez Band of 
Chumash Indians, replied on March 8, 2023. Ms. Mendoza informed Ventura County Public 
Works staff that the Elders’ Council requested no further consultation on this project. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least 
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

□ Air Quality 

□ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

□ Geology/Soils □ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

■ Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

□ Hydrology/Water Quality □ Land Use/Planning □ Mineral Resources 

■ Noise □ Population/Housing □ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation ■ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities/Service Systems □ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 

Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

□ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

■ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one 
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 
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□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) 
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, 
nothing further is required. 

 

   

Signature  Date 

   

Printed Name  Title 
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Environmental Checklist 
1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code 
Section 21099, would the project:     

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? □ □ □ ■ 

c. 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). If the project is 
in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? □ □ ■ □ 

The project corridor is characterized by a generally flat paved roadway surrounded by agricultural 
land and residential development. Views from the project corridor include vistas of the Topatopa 
mountain range in the Los Padres National Forest to the north and northwest, and the Santa Monica 
Mountains to the south and southeast. Both the Topatopa mountain range and the Santa Monica 
Mountains are identified as scenic resources in the Ventura County General Plan. Goal COS-3 of the 
General Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element is intended to preserve, protect, and enhance 
the unique scenic resources in Ventura County, and ensure access to scenic resources within 
Ventura County for present and future generations (County of Ventura 2020b). 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

The project consists of surface level features that would not obstruct existing views of these 
resources from the project corridor. Rather, the project would improve accessibility of the scenic 
vistas for residents and visitors as implementation of the project would allow for bicyclists to travel 
along the roadway, providing panoramic views of the identified scenic resources to new users. The 
only long-term change in above-ground features would be the relocation of approximately 34 utility 



Ventura County 
Rose Avenue Bike Lanes Project 

 
18 

poles. The proposed project involves the relocation of approximately 34 utility poles, which would 
not obstruct any existing views or modify existing scenic vistas. Therefore, the project’s impact on 
scenic vistas would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

A scenic highway is generally defined by Caltrans as a public highway that traverses an area of 
outstanding scenic quality, containing striking views, flora, geology, or other unique natural 
attributes (Caltrans 2012). The portion of SR 118 in the northern segment is not officially 
designated, or eligible for designation, as a state scenic highway. U.S. 101, located approximately 
0.28-mile southwest of the southern segment, is an eligible state scenic highway but is not officially 
designated as such (Caltrans 2023). The project corridor is not visible from U.S. 101. Therefore, the 
project would not block, alter, or otherwise damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. 
No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

c. Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? 

The project is a paved roadway surrounded by agricultural land and residential development within 
a primarily non-urbanized area. The project would result in Class II bike lanes, realignment of the 
existing roadway, and the relocation of approximately 34 utility poles. Utility pole relocation would 
primarily involve removing utility poles on the west side of Rose Avenue and installing replacement 
poles at a 1:1 ratio on the east side of Rose Avenue. Upon project completion, the visual character 
of the project corridor would be similar to existing conditions. Furthermore, the project would 
improve access to surrounding public views by allowing bicyclists to travel along the roadway. The 
project would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime views in the area? 

Existing sources of light or glare in the project corridor include the paved roadway, streetlights at 
the intersections of North Rose Avenue with Central Avenue and North Rose Avenue with Los 
Angeles Avenue, vehicular headlights, and farm equipment. Although the project would result in the 
addition of asphalt pavement in the project corridor, the project would not add vehicular travel 
lanes or otherwise promote vehicular travel, and no overhead or ground-level lighting is proposed 
to support the bike lanes. Therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
contract? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); 
timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526); or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location 
or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? □ □ ■ □ 

The project corridor is surrounded by lands designated in the Ventura County General Plan as 
Agricultural, Very Low-Density Residential, Low-Density Residential, and High-Density Residential 
(County of Ventura 2019). Existing farm access roads flank a portion of the northern segment to the 
northwest and the southeast. According to the Ventura County General Plan Background Report 
(County of Ventura 2020a), the Agricultural land use designation is applied to lands which are 
suitable for the cultivation of crops and the raising of livestock while Residential uses apply to land 
suitable for residential development, including single-family, multifamily, and manufactured/mobile 
homes. The project corridor is zoned as Agricultural Exclusive and Rural Exclusive (County of Ventura 
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2023a). The project corridor is surrounded by agricultural uses, residential uses, and an existing 
school. 

The entirety of the southern segment is classified as Urban and Built Up Land according to the 
California Department of Conservation (DOC) (DOC 2022). Most of the northern segment is 
classified as Prime Farmland while the portion of the northern segment adjacent to the agricultural 
business Hollandia Produce is classified as Farmland of Local Importance, and the northernmost 
portion of the northern segment is classified as Urban and Built Up Land (DOC 2022). 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? 

The project would occur adjacent to land designated and zoned for agricultural use and surrounding 
land is currently in use for agricultural purposes. The northern segment is mapped as Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance. In addition, some parcels adjacent to the northern 
segment (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 144-001-032, 147-004-032, 147-004-037, 147-006-029, 109-
039-021) are subject to a Williamson Act contract (DOC 2024). Although, the northern segment is 
primarily comprised of existing ROW, up to 34,000 square feet of ROW acquisition would be 
required. Work within the existing ROW would not conflict with existing Farmland or a Williamson 
Act contract. ROW acquisition along the northern segment would extend up to 15 feet from the 
existing roadway within roadway buffers or hedgerows, which would not convert agriculturally 
active farmland to non-agricultural use, preclude existing agricultural activities, or require the 
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. The southern segment is not designated as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. No Williamson Act contracted 
land is adjacent to the southern segment. Therefore, the project would not convert farmland to 
non-agricultural use or conflict with existing zoning or Williamson Act contract and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526); or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code 
Section 51104(g))? 

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The project corridor is a paved roadway surrounded by agricultural land, residential development, 
and a school, and does not contain forest land or timberland. Therefore, the project would not 
facilitate conversion or loss of forest land. The project corridor also is not zoned for forest land or 
timberland, and does not include such land uses. Therefore, the project would have no impact on 
forest land or timberland. 

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? □ □ ■ □ 

Located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), under the jurisdiction of Ventura County Air 
Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) and bordered by the South Coast Air Basin to the south and east, 
the San Joaquin and Mojave Desert Air Basins to the north, and the Pacific Ocean to the west, the 
project corridor lies approximately seven miles inland from the coast in an interior valley. Air 
pollutant emission sources in the SCCAB are typically grouped into two categories: stationary and 
mobile sources. Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area 
sources. Point source emissions originate from manufacturing and industrial processes, whereas 
area emissions originate from residential heaters, small engines, and other consumer products. 
Mobile source emissions can be attributed to vehicles and transportation-related activities. Both 
major emissions categories are widely distributed within SCCAB and may have a cumulative effect. 

The air pollutants of primary concern in the SCCAB include Ozone (O3), Particulate Matter (PM)10, 
PM2.5, carbon monoxide (CO), Nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). O3, PM10 and PM2.5 
are generally considered to be regional pollutants, because they or their precursors affect air quality 
on a regional scale. Pollutants such as CO, NO2, and SO2 are considered local pollutants, because 
they tend to accumulate in the air locally. Other local pollutants of concern within VCAPCD 
jurisdiction include toxic air contaminants, lead, and San Joaquin Valley Fever. The USEPA 
designates Ventura County as a nonattainment area for O3. Under California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, the County is designated as a nonattainment area for O3 and PM10 (VCAPCD 2023). 

VCAPCD prepares the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for meeting federal and State air 
quality standards (the most recent of which is the 2022 AQMP) and develops rules and regulations 
and permitting requirements. The Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines (October 
2003) is the most recent comprehensive publication regarding air quality assessment published by 
VCAPCD. The Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines provides detailed guidance on how 
to evaluate and mitigate a project’s air quality impacts, and recommends operational significance 
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thresholds for projects proposed in Ventura County. Since the project’s construction impacts would 
be temporary, these thresholds are not applicable to the project. Instead, to evaluate temporary 
construction impacts, VCAPCD recommends minimizing fugitive dust through various dust control 
measures. However, as stated in VCAPD’s Guidelines, “construction-related emissions should be 
mitigated if estimates of ROC and NOX emissions from the heavy-duty construction equipment 
anticipated to be used for a particular project exceed the […]25 pounds per day threshold in the […] 
county.” Furthermore, a project that may generate fugitive dust emissions in such quantities as to 
cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons, or which 
may endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person, or which may cause or 
have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property is considered to have a 
significant air quality impact by the VCAPCD. This threshold is particularly applicable to the 
generation of fugitive dust during construction grading operations. 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

The 2022 AQMP estimates Ventura County’s population and population forecasts using the 
Southern California Association of Governments Connect SoCal 2020-2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020-2045 RTP/SCS). The VCAPCD Guidelines also state 
that “if there are more recent population forecasts that have been adopted by the Ventura Council 
of Governments where the total county population is lower than that included in the most recently 
adopted AQMP population forecasts, lead agencies may use the more recent Ventura Council of 
Governments forecasts for determining AQMP consistency” (VCAPCD 2003). As discussed in Section 
14, Population and Housing, the project would not involve the construction of infrastructure that 
could induce substantial population growth such as new or increased capacity sewer or water lines, 
or the construction of new streets and roads for motorized vehicles. While the proposed roadway 
improvements would make non-motorized transportation safer, striping for a Class II bikeway and 
roadway realignment would not induce substantial growth in Ventura County. Therefore, the 
project would not result in or contribute to an exceedance of Ventura County’s forecasted 
population, and the project would be consistent with the 2022 AQMP. As the project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

CONSTRUCTION 
Project construction would primarily generate temporary criteria pollutant from construction 
equipment operating on-site, construction worker vehicle trips, and haul trips to and from the 
project corridor. Criteria pollutant emissions that could result from construction of the bikeway 
improvements were estimated in California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2022.1. 
The modeling outputs are included in Appendix A of this document. Construction was assumed to 
occur over approximately 24 weeks, split between two 12-week periods in 2026 and 2028. The 
anticipated construction footprint includes a total of seven acres and is assumed to result in up to 
14,000 cubic yards of excavation and export of 7,000 cubic yards of demolition materials. 

Table 1 summarizes average daily emissions of pollutants throughout the construction period. 
Estimated average daily emissions would not exceed VCAPCD screening level thresholds during 
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project construction. Therefore, project construction would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant. 

Table 1 Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions  
 Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

 ROC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Construction (2026) 2.3 21.8 23.6 <0.1 4.7 2.4 

Construction (2028) 2.1 20.0 23.2 <0.1 4.6 2.3 

VCAPCD Thresholds 25 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

See Appendix A for modeling results. Some numbers may not add up due to independent rounding. 

OPERATION 
The project would result in roadway improvements, including inclusion of a Class II bicycle lane, 
which encourages non-motorized transportation. As determined in Section 17, Transportation, one 
of the regional benefits of increased trips from bicyclists is a reduction in vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT). A reduction in VMT would result in a corresponding reduction in vehicular air pollutant 
emissions. Thus, the project would not result in a substantial contribution to an air quality violation 
during operation. This impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

CONSTRUCTION 
Construction-related activities would result in short-term, project-generated emissions of diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site 
preparation grading, building construction, and other construction activities. California Air 
Resources Board identifies DPM as a TAC, which has a potential cancer risk from inhalation that 
outweighs its potential non-cancer health impacts (California Air Resources Board 2022a). At this 
time, VCAPCD has not adopted a methodology for analyzing non-cancer health impacts. 

Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period. 
The dose to which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. 
According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk 
assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be 
limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project, and OEHHA guidance states 
that it is not appropriate to conduct HRAs for projects with construction periods of less than two 
months. 

The DPM emissions would occur during grading activities. While grading emissions represent the 
worst-case condition, grading activities would only occur for approximately two total weeks split 
between one-week periods in 2026 and 2028, which is less than the two-month period OEHHA 
recommends. The overall construction period of 24 weeks, while equal to approximately six months, 
would occur over 1.6 linear miles and include various phases of construction that do not generate 
substantial DPM emissions. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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OPERATION 
The project would not introduce new sources of operational pollutants that would expose adjacent 
sensitive receptors such as homes, hospitals, and schools to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
Furthermore, because the project is intended to facilitate non-motorized transportation, it would 
not increase VMT in Ventura County (as discussed further in Section 17,Transportation), and as a 
result, the project would not increase the exposure of sensitive receptors to pollutant 
concentrations from motor vehicles. 

During operation of the project, bicyclists using the roadway would be exposed to particulate 
matter, carbon monoxide, and other pollutants from motor vehicle exhaust. However, bicyclists are 
not considered sensitive receptors because they would not be exposed to air pollutants for a 
substantial duration that would typically have the potential to result in a significant health effect 
while using the roadway. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

During construction of the project, emissions from construction equipment could potentially result 
in odors. However, construction activities would be temporary and would not involve materials or 
activities that are a potential source of significant odors. As a result, construction activities would 
not result in the creation of objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. In 
addition, roadway users would not be exposed to any objectionable odors from construction 
because the affected segment of Rose Avenue would be closed to the public when under 
construction. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 



Environmental Checklist 
Biological Resources 

 
Draft Initial Study 25 

4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state 
or federally protected wetlands (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement 
of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? □ □ □ ■ 
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Rincon conducted a reconnaissance-level biological survey of the northern segment on April 25, 
2023. Rincon conducted a subsequent reconnaissance-level biological survey of the southern 
segment on January 9, 2024. The purpose of the surveys was to document existing biological 
conditions along the project corridor, including plant and wildlife species, vegetation communities, 
and the potential for presence of sensitive species. The existing conditions inventory and biological 
resources analysis are derived from the reconnaissance surveys, as well as a literature and database 
review of sensitive biological resources that have been recorded in the region.  

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Special-status species are those plants and animals that are: 1) listed, proposed for listing, or 
candidates for listing as Threatened or Endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and National Marine Fisheries Service under the Federal Endangered Species Act; 2) those listed or 
proposed for listing as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by CDFW under the California Endangered 
Species Act ESA; 3) those recognized as Species of Special Concern or Fully Protected by CDFW; and 
4) plants occurring on lists 1 and 2 of the CDFW California Rare Plant Rank system.  

Although not considered special status, most nesting birds are afforded protection under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or California Fish and Game Code 3505. 

A review of records from the California Natural Diversity Database and California Native Plant 
Society’s Electronic Inventory identified 20 special-status animal species and 29 special-status plant 
species with occurrence records within five miles of the project corridor, including 21 federal and/or 
State listed species. The project corridor consists of historically disturbed areas, including an existing 
paved roadway, dirt and gravel road shoulders, a cement V-ditch, and adjacent agricultural land. 
The project corridor does not contain any suitable or critical habitat for special status species. As 
described in Section 13, Noise, the project corridor (including Rose Avenue, Central Avenue, and SR 
118) produces a high volume of traffic noise. 

Wildlife species observed on-site during the reconnaissance-level biological surveys included: 
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), American goldfinch 
(Spinus tristis), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
American robin (Turdus migratorius), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), Anna’s hummingbird 
(Calypte anna), Eurasian collared dove (Streptopelia decaocto), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), 
red shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), red tail hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), western fence lizard 
(Sceloporus occidentalis), orange-crowned warbler (Vermivora celata), California towhee (Melozone 
crissalis), California scrubjay (Aphelocoma californica), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), hooded 
oriole (Icterus cucullatus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), 
Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and western seagull (Larus occidentalis). No sensitive 
or special status plant or animal species were observed. No nesting birds or nesting bird behavior 
were observed in the project corridor, although a high volume of swallows and house finches were 
observed nesting on the eave soffits of a home on private property approximately 150 feet from the 
northern segment. The northern segment was determined to provide low-medium nesting bird 
habitat suitability while the southern segment was determined to provide low nesting bird habitat 
suitability. The project is not anticipated to result in any direct impacts to species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species, and any indirect effects on candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species would be less than significant. 
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

During a review of the National Hydrography Dataset and the National Wetlands Inventory, two 
potential ponds were identified near the project corridor, one south of SR 118 and one north of SR 
118. During the reconnaissance-level biological survey, water was not observed in the pond south of 
SR 118. Although water was observed in the pond north of SR 118, the project would not disturb 
this location. A riverine feature was also identified along Rose Avenue in the National Wetlands 
Inventory but was not observed during the biological survey. A cement V-ditch was observed along 
the road shoulder at the intersection of Central Avenue and Rose Avenue but contained no water. 

Plant communities are considered sensitive if they have limited distributions or high wildlife value, 
include sensitive species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance. CDFW ranks sensitive 
communities as “threatened” or “very threatened” and keeps records of their occurrences in 
California Natural Diversity Database. Although the California Natural Diversity Database does 
identify sensitive plant communities as potentially occurring in or near the project corridor, no 
sensitive plant communities were observed in the project corridor during the reconnaissance-level 
biological survey. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact to any riparian 
habitat, other sensitive natural communities, or State or federally protected wetlands. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections between 
habitat patches that allow for genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. 
Such linkages may serve a local purpose, such as connecting foraging and denning areas, or they 
may be regional in nature. Some habitat linkages may serve as migration corridors, wherein animals 
periodically move away from an area and then subsequently return. Others may be important as 
dispersal corridors for young animals. A group of habitat linkages in an area can form a wildlife 
corridor network.  

Wildlife movement corridors can be both large and small scale. Regionally, portions of Ventura 
County are located within an Essential Connectivity Area (ECA) as mapped in California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California (Spencer et al. 2010). 
ECAs represent principal connections between Natural Landscape Blocks and are regions in which 
land conservation and management actions should be prioritized to maintain and enhance 
ecological connectivity. ECAs are generally mapped based on coarse ecological condition indicators, 
rather than the needs of species and thus serve most species in each region. 

No mapped wildlife movement corridors occur in the project corridor. Furthermore, there are no 
riverine or wetland resources in the project corridor that would support the presence of migratory 
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fish. Therefore, the project would result in no impact to the movement of fish or wildlife species or 
wildlife corridors. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

The project would not involve removal of or encroachment upon any trees or other protected 
vegetation. The project corridor is not located within any Conservation Land Boundaries, Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plans. As discussed in criterion a. above, the project’s potential impact on 
sensitive species and habitats would be less than significant. Therefore, there would be no impact 
regarding conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources or a local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ 

This section provides an analysis of the project’s potential impacts on cultural resources, including 
historical, archaeological resources, and human remains, and is based on the Cultural Resources 
Technical Report prepared by Rincon Consultants in 20232. The Cultural Resources Technical Report 
includes background and archival research utilizing historical aerial photographs and USGS 
topographical maps, historical newspapers, and biographical information on property owners and 
occupants. The Cultural Resources Technical Report also includes a search of the California Historical 
Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the South Central Coastal Information Center located at 
California State University, Fullerton, and Rincon contacted the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) on January 30, 2023, to request a search of the Sacred Lands File. The CHRIS 
records search identified 53 previously conducted cultural resources studies within one mile of the 
project corridor. Of these studies, four include portions of the current project corridor. None of 
these four studies identified cultural resources in the current project corridor. Rincon conducted 
pedestrian surveys of the project corridor on April 19, 2023, October 24, 2023, and November 2, 
2023. Overall, 100 percent of the project corridor has been surveyed within the last 50 years. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a lead agency determine whether a 
project may have a significant effect on historical resources (PRC Section 21084.1). State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5 also states the term “historical resources” shall include the following: 

1) A resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission 
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR; PRC Section 5024.1, Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 4850 et. Seq.). 

2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of 
the PRC or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of 
Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public 

 
2 The Cultural Resources Technical Report is not appended to this environmental document due to confidentiality purposes, but can be 
made available for review through a direct request to the County of Ventura. 
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agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence 
demonstrates it is not historically or culturally significant. 

3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, 
may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is 
supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be 
considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria 
for listing in the CRHR (PRC Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) as follows: 
 Is associated with events which have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 

of California’s history and cultural heritage; 
 Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 

or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; 
or 

 Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are automatically listed on the 
CRHR, along with State Landmarks and Points of Interest. The CRHR can also include properties 
designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical resource surveys.  

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to §15064.5? 

The fieldwork and background research conducted to support Rincon’s Cultural Resources Technical 
Report resulted in the identification of two historic-age properties in the project corridor, an 
agricultural property and a school. The properties were recorded and evaluated for listing in the 
NRHP, CRHR, and as a Ventura County local landmark, site of merit, or point of interest. The 
agricultural property’s use and development is consistent with agricultural development of the 
Oxnard Plain and Santa Clara River Valley of Ventura County for citrus groves that was first spurred 
by the establishment of an irrigation canal from the Santa Clara River in the 1870s. However, the 
agricultural property is not significant within the context of agricultural development and is not 
strongly representative of local agricultural history. Furthermore, the agricultural property has been 
altered over time, including the demolition of associated buildings including accessory agricultural 
buildings and a single-family residence related to its historic use as an agricultural property. As such, 
it no longer retains sufficient integrity to convey its history as an agricultural property from the late 
nineteenth to mid-twentieth century, and was ultimately recommended as ineligible for national, 
State, or local listing for lack of historical significance. 

The second historic-age property, Rio Del Valle Junior High School, has historically served as a school 
and a community center for town meetings, society or organization meetings, and presentations. 
Though the school was a large part of the El Rio community, research did not support that the 
school played an important role in a historical event for the area during Post-World War II 
development. The property was not the site of an improvement in education or technological 
advancements in education. The property is not associated with individuals significant in local, state, 
or national history. Though it retains its historic location and setting, the building lacks design and 
material integrity as it has been continually altered since its construction in 1961. Several new 
buildings and structures were constructed throughout its history from the 1960s to the present and 
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several original buildings and structures were altered or demolished. Therefore, the property is 
recommended ineligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR, and as a Ventura County local landmark, site 
of merit, or point of interest. As a result, no impact to historical resources would occur as a result of 
the project. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

The CHRIS records search and background research identified ten previously recorded cultural 
resources within one mile of the project corridor, three of which are considered archaeological 
resources pursuant to Section 15064.5. No archaeological resources are located in the project 
corridor. The April 2023, October 2023, and November 2023 pedestrian survey of the project 
corridor did not identify any previously unknown archaeological resources. 

Geoarchaeological background research indicates the project corridor is underlain by Holocene age 
sediments which date to the era of human occupation. These sediments consist of unconsolidated 
alluvial deposits of valley and floodplain areas and are composed of silt, sand, and gravel. Although 
the lack of surface evidence of archaeological materials does not preclude their subsurface 
existence, the floodplain sediments underlying the project corridor have an episodic nature and as a 
result, have an increased likelihood of burying archaeological deposits. However, the project 
corridor has been heavily disturbed from the construction and maintenance of Rose Avenue, 
underground utility installation, and adjacent agricultural activity.  

Overall, the absence of substantial prehistoric or historic-period archaeological remains within the 
immediate vicinity, coupled with the geoarchaeological analysis and existing level of disturbance in 
the project corridor, suggest there is a low potential for encountering subsurface archaeological 
deposits. Although there is a low potential to encounter archaeological resources and no 
archaeological resources were documented on the project site, the possibility remains, although 
unlikely, that unanticipated archaeological resources could be discovered during ground disturbing 
construction activities. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 is necessary in the event that currently 
unknown subsurface archaeological resources are encountered during project-related ground-
disturbing activities. The project would also be required to adhere to existing regulations regarding 
the unanticipated discovery of human remains, as detailed below. With adherence to Mitigation 
Measure CUL-1, the project impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 

CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 

In the event that archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work within 50 feet of the find shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) 
shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the resource. If the resource is determined by the 
qualified archaeologist to be prehistoric, a Native American representative shall also be contacted 
to participate in the evaluation of the resource. If the qualified archaeologist and/or Native 
American representative determine the resource to be potentially eligible for the CRHR, 
archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility shall be completed.  
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If the resource is found to be eligible for the CRHR and significant impacts to the resource cannot be 
avoided via project redesign, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a data recovery plan tailored to 
the physical nature and characteristics of the resource, per the requirements of CCR Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C). The data recovery plan shall identify data recovery excavation methods, 
measurable objectives, and data thresholds to reduce any significant impacts to cultural resources 
related to the resource. Pursuant to the data recovery plan, the qualified archaeologist and Native 
American representative, as appropriate, shall recover and document the scientifically 
consequential information that justifies the resource’s significance. The County shall review and 
approve the treatment plan and archaeological testing. The resulting documentation shall be 
submitted to South Central Coastal Information Center, per CCR Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C). 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts to archaeological resources in 
the project corridor by ensuring proper handling and documentation in the event of unexpected 
discovery of archaeological resources. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-
1, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

No human remains are known to be present in the project corridor. However, the discovery of 
human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human remains are 
encountered during project construction, the State of California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a 
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an 
unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the 
human remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the County Coroner will notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which will determine and notify a most likely descendant 
(MLD). The MLD has 48 hours from being granted site access to make recommendations for the 
disposition of the remains. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the 
landowner shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from subsequent disturbance. 
With adherence to existing regulations, effects related to the discovery of human remains would be 
less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? □ □ ■ □ 

The primary sources of energy in Ventura County are electricity provided by Southern California 
Edison and natural gas provided by Southern California Gas Company. In 2021, the most recent year 
for which data is available, SCE’s electrical power mix was 22.3 percent natural gas, 31.4 percent 
renewable (10.2 percent wind, 14.9 percent solar, 5.7 percent geothermal, 0.6 percent biomass, 
biowaste, and eligible hydroelectric), 9.2 percent nuclear, 2.5 percent large hydroelectric or other, 
and 34.6 percent unspecified (from transactions that are not traceable to specific generation 
sources) (SCE 2021).  

a. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

Construction of the project would result in short-term consumption of energy from the use of 
construction equipment and processes. Construction would primarily involve replacement 
(demolition and excavation) of existing roadway, roadway restriping, realignment, safety 
improvements, and utility pole relocation. Construction would also require material export from 
excavation and demolition, which would consume transportation fuel. Energy use during 
construction would be primarily from fuel consumption to operate heavy equipment, light-duty 
vehicles, machinery, and generators.  

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used 
would be typical of construction projects in the region. It is reasonable to assume contractors would 
avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary fuel consumption during construction, as a standard 
cost-reducing practice. Project construction contractors would be required to comply with the CARB 
In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation, which imposes limits on idling and restricts the use 
of older vehicles. This would reduce fuel consumption and lead to the use of fuel-efficient vehicles 
on the construction site. Construction equipment would be required to be maintained to applicable 
standards, and construction activity and associated fuel consumption and energy use would be 
typical for the construction of transportation-related infrastructure.  
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After construction, the project would enhance non-motorized transportation through the project 
corridor, as discussed in Section 17, Transportation. Since the project would reduce VMT, it would 
also reduce long-term energy consumption, primarily from reduced transportation motor vehicle 
fuel consumption. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact from wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

The 2040 General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element describes Ventura County’s energy 
efficiency and climate action policies (County of Ventura 2020b). Goal COS-8 aims “To minimize 
energy consumption and increase the use of renewable energy,” while Policy COS-8.1 calls to reduce 
the reliance of fossil fuels. The 2040 General Plan Circulation, Transportation, and Mobility Element 
includes policies that call for the construction and use of bicycle infrastructure, which would 
improve transportation energy efficiency. Goal CTM-3 aims “To develop an accessible and 
interconnected bicycle network that addresses resident and visitor needs for commuting, daily 
activities, and recreation” and Policy CTM-3.2 calls to “develop a bicycle network for all user types 
and routes across the county,” while Policy CT-3.5calls for development of “bicycle network 
connectivity in rural, agricultural, and open space areas” (County of Ventura 2020b). As discussed in 
Section 17, Transportation, the project would encourage residents to substitute multi-modal trips 
for motor vehicle trips, which would reduce VMT. This would improve energy efficiency in the 
County consistent with Policy COS-8.1 and Mobility Element policies in the General Plan. Overall, the 
project would not conflict with any State or local plans for energy efficiency, and this impact would 
be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     
1. Rupture of a known earthquake 

fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? □ □ ■ □ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ 

4. Landslides? □ □ □ ■ 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the 

loss of topsoil? □ □ ■ □ 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 

is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial direct 
or indirect risks to life or property? □ □ ■ □ 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? □ □ □ ■ 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? □ □ ■ □ 

This section evaluates the project’s potential impacts on geology and soils based on Yeh and 
Associates, Inc.’s Preliminary Geotechnical and Geohazards Report (Appendix B). 

Similar to much of California, the project corridor is located in a seismically active region where 
earthquakes resulting in strong and damaging ground motion have occurred. The severity of ground 
shaking depends primarily upon the magnitude of the earthquake, the location of the fault with 
respect to the site, and the soil and/or rock conditions at the site. Faults generally produce damage 
in two ways: ground shaking and surface rupture. Nearby faults with potential to create strong 
ground motion at the project corridor are listed in Table 2.  

Table 2 Faults in Proximity to the Project Corridor 
Fault Distance from Project Corridor 

Wright Road Fault 1.3 miles 

Oak Ridge onshore Fault 1.9 miles 

Simi-Santa Rosa Fault 3.3 miles 

Ventura-Pits Point Fault 4.1 miles 

Red Mountain Fault 12 miles 

Channel Islands Thrust Fault 12 miles 

Source: Appendix B 

The Alquist-Priolo Act provides for special seismic design considerations if developments are 
planned in areas adjacent to active or potentially active faults. The nearest known Alquist-Priolo 
fault zone is the Wright Road Fault, located approximately 1.3 miles east of the northern segment 
(California Geologic Survey [CGS] 2023).  

Liquefaction is the sudden loss of soil strength due to a rapid increase in soil pore water pressure 
resulting from seismic ground shaking. Liquefaction potential is dependent on such factors as soil 
type, depth to groundwater, degree of seismic shaking, and the relative density of the soil. When 
liquefaction of the soil occurs, buildings and other objects on the ground surface may tilt or sink, 
and lightweight buried structures (such as pipelines) may float toward the ground surface. Liquefied 
soil may be unable to support its own weight or that of structures, which could result in loss of 
foundation bearing or differential settlement. The entire county is susceptible to liquefaction, but 
the most vulnerable locations are along the Santa Clara River and in the Oxnard Plain (County of 
Ventura 2020). CGS maps the project corridor as a liquefaction zone (CGS 2023). 

Landslides result when the driving forces that act on a slope (i.e., the weight of the slope material, 
and the weight of objects placed on it) are greater than the slope’s natural resisting forces (i.e., the 
shear strength of the slope material). Areas susceptible to landslides are typically characterized by 
steep, unstable slopes in weak soil/bedrock units which have a record of previous slope failure. 
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Although the Ventura County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan does indicate that 
unincorporated Ventura County has a high susceptibility to landslides, the project corridor is 
generally flat and is not surrounded by hillsides, and there is no record of previous slope failure in its 
vicinity (County of Ventura 2022b).  

Expansive soils can change substantially in volume depending on moisture content. When wet, 
these soils can expand; conversely, when dry, they can contract or shrink. Sources of moisture that 
can trigger this shrink-swell phenomenon include seasonal rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility 
leakage, and/or perched groundwater. Expansive soil can develop wide cracks in the dry season, and 
changes in soil volume have the potential to damage concrete slabs, foundations, and pavement. 
Special building/structure design or soil treatment are often needed in areas with expansive soils. 

Erosion is the wearing away of the soil mantle by running water, wind or geologic forces. It is a 
naturally occurring phenomenon and ordinarily is not hazardous. However, excessive erosion can 
contribute to landslides, siltation of streams, undermining of foundations, and ultimately the loss of 
structures. Removal of vegetation tends to heighten erosion hazards.  

The California Building Code (CBC) requires, among other things, seismically resistant construction 
and foundation and soil investigations prior to construction. The CBC also establishes grading 
requirements that apply to excavation and fill activities and requires the implementation of erosion 
control measures. The County is responsible for enforcing the 2022 CBC. Ordinance No. 4548 adopts 
the Ventura County Building Code (VCBC) and adopts by reference the most current editions of the 
CBC. VCBC contains provisions to ensure that development occurs in a manner which protects the 
natural and topographic character and identity of the environment, visual integrity of hillsides and 
ridgelines, sensitive species and unique geologic/geographic features, and the health, safety, and 
welfare of the general public. VCBC regulates grading on private and public property and includes 
standards and design criteria to control storm water and erosion during construction activities. The 
ordinance sets forth rules and regulations to control excavation, grading, earthwork construction 
(including fills and embankments), and development on hillsides and along ridgelines; establishes 
the administrative procedures for the issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans and 
inspection of grading construction in compliance with storm water management requirements. 

Subsurface soil types in the project corridor consist of artificial fill and alluvial and overbank deposits 
from the Holocene (Qha) (Tan, et al. 2004). The Holocene epoch refers to approximately the last 
11,700 years since the preceding glacial period. Holocene deposits contain only the remains of 
modern taxa (if any resources are present), which are not considered “unique” paleontological 
resources. The artificial fill is expected to range from depths of two to four feet and consist of 
predominantly silty sand, underlain by the older alluvial well-graded to poorly graded sands and 
gravels. The alluvial and overbank deposits are part of the Oxnard Forebay and comprise a surfacing 
of the underlying Oxnard Aquifer (Appendix B). 
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a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

The project corridor does not cross a mapped Quaternary of active fault, is not within a designated 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone, and is approximately two miles from the nearest mapped active 
fault (Appendix B). The project corridor is still susceptible to strong seismic ground shaking in the 
event of a major earthquake due to nearby active faults, which are capable of producing strong 
seismic ground shaking at the project corridor. Construction of the bicycle infrastructure and 
relocation of utility infrastructure would be required to meet current seismic standards in the VCBC, 
which are intended to ensure that structures could withstand the adverse effects of strong ground 
shaking. The VCBC adopts the most recent CBC by reference. The CBC contains specific 
requirements for structural design, including seismic loads, and requires that structures be designed 
and constructed to resist seismic hazards. Ventura County would ensure that the project would be 
designed and constructed consistent with the current CBC, thereby ensuring that appropriate design 
measures have been employed to effectively minimize or avoid potential hazards associated with 
redevelopment and/or new construction. 

Compliance with all applicable County building and fire code standards, as well as the CBC (CBC, 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations), would ensure the project would be engineered to 
withstand the expected ground acceleration. The final design plans for the project would be 
required to be reviewed and approved by County safety officials prior to project approval. Once 
constructed, the County would be responsible for resurfacing pavement that is substantially 
damaged by ground shaking to prevent a long-term risk of injury. The project does not include 
bridges or habitable structures that could be vulnerable to collapse during ground shaking. 
Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects of 
seismic ground shaking or substantial risk of fault rupture in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zone. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

c. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

As discussed above, unincorporated Ventura County has a high susceptibility to landslides, and the 
project corridor is located in an identified liquefaction zone (County of Ventura 2022b; CGS 2023). 
The Geotechnical and Geohazards Report (Appendix B) indicates that the soil encountered in the 
upper 20 to 25 feet of a site on the Oxnard Plain may contain loose or medium dense sandy soil that 
could be potentially liquefiable, depending on the groundwater depths at the site, and liquefaction 
during an earthquake could damage pavement along the project corridor. Groundwater in the 
vicinity of the project corridor has been measured at approximately 28 feet below ground surface. 
The maximum excavation depth during construction of the project is anticipated to be 7 feet below 
ground surface, and the project would not include habitable structures that could expose people to 
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adverse effects from seismic-related ground failure. New and enhanced bicycle infrastructure would 
not involve major excavation or grading that could increase the instability of underlying geologic 
units or soil, or otherwise increase existing exposure to liquefaction by users of Rose Avenue. The 
final design plans for the project would be required to comply with the VCBC, which requires 
structures to be designed and constructed to resist liquefaction potential from seismic-related 
ground failure. Furthermore, the project corridor is generally flat and is not surrounded by hillsides, 
and there is no record of previous slope failure in its vicinity (County of Ventura 2022b). Therefore, 
no hazards related to geologic or soil instability were identified for the project, and this impact 
would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Landslides are typically a hazard on or near slopes or hillside areas, rather than generally level areas 
such as the project corridor and its vicinity. The project corridor is generally flat and is not 
surrounded by hillsides. Therefore, the project corridor is not susceptible to landslides (CGS 2023; 
Ventura County 2020). Overall, the project has a low potential for slope instability and there would 
be no impact related to landslides. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Grading activity during construction of the project would loosen surface soils, making them 
susceptible to erosion by wind and water. However, because the project would involve grading on 
more than one acre, all construction activity would be subject to the erosion control requirements 
set by the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit 
(Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ) and Ventura 
County Stormwater Municipal Permit No. CAS004002. As described in Section 10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, compliance with existing regulations would reduce the potential for substantial 
erosion to occur during construction. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Soils beneath the project corridor are well drained to excessively drained, have a low to negligible 
runoff class, and generally expand and contract very little when exposed to moisture. Therefore, the 
project corridor is unlikely to be in areas underlain by expansive soils and the shrinking and swelling 
of soil is unlikely to disrupt or damage paved surfaces. The project corridor is generally comprised of 
previously graded and paved ground that is underlain by artificial fill material with a lower risk of 
expansiveness than the native soil. Even if proposed features are underlain by expansive soil, the 
project improvements would not alter the existing susceptibility to expansive soil or increase the 
exposure of recreational users to this risk. Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial 
risk associated with expansive soils, and this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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e. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

The project would not involve the construction of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Significant paleontological resources are fossils or assemblages of fossils that are unique, unusual, 
rare, uncommon, diagnostically important, or are common but have the potential to provide 
valuable scientific information for evaluating evolutionary patterns and processes, or which could 
improve our understanding of fossil chronologies, the ecology and geographic distribution of fossil 
organisms, or the history of geologic layers.  

The project corridor consists of alluvial deposits from the Holocene (Qha), which are not considered 
“unique” paleontological resources. Intact Holocene deposits are typically considered too young to 
preserve paleontological resources and are assigned a low paleontological sensitivity. It is 
anticipated that grading for the project would extend up to seven feet below ground surface, for the 
purpose of relocating utility poles. At this depth in the mapped geologic unit, grading for the project 
would be unlikely to yield intact fossil resources. Furthermore, such resources if present would not 
be found in intact sedimentary formations that provide historical context. The project corridor also 
has been highly disturbed by prior grading to construct Rose Avenue and plowing from agricultural 
uses. Ground disturbance would be relatively shallow and may primarily encounter fill material. 
Therefore, the project’s potential impact on paleontological resources would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

g. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

h. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? □ □ ■ □ 

Most individual projects do not generate sufficient greenhouse gases (GHG) missions to directly 
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute 
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a 
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s 
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]). 

In 2011, VCAPCD staff provided a report entitled “Greenhouse Gas Thresholds of Significance 
Options for Land Use Development Projects in Ventura County” to the Ventura County Air Pollution 
Control Board by way of a letter dated November 8, 2011. The VCAPCD letter concludes that “unless 
directed otherwise by [the Air Pollution Control] Board, District staff will continue to evaluate and 
develop suitable GHG threshold options for Ventura County with preference for GHG threshold 
consistency with the South Coast AQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
region.” However, to date, VCAPCD has not established quantitative significance thresholds for 
evaluating GHG emissions in CEQA analyses for non-industrial development projects or roadway 
projects.  

To date, no quantitative GHG emissions significance threshold for general use in the environmental 
review process of non-industrial projects that would be applicable to the project have been adopted 
by a local, regional, or State agency per the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(b). As 
such, for this analysis, the potential significance of the project’s GHG emissions will be qualitatively 
evaluated based on the “extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements 
adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of 
greenhouse gas emissions” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4[b]). The project would be required by 
the County to comply with applicable regulations or requirements adopted to implement statewide, 
regional, or local plans for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.  
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a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

b. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The project would involve construction activities that generate GHG emissions, primarily during 
excavation, grading, and paving. For informational purposes, construction GHG emissions have been 
quantified. During construction the largest source of GHG emissions is the use of trucks to haul soil 
and grading equipment for earth movement. The project’s potential construction GHG emissions 
were estimated using the same modeling approach and assumptions described in Section 3, Air 
Quality. In 2026, project construction would generate approximately 87 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (CO2e)3. In 2028 project construction would generate approximately 52 metric 
tons of CO2e. The project’s construction phase would generate a total of approximately 139 metric 
tons of CO2e (see Appendix A for air quality modeling).  

The project would encourage residents to substitute multi-modal trips for motor vehicle trips by 
providing an alternative means of travel, which would reduce VMT (see Section 17, Transportation). 
Because vehicle emissions comprise the largest share of GHG emissions in California, projects that 
make active transportation a more viable and attractive option would contribute to achieving State 
goals for emissions reductions by reducing VMT. Therefore, the project would have a less than 
significant impact on the environment from GHG emissions and would not conflict with applicable 
plans to reduce GHG emissions. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
3 CO2e is a measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse gases on the basis of their global warming potential (i.e., 
how much energy the emissions of one ton of gas will absorb over a given period of time, relative to the emissions of one ton of carbon 
dioxide).  
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the 
environment? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a 
list of hazardous material sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create 
a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? □ ■ □ □ 

e. For a project located in an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? □ □ □ ■ 

f. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? □ □ ■ □ 

g. Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? □ □ □ ■ 
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A review of historical aerial photographs and topographic maps indicates that the project corridor 
has been developed as a road, similar to present day, since approximately 1947. Adjacent properties 
have been developed for rural residential and agricultural use since approximately 1947 
(Nationwide Environmental Title Research, LLC 2023). 

According to the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)’s EnviroStor database, there are no 
active or inactive hazardous waste or cleanup sites within 1,000 feet of the project corridor (DTSC 
2023). However, according to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)’s GeoTracker 
database, there are eight known release sites located within 1,000 feet of the project corridor, as 
follows (SWRCB 2023a): 

 Grether Farming Inc. (5010 N Rose Avenue): This agricultural facility is located adjacent to the 
southeast of the northern segment and is associated with one Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank (LUST) case, closed as of 1989. According to GeoTracker and Ventura County 
Environmental Health Division (VCEHD; VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at the 
facility. 

 Rio Mesa High School Nursery (545 Central Avenue): This facility is located approximately 400 
feet northwest of the northern segment and is associated with one LUST case, closed as of 1989. 
According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at the 
facility. 

 Lexus of Oxnard (1621 Auto Center Drive): This facility is located approximately 390 feet 
southwest of the southern segment and is associated with one LUST case, closed as of 2002. 
According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at the 
facility.  

 Honda of Oxnard (1500 Ventura Boulevard): This facility is located approximately 500 feet 
southeast of the southern segment and is associated with one LUST case, closed as of 2003. 
According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at the 
facility.  

 GTE El Rio Central Office (1505 Ventura Boulevard): This facility is located approximately 550 
feet southeast of the southern segment and is associated with one LUST case, closed as of 1991. 
According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at the 
facility.  

 Rio Del Valle School Southern Parcel (2600 N Rose Avenue): This facility is located approximately 
1,000 feet east of the project site and is classified as a school cleanup site due to past 
agricultural uses. The site’s cleanup status was active as of March 30, 2022. 

 United Water Conservation District’s El Rio Booster Pumping Station (3561 N Rose Avenue): This 
facility is located approximately 875 feet northwest of the southern segment and is associated 
with one LUST case, closed as of 2004. According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no 
impacted soil was left in place at the facility. 

 Oxnard College Technical Building (4000 N Rose Avenue): This facility is located approximately 
450 feet northwest of the southern segment and is associated with one LUST case, closed as of 
2003. According to GeoTracker and VCEHD (VCEHD 2023), no impacted soil was left in place at 
the facility. 

Additional research was completed to determine if landfills, oil and gas wells, hazardous material 
transportation pipelines, and per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances investigative sites are located 
onsite or could be affecting the project corridor.  
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According to a review of the California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery 
(CalRecycle) online Solid Waste Information System database, no landfills are located within 2,000 
feet of the project corridor (CalRecycle 2023). The nearest landfill, Saticoy County 1962 (Saticoy 
Avenue and North Bank Drive), is located approximately 1.4 miles northwest of the northern 
segment (CalRecycle 2023). This facility is classified as a closed solid waste disposal site. According 
to a review of California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management Division online 
oil and gas well and field records, the project corridor is not located within an oil/gas field (California 
Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management Division 2023). However, there are two 
plugged dry hole wells both located within 1,000 feet of the northern segment. API 0411105764 is 
located approximately 170 feet northwest and API 0411120226 is located approximately 950 feet 
south-southeast of the northern segment. 

According to a review of the United States Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT), Pipeline 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration’s online National Pipeline Mapping System database, 
five hazardous material pipelines are located within or adjacent to the project corridor (U.S. DOT 
2023):  

 Two active crude oil pipelines located within or adjacent to the northern terminus of the project 
corridor along SR 118 (Crimson Pipeline L.P. Pipeline IDs 334 and 1203) 

 One active natural gas pipeline located within or adjacent to the northern terminus of the 
project corridor along SR 118 (Southern California Gas Company Pipeline ID 6266) 

 One active crude oil pipeline located within or adjacent to the southern terminus of the project 
corridor along Central Avenue (CalNRG Operating, LLC Pipeline ID PL-7033) 

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

The project would not involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials other than the 
routine use of chemicals during construction (e.g., fuel and engine fluids for equipment, paint, and 
asphalt) and would not create conditions which could lead to the release of hazardous substances. 
Hazardous materials used during construction would be required to be transported under U.S. DOT 
regulations (U.S. DOT Hazardous Materials Transport Act, 49 Code of Federal Regulations), which 
stipulate the types of containers, labeling, and other restrictions to be used in the movement of 
such material on interstate highways.  

The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials are regulated through the Resources 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). DTSC is responsible for implementing the RCRA program, as 
well as California’s own hazardous waste laws. DTSC regulates hazardous waste, cleans up existing 
contamination, and looks for ways to control and reduce the hazardous waste produced in 
California. DTSC does this primarily under the authority of RCRA and in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California H&SC Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and the 
Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (Title 22, California Code of Regulations, Divisions 4 and 4.5). 
Additionally, as discussed in further detail in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the County 
would have to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which includes BMPs to 
control erosion and sediment. Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the risk of 
potential release of hazardous materials during construction.  
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Roadway users would be subject to a very small risk of exposure to upset and accident conditions 
from the release of hazardous materials being transported for motor vehicles or used on nearby 
agricultural, industrial and commercial sites. However, this is not a reasonably foreseeable risk to 
roadway users. These impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The northern segment is located within one-quarter mile of Rio Mesa High School, and the southern 
segment is located within one-quarter mile of Rio Del Valle Junior High School. Ground disturbance 
during construction of the project could temporarily expose nearby receptors, which includes 
students and staff of Rio Mesa High School and Rio Del Valley Junior High School to emissions of 
fugitive dust. However, construction activity would be temporary, which would reduce the time of 
exposure to dust emissions. Construction also would proceed along the linear pathway of Rose 
Avenue, which would reduce the amount of construction time within one-quarter mile of Rio Mesa 
High School and Rio Del Valle Junior High School. Therefore, construction within one-quarter mile of 
schools would be short-term (less than the estimated 24-week construction period for the project 
corridor), resulting in minimal fugitive dust emissions. Additionally, construction activities would be 
required to comply with RCRA and DOT regulations, as discussed above.  

Operation of the project would not involve hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials 
beyond the routine application of roadway maintenance materials like asphalt or paint. The 
potential impact on schools would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

As discussed above, there are eight known release sites included on the SWRCB’s GeoTracker 
database located within 1,000 feet of the project corridor. As such, the project would be located 
near a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5. Furthermore, the project corridor has been developed with a road since at 
least 1947, and adjacent properties consist mainly of agricultural land uses, crude oil pipelines 
(located within or adjacent to the northern and southern terminuses of the project corridor). 
Therefore, there is the potential for soil within the project corridor to be contaminated with 
hazardous substances, which could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

Groundwater in the vicinity of the project corridor has been measured at approximately 28 feet 
below ground surface. The maximum excavation depth during construction of the project is 
anticipated to be 7 feet below ground surface. Therefore, groundwater is not expected to be 
encountered during construction activities at the project corridor. However, there is a potential for 
demolition, grading, and construction workers to be exposed to contaminants present in the former 
agricultural areas, adjacent to roadways, and/or along the crude oil pipelines (e.g., total petroleum 
hydrocarbons [TPH], organochlorine pesticides [OCPs], arsenic, and lead) via dust and/or soil. 
Additionally, if offsite disposal of soils from the project corridor would occur during project 
construction, the soil may require special handling or disposal as a waste. 



Environmental Checklist 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
Draft Initial Study 47 

The unknown existing conditions at the project corridor would result in a potentially significant 
hazard to the public or the environment during demolition and grading/construction at the project 
corridor. Once the project is operational, the potentially impacted media may be removed or 
covered and would no longer pose a risk. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through 
HAZ-3 prior to and during construction activities would reduce the demolition, grading, and 
construction impacts related to unknown hazardous substance releases to a less than significant 
level. 

Mitigation Measures 

HAZ-1 Subsurface Investigation 
Prior to commencement of demolition and construction/grading activities at the project corridor, a 
qualified environmental consultant (Professional Geologist [PG] or Professional Engineer [PE]) shall 
conduct a subsurface investigation, which shall include, but would not be limited to, sampling for 
the presence of the following chemicals of potential concern within the construction 
envelope/proposed soil disturbance areas: 

 OCPs, lead, and arsenic in current/former agricultural areas 
 TPH (crude oil range) along oil pipelines 

As part of the subsurface investigation, analytical results shall be screened against the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s Environmental Screening Levels (ESL). ESLs are risk-based screening 
levels for direct exposure of construction workers and residential and commercial/industrial land 
uses. Subsurface investigation reporting shall include recommendations to address any identified 
hazards and indicate when to apply those recommended actions in relation to project activities 
based upon the ESL findings. 

HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan  
If any amount of contaminants is detected in the project corridor during the required subsurface 
investigation, or if impacted soils are discovered in the project corridor during construction, a 
qualified environmental consultant (PG or PE) shall prepare a Soil Management Plan (SMP) for the 
project corridor. The SMP shall address: 

1. On-site handling and management of impacted soils or other impacted wastes (e.g., stained soil, 
and soil or groundwater with solvent or chemical odors) if such soils or impacted wastes are 
encountered, and  

2. Specific actions to reduce hazards to construction workers and offsite receptors during the 
construction phase.  

The SMP shall establish measures and soil management practices to ensure construction worker 
safety, the health of future workers and visitors, and the off-site migration of contaminants from 
the project. These measures and practices shall include, but are not limited to: 

 Imported soil management 
 Stockpile management, including stormwater pollution prevention and the installation of BMPs 
 Proper disposal procedures of impacted soils 
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 Investigation procedures for encountering known and unexpected odorous or visually stained 
soils, other indications of hydrocarbon piping or equipment, and/or debris during ground-
disturbing activities 

 Monitoring and reporting 
 A health and safety plan for contractors working at the project corridor that addresses the 

safety and health hazards of each phase of site construction activities with the requirements 
and procedures for worker protection 

 The health and safety plan shall outline proper soil handling procedures and health and safety 
requirements to minimize worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction 

The County shall review and approve the SMP prior to construction (demolition and grading) 
activities at the project corridor and prior to issuance of grading permits. The County shall 
implement the SMP measures and soil management practices during demolition, grading, and 
construction at the project. 

HAZ-3 Remediation 
If contaminants are detected at concentrations exceeding construction worker and/or 
commercial/industrial ESLs and/or hazardous waste screening thresholds for contaminants in soil 
(CCR Title 22, Section 66261.24) during the required subsurface investigation, the project applicant 
shall retain a qualified environmental consultant (PG or PE) to properly delineate and dispose of the 
contaminated soil. The qualified environmental consultant shall utilize the subsurface investigation 
reporting and Soil Management Plan for waste characterization purposes prior to offsite 
transportation or disposal of potentially impacted soils or other impacted wastes. The qualified 
consultant shall provide disposal recommendations and arrange for proper disposal of the waste 
soils or other impacted wastes (as necessary), and/or provide recommendations for remedial 
engineering controls, if appropriate. 

Remediation of impacted soils and/or implementation of remedial engineering controls may require 
additional delineation of sub-surface impacts; additional analytical testing per landfill or recycling 
facility requirements; soil excavation; and offsite disposal or recycling. 

Ventura County, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, or the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) shall be responsible for review, approval, and implementation of the 
project corridor disposal recommendations for regulated waste prior to transportation of impacted 
soils offsite, as well as review and approval of remedial engineering controls, prior to construction 
and prior to the County issuing a grading permit. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, and, if required, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 and 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, during demolition, grading, and construction of the project would 
reduce potential hazardous material impacts in the project corridor below applicable thresholds of 
significance by ensuring additional investigation and remedial measures, transportation of impacted 
materials, and/or site management practices, thereby reducing potential impacts to construction 
worker safety and the health of future workers and visitors. Therefore, compliance with these 
mitigation measures would ensure this impact remains less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 



Environmental Checklist 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 
Draft Initial Study 49 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

The closest airport to the project corridor is the Camarillo Airport, approximately three miles 
southeast. Therefore, no airport is within two miles of the project corridor, and no impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The project would improve roadway, pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure along the project 
corridor. Construction of the project would take place over approximately 24 weeks, split between 
two 12-week periods, during which the extent of the project corridor may be partially or entirely 
closed to vehicle traffic five days per week. Vehicles would be either diverted from Rose Avenue, or 
traffic may move only in one direction at a time. However, Rose Avenue is not identified by the 
County as a primary evacuation route, and, in an evacuation event, motorists would have access to 
other roadways to reach highways or arterials. Therefore, the project would not impair the 
implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan and this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

Refer to Section 20, Wildfire, for a discussion of the project’s potential impacts related to wildland 
fires. As discussed therein, the project corridor is not in or near a CAL FIRE designated very high 
FHSZ, and therefore the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or ground water quality? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition 
of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would:     
(i) Result in substantial erosion or 

siltation on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 
(ii) Substantially increase the rate or 

amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site; □ □ ■ □ 

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or □ □ ■ □ 

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? □ □ ■ □ 
d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche 

zones, risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? □ □ □ ■ 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management 
plan? □ □ ■ □ 
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The project corridor is under the jurisdiction of the LARWQCB. The project corridor is located in the 
South Coast hydrologic region approximately 1.2 miles southeast of the Santa Clara River. While the 
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) indicates an excavated unknown perennial riverine system 
running parallel to northbound lane of Rose Avenue (NWI 2023), this feature was not observed 
during a site visit conducted by a qualified biologist in April 2023. The qualified biologist identified a 
cement V-ditch along the road shoulder at the intersection of Central Avenue and Rose Avenue. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) establishes base flood elevations for 100-year 
and 500-year flood zones and establishes Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA). SFHAs are those areas 
within 100-year flood zones or areas that will be inundated by a flood event having a one percent 
chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The project corridor is located in an “Area of 
Minimal Flood Hazard” on FEMA map 06111C0770E or FEMA map 06111C0910E, which is not a 
SFHA or 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2010; FEMA 2023). 

The project corridor is underlain by the Santa Clara River Valley Oxnard Groundwater Subbasin. The 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) oversees the Groundwater Sustainability 
Plan for the Subbasin in compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The 
Oxnard Subbasin is designated as critically over-drafted. The sustainable yield of the Upper Aquifer 
System was calculated to be approximately 32,000 acre-feet per year, while the sustainable yield of 
the Lower Aquifer System was calculated to be approximately 7,000 acre-feet per year (FCGMA 
2020).  

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

During construction of the roadway improvements and utility pole relocation, soils in the project 
corridor would be disturbed. Unless measures are taken to prevent erosion of disturbed soils, rain 
events could wash loose soil and carry pollutants like nutrients, heavy metals, pesticides and 
herbicides, toxic chemicals, oils and fuels, and lubricants into surrounding storm drains or 
agricultural irrigation canals. However, because the project would involve disturbance of soil on 
more than one acre, it would be subject to erosion control requirements in the NPDES Construction 
General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-
DWQ). Compliance with the Construction General Permit would limit peak post-project runoff levels 
to pre-project levels. The County would be required to prepare a SWPPP, which includes BMPs to 
control erosion and sediment. Typically required construction BMPs may include, but would not be 
limited to, silt fencing, fiber rolls, stabilized construction entrances, stockpile management, and 
solid waste management. The Construction General Permit also requires that construction sites be 
inspected before and after storm events and every 24 hours during extended storm events. The 
purpose of the inspections is to identify maintenance requirements for the BMPs and to determine 
the effectiveness of the BMPs that are being implemented. 

Operation of the project would not introduce new uses that discharge additional water pollutants 
relative to existing conditions. Therefore, compliance with existing regulatory requirements would 
ensure that the project does not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 
and would not create substantial runoff water or otherwise degrade water quality. This impact 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

The project would use minimal water during construction and maintenance of the roadway, and 
thus use a minimal portion of the sustainable yield as budgeted by FCGMA. The project corridor is 
currently paved; however, implementation of the project would increase the amount of impervious 
surface by up to approximately 4.8 acres. As discussed above, the project’s final design plans would 
be required to comply with the General Permit requirement to limit peak post-project runoff levels 
to pre-project levels. Development in Ventura County achieves LARWQCB post-construction 
requirements to maximize infiltration through implementation of the Technical Guidance Manual 
for Stormwater Quality Control Measures (Technical Guidance Manual; County of Ventura 2018). 
Pursuant to the Technical Guidance Manual, projects subject to the implementation of post-
construction stormwater management control measures include streets, roads, highways, and 
freeway construction of 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface area (County of Ventura 
2018). The Technical Guidance Manual provides specific requirements for roadways, including 
incorporating United States Environmental Protection Agency guidance from the Managing Wet 
Weather with Green Infrastructure Municipal Handbook (County of Ventura 2018). The minimum 
requirement for roadway projects, as designated in the Technical Guidance Manual, include 
providing BMPs to capture and treat the project’s stormwater quality design volume or the 
stormwater quality design flow, and, to the maximum extent feasible, minimizing street width, using 
porous pavement, and adding tree canopy.  

The project’s final design plans would be required to implement post-construction control measures 
in accordance with Ventura County’s Technical Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Control 
Measures which would maximize drainage, infiltration, and groundwater recharge. Furthermore, 
the land adjacent to the project corridor is predominantly unpaved agricultural land that would 
continue to facilitate drainage, infiltration, and groundwater recharge post-construction. Overall, 
the project would not materially impact absorption of stormwater runoff and the potential for 
groundwater recharge compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the project would not result in a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the groundwater table. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c.(i) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site? 

c.(ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 
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c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

The Santa Clara River is the nearest stream or river to the project corridor, located approximately 
1.2 miles northwest of the project corridor and does not flow through or adjacent to the corridor. 
The project would result in the addition of up to 4.8 acres of additional asphalt pavement. However, 
as described under criterion a., the project would be subject to the NPDES Construction General 
Permit and would be required to implement BMPs to maintain or replicate the pre-development 
hydrologic regime. Implementation of required BMPs would minimize the effect of project 
development on stormwater drainage patterns and would ensure the project would not 
substantially increase runoff from the project corridor such that new or increased erosion, siltation, 
or flooding would occur on- or off-site. As discussed under criterion a., the project would also be 
subject to the post-construction stormwater management requirements of the Technical Guidance 
Manual which requires implementation of BMPs to maximize drainage and infiltration. The 
minimum requirement for roadway projects, as designated in the Technical Guidance Manual, 
include providing BMPs to capture and treat the project’s stormwater quality design volume or the 
stormwater quality design flow, and, to the maximum extent feasible, minimizing street width, using 
porous pavement, and adding tree canopy.  

Implementation of BMPs in accordance with the Technical Guidance Manual and implementation of 
post-construction control measures in accordance with the Technical Guidance Manual would 
ensure the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site such 
that an adverse environmental impact would occur. Stormwater leaving the project corridor would 
enter existing and modified drainages along Rose Avenue, as it does under existing conditions, and 
would not directly affect a stream or river. Therefore, the project would not substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, create or contribute runoff that would exceed the 
capacity of the existing stormwater conveyance infrastructure, add new sources of polluted runoff, 
or otherwise result in flooding on or near the project corridor. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

The project corridor is located in an Area of Minimal Flood Hazard, and is not within a SFHA or a 
100-year flood zone. The project corridor is located on relatively flat topography, and there is little 
likelihood of mudflow occurring as a result of project construction and operation. The DOC’s 
tsunami inundation map shows that the project corridor is not located in a tsunami inundation zone 
(DOC 2023). The project corridor is not adjacent to a large body of water that could create a seiche. 
Therefore, no impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan? 

The project corridor overlies the Santa Clara River Valley Oxnard Groundwater Subbasin, which is a 
critically over-drafted subbasin and managed by the FCGMA. While groundwater supplies are 
critically over-drafted, the project does not include water-intensive uses and would use minimal 
water during construction and maintenance of the roadway. Therefore, the project would not 
conflict with the Groundwater Sustainability Plan prepared by FCGMA for the Oxnard Subbasin. 

The LARWQCB has designated water quality objectives in the County in The Los Angeles Regional 
Board’s Basin Plan (LARWQCB 2023). As discussed under criteria a. and b., the project would be 
required to comply with NPDES requirements to protect water quality. As discussed under criteria a. 
and b., the project would not use substantial groundwater, violate water quality standards, or 
degrade water quality during construction or operation.  

The project would not interfere with water quality control plans or sustainable groundwater 
management plans. This impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Physically divide an established 
community? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? □ □ □ ■ 

Land use within Ventura County is governed by the 2040 General Plan Update in coordination with 
other planning documents, such as the Countywide Bicycle Master Plan. The Countywide Bicycle 
Master Plan identifies Rose Avenue from U.S. 101 to Los Angeles Avenue as a bikeway gap suitable 
for bicycle improvements (County of Ventura 2008). The Ventura County General Plan Circulation, 
Transportation and Mobility Element contains policies related to building a regional multimodal 
system that takes a “Complete Streets” approach to transportation planning. Specifically, Policy 
CTM-2.12 calls for a countywide bicycle lane and trail system, Policy CTM-2.13 encourages 
elimination of gaps in bikeway networks, and Goal CTM-3 aims to develop an accessible and 
interconnected bicycle network (County of Ventura 2020b). 

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

The project is intended to increase connectivity in Ventura County by improving Rose Avenue to 
allow for safer bicycle access. Therefore, the project would be consistent with policies set forth in 
the County’s General Plan related to bicycle mobility. The proposed improvements would provide 
residents with improved access to destinations without the need for motorized transportation. The 
project does not include any new roads or other large or linear facilities that would physically divide 
existing neighborhoods. Therefore, the project would not divide an established community, and 
rather would enhance its connectivity. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of 
the state? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a 
locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? □ □ ■ □ 

According to the County’s General Plan, the project corridor is in Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-2 
(County of Ventura 2020b). MRZ-2 is an area underlain by mineral deposits where geologic data 
show significant measured or indicated resources are present or inferred. The project corridor is 
also within the County’s Mineral Resource Protection (MRP) Overlay under the County’s Non-
Coastal Zoning Ordinance, given its classification as an MRZ-2 area, defined pursuant to Section 
8104-7.2. Section 8109-4.4.2 sets forth the conditions under which discretionary permits would not 
be granted within an MRP Overlay; those conditions arise only when the use will significantly 
hamper or preclude access to or extraction of a mineral resource.  

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state? 

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

While the project corridor is within an MRZ-2 area and is subject to the County’s MRP Overlay, the 
project corridor is already developed with the existing roadway. The project improvements would 
not introduce a new use that would significantly hamper or preclude access to mineral resources. 
Therefore, these impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 



Ventura County 
Rose Avenue Bike Lanes Project 

 
60 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Environmental Checklist 
Noise 

 
Draft Initial Study 61 

13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in:     

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the vicinity of the project in 
excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? □ □ ■ □ 

c. For a project located within the vicinity 
of a private airstrip or an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? □ □ □ ■ 

Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may therefore be 
classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise on people can include general 
annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep disturbance, and, in the extreme, 
hearing impairment. Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels using the A-weighted sound 
pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so 
that they are consistent with the human hearing response. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic 
scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure 
earthquake magnitudes (Caltrans 2013).  

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver. 
The most obvious change is the decrease in the noise level as the distance from the source 
increases. The manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of 
sources (e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions. Noise 
from a line source (e.g., roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per 
doubling of distance (Caltrans 2013). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the 
amount of attenuation provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the 
frequencies of the noise levels. Natural terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-
made features, such as buildings and walls, can significantly alter noise levels. (Federal Highway 
Administration 2011).  
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The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs and the 
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for 
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors 
have been developed. The noise descriptor used for this study is the equivalent noise level (Leq). Leq 
considers both duration and sound power level (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). 

Construction noise thresholds are not specified in the County’s General Plan or Municipal Code. 
Adopted on November 2005 and last amended in July 2020, the Ventura County Construction Noise 
Threshold Criteria and Control Plan describes the County’s construction noise thresholds. The 
County identifies hospitals, nursing homes, residential units, hotels, motels, schools, churches, and 
libraries as noise-sensitive receptors. The County has adopted daytime, evening, and nighttime 
thresholds for construction noise (County of Ventura 2010). The daytime criteria are shown in Table 
3 and would apply to construction activity associated with the project between the hours of 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Saturday, Sunday and local holidays. Evening and nighttime construction activities are not 
anticipated but may be required due to the high volume of cars traveling along the corridor during 
the day. The evening criteria is 50 dBA and would apply to construction activity between the hours 
of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; the nighttime criteria is 45 dBA and would apply to construction activity 
between the hours of 01:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, and between the hours of 
10:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m. Saturday, Sunday and local holidays (County of Ventura 2010). 

Table 3 Ventura County Daytime Construction Noise Criteria 

Construction Duration Affecting 
Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise Threshold Criteria shall be the greater of these noise levels at the 
nearest receptor area or 10 feet from the nearest noise-sensitive building 

Fixed Leq(h), dBA Hourly Equivalent Nose Level (Leq), dBA1, 2 

0 to 3 days 75 Ambient Leq(h) + 3 dB 

4 to 7 days 70 Ambient Leq(h) + 3 dB 

1 to 2 weeks 65 Ambient Leq(h) + 3 dB 

2 to 8 weeks 60 Ambient Leq(h) + 3 dB 

Longer than 8 weeks 55 Ambient Leq(h) + 3 dB 
1 The instantaneous Lmax shall not exceed the Noise Threshold Criteria by 20 dBA more than 8 times per daytime hour.  
2 Local ambient Leq measurements shall be made on any mid-week day prior to project work.  

Source: County of Ventura 2010 

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that 
move from a source through the ground to adjacent buildings or structures and vibration energy 
may propagate through the buildings or structures. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in 
peak particle velocity (PPV). The PPV is normally described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is 
often used as it corresponds to the stresses that are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020). 
Table 4 summarizes the vibration damage criteria recommended by the FTA for evaluating the 
potential for architectural damage to buildings. 
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Table 4 Criteria for Vibration Damage Potential 
Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III.  Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV.  Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity 

Source: FTA 2018 

a. Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Construction of the project would take place over approximately 24 weeks, split between two 12-
week periods in 2026 and 2028. Construction is expected to be active five days per week (Monday 
through Friday) between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Evening, nighttime, and weekend 
construction activities are not anticipated but may be required due to the high volume of cars 
traveling along the corridor during the day; any evening, nighttime, or weekend construction 
activities would be required to comply with the County of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold 
and Criteria and Control Plan (County of Ventura 2010). Construction of the project would include 
typical construction equipment such as trucks, dozers, loaders, backhoes, excavators, graders, and 
paving equipment. Drilling is expected to be required for the relocation of approximately 34 utility 
poles.  

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project corridor include: 

 Residence at 5163 North Rose Avenue, located approximately 50 feet northwest of the northern 
segment; 

 Residence at 6135 North Rose Avenue, located approximately 135 feet northwest of the 
northern segment; 

 Residence at 6114 North Rose Avenue, located approximately 320 feet southeast of the 
northern segment; 

 Multiple residences adjacent to North Rose Avenue between Will Avenue and East Stroube 
Street, located approximately 25 feet west of the southern segment; and 

 Rio Del Valle Junior High School, located approximately 40 feet east of the southern segment.  

Given the linear nature of the project construction activity, construction near any individual 
receptor is assumed to last no more than 3 days. Over the course of a typical construction day, 
construction equipment would be located as close as 25 feet to the nearest sensitive receptor, 
which would yield a maximum noise level of up to 96 dBA Leq. However, due to the nature of 
construction and the linear nature of the project, construction equipment would typically be located 
at an average distance farther away. For instance, during a typical construction day, equipment may 
operate approximately 25 to 300 feet from the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, it is more 
appropriate to assume that, over the course of a typical construction day, construction equipment 
would operate at an average distance of 150 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor.  

Of the equipment anticipated to be used during project construction activities, water trucks would 
generate the highest noise levels of up to 81 dBA Leq at a distance of 150 feet (County of Ventura 
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2010). Therefore, construction noise is expected to exceed 81 dBA Leq at closer distances (5163 
North Rose Avenue, residences adjacent to North Rose Avenue from Will Avenue to East Stroube 
Street, and Rio Del Valle Junior High School). Other construction equipment, including backhoes, 
compactors, compressors, dozers, generators, graders, loaders, pavers, roller, scrapers, and 
trenchers, would result in noise levels exceeding 75 dBA Leq at residences adjacent to North Rose 
Avenue from Will Avenue to East Stroube Street, and Rio Del Valle Junior High School. Given that 
construction duration affecting sensitive receptors would last no more than 3 days, the appropriate 
daytime criteria is 75 dBA Leq, which project construction noise has the potential to exceed. In the 
event that evening or nighttime construction activities are required, the project has the potential to 
exceed the evening and nighttime criteria of 50 dBA Leq and 45 dBA Leq, respectively. Therefore, 
construction noise impacts are potentially significant, and mitigation would be required. 

During operation, the project is not anticipated to increase roadway noise; rather, the project would 
encourage residents to substitute multi-modal trips for motor vehicle trips, which would reduce 
VMT and associated roadway noise, as discussed in Section 17, Transportation. Therefore, 
operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

NOI-1 Construction Noise Control Plan 
The construction contractor shall prepare a Construction Noise Control Plan prior to the start of 
construction and implement the Construction Noise Control Plan during construction. The 
construction contractor shall submit the Construction Noise Control Plan to the Ventura County 
Public Works Department for review and approval prior to initiation of construction. The details of 
the Construction Noise Control Plan shall be included as part of the construction drawing set. The 
Construction Noise Control Plan shall include the following measures: 

 At least 21 days prior to the start of construction activities, all off-site businesses, residents, and 
schools within 500 feet of the project site shall be notified of the planned construction activities. 
The notification shall include a brief description of the project, the activities that would occur, 
the hours when construction would occur, and the construction period’s overall duration. The 
notification shall include the telephone numbers of the County’s and contractor’s authorized 
representatives that are assigned to respond in the event of a noise complaint.  

 During the entire active construction period, equipment, tools, and trucks used for project 
construction shall utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, 
use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or 
shrouds).  

 The contractor shall be required to use impact tools that are hydraulically or electrically 
powered wherever feasible. Where the use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust 
muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used along with external noise jackets on the 
tools.  

 Stockpiling of materials shall be located as far as feasible from nearby noise-sensitive receptors.  
 Signs shall be posted at the job site entrance(s) to reinforce the prohibition of unnecessary 

engine idling. All equipment shall be turned off if not in use for more than five minutes.  
 Use of stereos and other amplified noise not necessary for the completion of construction work 

shall be prohibited.  
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 During the entire active construction period, the use of noise producing signals, including horns, 
whistles, alarms, and bells shall be for safety warning purposes only. The construction manager 
shall ensure the use of use smart back-up alarms, which automatically adjust the alarm level 
based on the background noise level or switch off back-up alarms and replace with human 
spotters in compliance with safety requirements and laws.  

 Following receipt of a noise complaint during periods of construction noise activity, the 
construction noise shall be monitored by a designated person trained in the use of a sound 
meter in accordance with the methods of Appendix C of the Construction Noise Threshold 
Criteria and Control Plan. When construction noise fails to comply with the appropriate noise 
threshold criteria described in the Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, or 
falls out of compliance during use, the designated noise monitor shall immediately identify the 
non-compliant activity or equipment. Either the non-compliant activity must be stopped, or 
effective remedial action must be taken, similar to the noise mitigation measures of Appendix D 
of the Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, to restore compliance with the 
respective noise threshold criteria. The designated noise monitor shall discuss and implement 
appropriate remedial action with concurrence from the County and construction contractor.  

Significance After Mitigation  
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would implement several effective noise reduction measures described in 
Appendix D of the County’s Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, including use of 
mufflers, shielding, and construction site noise barriers to minimize construction noise. The use of 
best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, use of intake silencers, ducts, 
engine enclosures, and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds) would be consistent with the 
construction equipment noise mitigation described in Figure D-1 of the Construction Noise 
Threshold Criteria and Control Plan. As described in the Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and 
Control Plan, incorporating these measures would reduce construction noise impacts. In the event 
that construction noise after incorporation of feasible noise reduction measures would exceed the 
applicable noise threshold criteria, the construction noise monitor would halt construction activities 
to remediate noise levels. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, project construction 
noise would be less than significant.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

The greatest source of groundborne vibration during construction would be a large bulldozer. At 25 
feet, the distance to the nearest residences, a large bulldozer typically produces a vibration level of 
approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV (FTA 2018). For the purposes of this analysis, the residences and 
school are considered non-engineered timber and masonry buildings and therefore the threshold of 
0.2 PPV in/sec is used. The anticipated vibration levels from project construction activity would not 
have the potential to damage Rio Del Valle Junior High School or the nearest residential structures. 
Therefore, groundborne vibration impacts during the project construction phase would be less than 
significant.  

During operation the project would not induce additional vehicle trips that could increase traffic 
vibration. The project would encourage residents to substitute multi-modal trips for motor vehicle 
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trips, which would reduce VMT, as discussed in Section 17, Transportation. Therefore, groundborne 
vibration impacts during operation of the project would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels? 

The closest airport to the project corridor is the Camarillo Airport, approximately three miles 
southeast. Because there is no public airport or private airstrip within two miles of the project 
corridor, no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporate
d 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? □ □ □ ■ 

According to the California Department of Finance, the population of Ventura County is 825,653 as 
of January 1, 2023 (Department of Finance 2023). 

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The project would not involve the construction of infrastructure that could induce substantial 
population growth, such as new or increased capacity sewer or water lines, or the construction or 
extension of streets and roads. The proposed bike lanes along Rose Avenue would serve existing 
residents in the surrounding communities. As the bike lanes would be located within the existing 
road corridors and would not require the extension of roads, this project would not expand the 
capacity of the motor vehicle system, and therefore would not induce population growth or require 
the displacement of housing or people. No impact related to population and housing would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

1 Fire protection? □ □ ■ □ 

2 Police protection? □ □ ■ □ 

3 Schools? □ □ ■ □ 

4 Parks? □ □ ■ □ 

5 Other public facilities? □ □ ■ □ 

Fire protection services are provided by the Ventura County Fire Protection District and police 
services are provided by the Ventura County Sheriff’s Office. The nearest schools to the project 
corridor are the Rio Del Valle Junior High School, located adjacent to the east of the southern 
segment, and the Rio Mesa High School, located approximately 500 feet northwest of the northern 
segment. Several recreational facilities are located within 2 miles of the project corridor, including 
Collection Park, East Park, Central Park, Windrow Park, Crescent Park, River Linear Park, and 
Kennebec Linear Park. 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 
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a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically 
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not induce additional 
population growth. Because the project would not induce additional population or create new 
employment opportunities, it is not anticipated that the project would generate need for new or 
altered public facilities, such as fire protection, police protection, schools, or parks. Rather, 
implementation of the project would result in the addition of recreational resources for existing 
residents and visitors. As a result, potential impacts related to public services would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks 
or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? □ □ □ ■ 

Several recreational facilities are within 2 miles of the project corridor, including Collection Park, 
East Park, Central Park, Windrow Park, Crescent Park, River Linear Park, and Kennebec Linear Park. 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

As discussed in Section , Public Services, the project would not would not induce additional 
population or create new employment opportunities resulting in new use of parks or recreational 
facilities. New Class II bicycle lanes could serve recreational users (cyclists) and thus would help 
meet countywide demand for new recreational facilities. Therefore, the project does not require 
new or expanded recreational facilities, and would not significantly accelerate, cause the physical 
deterioration of existing parks, requiring repair or expansion, which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment. There would be no impact. 

NO IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? □ □ ■ □ 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ ■ □ 

Roadways and highways surrounding the project corridor include SR 118 to the north, SR 232 to the 
west, U.S. 101 to the south, and Santa Clara Avenue to the east. There are currently no formally 
designated bicycle or pedestrian facilities along North Rose Avenue north of Central Avenue. There 
are existing Class II bicycle lanes and an intermittent sidewalk on North Rose Avenue south of 
Central Avenue until approximately Simon Way, where the existing bicycle lanes end. The sidewalk 
continues along North Rose Avenue south of Simon Way through to U.S. 101. Existing Class II bicycle 
lanes begin again on North Rose Avenue south of the intersection with Ventura Boulevard and Auto 
Center Drive, through U.S. 101. There are existing Class II bicycle lanes and a sidewalk along Central 
Avenue. The Gold Coast Transit District currently serves the cities of Ojai, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, 
and Ventura in addition to unincorporated Ventura County.  

a. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Roadway Facilities 
Construction of the project would take place over approximately 24 weeks, split between two 12-
week periods during which the project corridor may be partially or entirely closed to vehicle traffic 
five days per week. Vehicles would be either diverted from Rose Avenue or traffic may move only in 
one direction at a time. Therefore, construction work along the project corridor could slow vehicle 
traffic during the construction period. Following construction, use and maintenance of the proposed 
bikeway improvements are not anticipated to impact roadway facilities. During operation, the 
project may encourage travelers to opt for bicycle use over personal vehicles, which could 
incrementally decrease the long-term volume of vehicle traffic. Overall, the project would not 
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conflict with any program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing roadway facilities and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Bicycle Facilities 
The project would improve safety and access for bicyclists on Rose Avenue. Proposed Class II bike 
lanes accompanied by safety improvements in the project corridor would let cyclists use a 
delineated route next to vehicles. This would marginally reduce the risk of drivers hitting cyclists. 
These proposed bicycle facilities would be consistent with General Plan policies to enhance existing 
bicycle routes and facilities. Therefore, the project would not conflict with applicable policies for 
bicycle facilities. 

Pedestrian Facilities 
The project corridor does not currently include pedestrian facilities, nor do the proposed 
improvements include sidewalks or other pedestrian infrastructure. Therefore, since no changes to 
existing conditions regarding pedestrian facilities would occur, the project would not conflict with 
policies related to pedestrian facilities. 

Transit Facilities 
The project corridor would not impact transit facilities. No Gold Coast Transit bus lines run along 
Rose Avenue between Central Avenue and West Los Angeles Avenue (Gold Coast Transit 2023). No 
Gold Coast Transit bus lines run along the southern segment (Gold Coast Transit 2023). As discussed 
in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not increase Ventura County’s population, 
so it would have no effect on the capacity of transit facilities to accommodate public demand. 
Therefore, the project would not conflict with policies in the Circulation, Transportation, and 
Mobility Element of the City’s General Plan to improve transit access and impacts to transit facilities 
would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)? 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2018) identifies several criteria that may be used to identify types 
of projects that are unlikely to have a significant VMT impact and can thus be “screened” from 
further analysis. One project type includes small projects that generate or attract fewer than 110 
vehicular trips per day. The OPR also provides a list of projects that are not likely to lead to a 
substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel and do not require an induced travel analysis, 
including the addition of new or enhanced bike or pedestrian facilities on existing streets/highways 
or within existing public rights-of-way (OPR 2018). 

Development of the proposed bikeway improvements would reduce VMT in the vicinity of the 
project corridor, as the Class II bike lanes and roadway realignment would encourage residents to 
substitute multi-modal trips for motor vehicle trips by providing an alternative means of travel. 
Furthermore, the project does not include the addition of parking or bathroom facilities, both of 
which could generate additional trips to the project corridor. Therefore, the project would not 
induce travel or increase VMT. As the project would not increase total daily vehicle trips during 
operation, the project would meet the OPR’s small project screening criteria of fewer than 110 
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vehicular trips per day. Therefore, the project would be consistent with statewide policy to reduce 
VMT under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b), and this impact would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The project would not add sharp curves, new intersections, or incompatible uses on Rose Avenue. 
By adding safety improvements, the project would reduce potential hazards for vehicle and bicycle 
users. Therefore, impacts related to roadway hazards would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Rose Avenue would remain accessible to emergency vehicles after completion of the roadway 
improvements and realignment. During construction of the project roadways may be partially or 
entirely closed to vehicle traffic five days per week. However, emergency vehicles would be able 
circumvent construction by accessing surrounding roadways, such as Central Avenue, Los Angeles 
Avenue, Santa Clara Avenue, and Vineyard Avenue. Furthermore, Rose Avenue is not identified by 
the County as a primary evacuation route, and, in an evacuation event, motorists would have access 
to other roadways to reach highways or arterials. Therefore, the project would not cause delays in 
emergency access on roadways, and the project’s impact on emergency access would be less than 
significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of 
historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? □ ■ □ □ 

b. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. □ ■ □ □ 

This section provides an analysis of the project’s potential impacts on tribal cultural resources and is 
based on Rincon’s Cultural Resources Technical Report (Rincon Consultants. Inc. 2023), as well as 
the required tribal consultation that occurred under Assembly Bill (AB) 52. 

Tribal cultural resources are defined in PRC 21074 as sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, 
sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either: 

 Included or determined to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources 
 Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1 

As of July 1, 2015, AB 52 was enacted and expands CEQA by defining a new resource category, 
“tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes 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” (Public Resources Code Section 21084.2). AB 52 further 
states that the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant 
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (Public Resources Code Section 21084.3).  

AB 52 establishes a formal project consultation process for California Native American tribes and 
lead agencies regarding tribal cultural resources, referred to as government-to-government 
consultation. Per PRC Section 21080.3.1(b), the AB52 consultation process must begin prior to 
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release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report. 
Native American tribes to be included in the formal consultation process are those that have 
requested notice of projects proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. AB 52 provides 
dedicated timeframes for inquiries and responses regarding consultation and information sharing. 
AB 52 also provides for confidential information sharing between the governments involved for a 
meaningful consultation process.  

Pursuant to AB 52, Native American tribes have 30 days to respond and request formal consultation. 
On February 7, 2023, the County of Ventura distributed AB 52 consultation letters for the project, 
including project information, location map, and contact information, to each of the seven (7) 
Native American tribes previously requesting to consult on County of Ventura projects. The tribal 
governments that were provided an AB 52 consultation letter include the following: 

 Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indian 
 Chumash Council of Bakersfield 
 Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation 
 Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
 Northern Chumash Tribal Council 
 San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council 
 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 

On March 8, 2023, the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians responded to the AB 52 consultation 
letter, confirming that no further consultation on the project was requested. No additional 
responses to the AB 52 consultation letters were received. 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is (a) listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or (b) a resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 2024.1? 

Rincon contacted the NAHC on January 30, 2023, to request a search of the project corridor and a 
one-mile radius. As part of this request, Rincon asked the NAHC to provide a list of Native American 
groups and/or individuals culturally affiliated with the area who may have knowledge of cultural 
resources in the project corridor. The NAHC responded on February 18, 2023, stating the results of 
the Sacred Lands File search were negative. 

The CHRIS records search and background research identified ten previously recorded cultural 
resources within 1.0-mile of the project corridor, three of which are considered an archaeological 
resource. None of these resources are located in the project corridor. The Cultural Resources 
Technical Report identified no additional archeological resources within or adjacent to the project 
corridor. However, there is potential for Native American resources to be present in the project 
corridor. With project adherence to the standard permit conditions and mitigation outlined in 
Section 5, Cultural Resources, these impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 would reduce impacts to archaeological resources in 
the project corridor by ensuring proper handling and documentation in the event of unexpected 
discovery of tribal cultural resources. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1, 
this impact would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Would the project:     

a. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State 
or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? □ □ ■ □ 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? □ □ ■ □ 

Utility providers along the project corridor include Southern California Edison and California Gas 
Company. Water used during project construction would be provided by Ventura County Public 
Works. 

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

The project’s proposed bicycle infrastructure would require the relocation of approximately 34 
utility poles, the environmental impacts of which are analyzed throughout this IS-MND. The project 
would not result or require in the relocation of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, 
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stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities beyond what is 
evaluated throughout this IS-MND. Therefore, no new impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

During construction of the project, water may be required on a temporary basis to wet down 
disturbed areas and minimize emissions of fugitive dust. Water consumption by construction 
workers and cleaning of portable toilets along the project alignment may also account for a small 
amount of overall construction water demand. Water demand associated with project construction 
would be similar to other construction projects in the region. Because water use would be 
temporary and would only occur during construction activities, the project would not substantially 
decrease water supplies. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on water 
supplies. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

The project would not include construction of new restrooms or septic systems that could generate 
additional wastewater or additional demand for wastewater treatment. Therefore, implementation 
of the project would not affect the ability of wastewater treatment providers to accommodate 
wastewater generated in Ventura County. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals? 

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

The project would not lead to a permanent increase in solid waste generated in Ventura County. 
During construction, waste would be limited to debris from subsurface material. The long-term use 
of new on-street bicycle facilities would not generate solid waste. Therefore, the project would not 
substantially increase solid waste generation. These impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

a. Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and 
thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? □ □ □ ■ 

c. Require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) 
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? □ □ □ ■ 

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslopes or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? □ □ □ ■ 

According to CAL FIRE’s fire hazard severity zone (FHSZ) maps for State Responsibility Area and Local 
Responsibility Area, the project corridor is not in a FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2007; CAL FIRE 2022). The nearest 
very high FHSZ is approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the project corridor.  

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 
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d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or 
drainage changes? 

Since the project corridor is not in or near a CAL FIRE designated very high FHSZ, implementation of 
the project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 
(see Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials); exacerbate wildfire risks; require the installation 
or maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk; or expose people or 
structures to significant risks, including downslopes or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post fire slope instability, or drainage changes in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as very high FHSZ. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

Does the project:     

a. Have the potential to substantially 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare 
or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or 
prehistory? □ ■ □ □ 

b. Have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that 
the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? □ □ ■ □ 

c. Have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, no sensitive plant or animal species were observed, 
and no wetland, riparian, or otherwise sensitive habitats occur in the project corridor. As discussed 
in Section 5, Cultural Resources, and Section 18, Tribal Cultural Resources, project construction 
would not impact historical resources, or any known archaeological or tribal cultural resources. 
Potential impacts to undiscovered cultural and tribal cultural resources would be reduced to a less 
than significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1. Therefore, impacts to 
the quality of the environment, reduction in the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, reduction of a 
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fish or wildlife population below self-sustaining levels, elimination of a plant or animal community, 
or reduction in the number or restriction of the range of a plant or animal would be less than 
significant, and impacts to important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of the identified mitigation 
measure. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

The project’s potential to result in cumulative impacts associated with Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions are evaluated in the individual resource sections above and found to be less than 
significant. The proposed active transportation project would reduce VMT and greenhouse gas 
emissions while improving overall air quality and reducing energy use. Therefore, the project would 
not contribute to a cumulatively considerable energy or transportation impact. Cumulative noise 
impacts would be less than significant because the project would not increase traffic on area 
roadways and would therefore not result in a long-term noise increase in the project vicinity. As a 
roadway infrastructure project that would demand minimal service from utilities, the project’s 
contribution to cumulative utilities and service systems impacts would not be considerable. Other 
resource areas (e.g., land use and planning, population/housing, public services, recreation, and 
wildfire) were determined to have no project-level impact and would therefore not contribute to 
any cumulative impacts. Remaining resource areas (e.g., aesthetics, agriculture/forestry resources, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, and tribal cultural resources) are by their nature 
site-specific, such that impacts at one location would not contribute to impacts at other locations or 
create additive impacts. 

Although the County may undertake other nearby projects concurrently with the identified project, 
all other projects would be required to complete separate environmental analysis under either 
CEQA, the National Environmental Policy Act, or both. Overall, cumulative impacts would be less 
than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly?  

Impacts to human beings are generally associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, 
and noise impacts. As detailed in Section 3, Air Quality, the project would not result in a direct or 
indirect air quality impact. As discussed in Section 13, Noise, construction of the proposed facilities 
may affect nearby sensitive receptors, but implementation of MM NOI-1 would reduce construction 
noise impacts by implementing several effective noise reduction measures, including use of mufflers 
and shielding to minimize construction noise. As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, and HAZ-3 would ensure the 
project would have a less than significant impact related to hazards or hazardous materials. 
Therefore, impacts to human beings would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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