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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document is the Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR” or “EIR”) for the City of Moorpark
Hitch Ranch Specific Plan (Proposed Project). This document together with the Draft EIR and its technical
appendices comprise the Final EIR. The document has been prepared by the City of Moorpark in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Final EIR is required under Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines to include the Draft EIR,
comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, the responses of the lead agency to significant
environmental issues raised by those comments in the review and consultation process, and any other
relevant information added by the lead agency (including minor changes to the EIR). A Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is also required; it can be a separate document, or, as in this

case, included in the Final EIR.

The evaluation and response to comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows the
following: (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the
Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the Draft
EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the ability to

share expertise; (5) the ability to discover public concerns.

This document provides revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to written comments, staff review,
and/or changes to the Proposed Project. These revisions also correct, clarify, and amplify the text of the

Draft EIR, as appropriate, and do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
1.1 PROCESS

In accordance with Section 15050 of the State CEQA Guidelines the City of Moorpark is the lead agency that
prepared both the Draft EIR and Final EIR for the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan. The City prepared and
circulated the Draft EIR for a period of 45 days, extending from February 18, 2022 and ending on April 4,
2022. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was transmitted to responsible and trustee agencies,
regulatory agencies, and others to request comments on the Draft EIR, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15086. The Draft EIR was available for review at the City of Moorpark City Hall, Development and
Community Services Building, at 799 Moorpark Avenue, Moorpark, CA 93021, and the Moorpark Library,
at 699 Moorpark Avenue, Moorpark California, 93021. In addition, an electronic copy of the Draft EIR was

posted on the City’s website at http://www.moorparkca.gov/hitchranch.
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1.0 Introduction

The City of Moorpark hosted a public meeting to gather public comments about the Hitch Ranch Specific
Plan on March 14, 2022, at 7:00 PM at City Hall in the Apricot Room, located at 799 Moorpark Avenue,
Moorpark, CA 93021; the meeting was also available to join via a Zoom link at:

https://www.moorparkca.gov/358/PlanningCommission

Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the comment period and the public meeting, and those
comments are responded to in this Final EIR. The Final EIR, together with the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan,
will be submitted to the City Council for review, and the Council will consider certification of the Final EIR

and approval of the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan.

1.2 CONTENT OF THE FINAL EIR

As discussed above, the primary intent of the Final EIR is to provide a forum to air and address comments
pertaining to the analysis contained within the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City has reviewed and addressed all comments received on the Draft EIR by the comment
period deadline. Included within the Final EIR are the written and oral comments that were submitted

during the public comment period and during the public meeting.

In order to adequately address the comments provided by interested agencies and the public in an

organized manner, this Final EIR includes the following chapters and appendices:
e Section 1.0: Introduction: This chapter provides a brief introduction to the Final EIR and its contents.

e Section 2.0: Responses to Comments: This chapter provides a list of commenting agencies,
organizations, and individuals. Responses to all comments on the Draft EIR are also included in this

chapter.

e Section 3.0: Corrections and Revisions: This chapter provides a list of corrections and revisions to the

Draft EIR. None of the changes significantly impact the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.

e Section 4.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This chapter includes the MMRP
prepared in compliance with the requirements of Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources

Code and Section 15091(d) and 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

The Final EIR also incorporates by reference the previously circulated Draft EIR.
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1.0 Introduction

1.3 REVIEW AND CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR

Consistent with CEQA (Public Resource Code Section 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being
forwarded to each commenting agency no less than 10 days prior to certification of the Final EIR. In
addition, responses are also being distributed to all commenters who provided an address. The Final EIR

is available for public review at the following locations:

City of Moorpark City Hall,

Development and Community Services Building,
799 Moorpark Avenue

Moorpark, CA 93021

Moorpark Library
699 Moorpark Avenue
Moorpark, CA 93021

The Final EIR can also be downloaded or reviewed via the Internet at:

http://www.moorparkca.gov/hitchranch

After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, the Lead Agency must make the
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the State CEQA Guidelines:

o That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

o That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to

approving the project; and
o  That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a), if an EIR that has been certified for a project identifies
one or more significant environmental effects, the lead agency must adopt “Findings of Fact.” For each

significant impact, the lead agency must make one of the following findings:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or

substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.
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2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and

should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or

project alternatives identified in the final EIR.

Each finding must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. In addition,
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d), the agency must adopt, in conjunction with the
findings, a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes that it has either required in the project or
made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially lessen environmental effects. These measures must
be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. This program is referred to

as the MMRP.

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when a lead agency approves a
project that would result in significant unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR, the Agency
must state its reasons for supporting the approved action in writing. This Statement of Overriding
Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes both the Draft and
Final EIRs. Since implementation of the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan would result in significant unavoidable
impacts, the decision-making body (the Moorpark City Council) would be required to adopt a Statement
of Overriding Considerations if it approves the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-4 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

2.1 INDEX TO COMMENTS

As described in Section 1.0, Introduction, this chapter includes copies of written comments received by
hand-delivered mail or electronic mail or provided at the public meeting held during the public review
and comment period on the Draft EIR between February 18, 2022, and April 4, 2022. A recording of the
public meeting held on March 14, 2022, is available for viewing on the City’s website at the following link:

https://moorpark.granicus.com/plaver/clip/2481?view id=141&redirect=true

All agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR are listed in Table 2.0-1,

Index to Comments, below.

All comments received have been numbered, and the numbers assigned to each comment are indicated on
the written responses that follow. Each correspondence is identified by an alphabetical designator to define
the group the correspondence belongs to (e.g., “A” = “Agency”). Multiple letters from the same senders are
labeled with the alphabetic designator, and the name of the sender, and a numeric designator (e.g., “A-
Sender-1”). Specific comments within each communication are identified by a numeric designator that
reflects the numeric sequence of the specific comment within the correspondence (e.g., “A-Sender-1” for

the first comment in Comment Letter A-Sender).

Responses focus on comments that pertain to the adequacy of the analysis in the Draft EIR or to other
aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the Project on the environment pursuant to CEQA. Comments
that address topics beyond the purview of this EIR or CEQA are noted as such for the public record. Where
comments have triggered changes to the Draft EIR, these changes are indicated in the response, and all

changes to the Draft EIR are consolidated in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.

Table 2.0-1
Index to Comments

Commenter

Number Agency/Organization/Individual - Date

State Agencies

A-CDFW-1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife — 04/04/22
A-CDFW-2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife — 04/04/22
A-DWR California Department of Water Resources — 04/01/22
Local Agencies
A-FCGMA-1 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency — 03/29/22
Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-1 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Commenter
Agency/Organization/Individual — Date
Number gencyrorg
A-FCGMA-2 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency — 03/29/22

A-LA_RWQCB-1
A-LA_RWQCB-2

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board — 04/04/22
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board — 04/04/22

A-VCAPCD-1 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District — 04/04/22
A-VCAPCD-2 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District — 04/04/22
A-VCFD-1 Ventura County Fire Department — 04/01/22
A-VCFD-2 Ventura County Fire Department — 03/30/22
A-VCFD-3 Ventura County Fire Department — 03/31/22
A-VCPW TD Ventura County Public Works, Transportation Division — 04/01/22
A-VCPW WP Ventura County Public Works, Watershed Protection — 04/04/22
A-VCPW WRD Ventura County Public Works, Water Resources Division — 03/24/22
A-VCPW W&S-1 Ventura County Public Works, Water and Sanitation — 03/24/22
A-VCPW W&S-2 Ventura County Public Works, Water and Sanitation — 03/24/22
A-VCRMA EHD Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Environmental Health — 03/09/22
A-VCTC-1 Ventura County Transportation Commission — 03/28/22
A-VCTC-2 Ventura County Transportation Commission — 03/28/22
Organizations

O-SYB Chumash-1
O-SYB Chumash-2

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians — 02/25/22
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians — 02/25/22

Individuals

I-Anonymous
I-Bracken
I-Bradley

I-Bruckner-1
I-Bruckner-2
I-Bruckner-3
I-Diamond
I-Diana
I-Hartley
I-Jacobs
I-Jarvis
I-Leavitt
I-Mayfield
I-Mikos
I-Miller-1
I-Miller-2
I-Miller-3
[-Moffat-Ducharme-1
I-Moffat-Ducharme-2
I-Morser
I-Noel-1
I-Noel-2
[-Osipian-1
I-Osipian-2

Impact Sciences, Inc.
1318.001

Anonymous — 04/04/22
Shane Bracken — 03/19/22
Dale Bradley - 03/21/22
Gayle Bruckner — 04/04/22
Gayle Bruckner — 04/04/22
Gayle Bruckner — 04/04/22
Jennifer Diamond - 04/03/22
Diana S - 03/21/22
Connie Hartley - 03/16/22
Robert Jacobs — 03/31/22
Ryan Jarvis — 04/03/22
Adam Leavitt — 04/02/22
William Mayfield — 04/04/22
Roseann Mikos — 04/04/22
Doris Miller -004/04/22
Doris Miller — 04/04/22
Doris Miller — 04/04/22
Patricia Moffat-Ducharme — 03/14/22
Patricia Moffat-Duchame — 04/03/22
Laura Morser — 03/16/22
Sharon Noel — 04/01/22
Sharon Noel — 04/04/22
Armen Osipian — 03/14/22
Armen Osipian — 03/16/22

2.0-2 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

C(;?:;Er;er Agency/Organization/Individual - Date
I-Perreyclear-1 Wes Perreyclear — 03/13/22
I-Sierra Christopher Sierra — 03/07/22
I-Stratton Chad Stratton — 04/03/22
I-Tamayo Salvador Tamayo — 04/04/22
[-Wagenbach-1 Nancy Wagenbach — 04/04/22
I-Wagenbach-2 Nancy Wagernbach — 04/04/22
I-Wareham Martin and Barbara Wareham — 04/04/22
Planning Commission Hearing — Oral Comments — March 14, 2022
1 Rene Mayfield
2 Barbara Wareham
3 Patricia Ducharme
4 Gail Bruckner
5 Sharon Noel
6 Sharon Schieltz
7 Mark Taillon
8 Marisela Morales (via Zoom)
9 Salvador Tamayo (via Zoom)

Comments Received after the Closing of the Comment Period

I-Dimberg Erin Dimberg — 04/06/22
I-Miller-4 Doris Miller — 04/05/22
I-Miller-5 Doris Miller — 04/05/22
I-Sinutko Nicole Sinutko -04/04/22
I-Terjimanian Alin and Ayk Terjimanian - 04/04/22
2.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section presents all written comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to those comments.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-3 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
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A-CDFW-1

From: Castanon, Angela@Wildlife [Angela.Castanon@Wildlife.ca.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 4, 2022 3:40 PM

To: Douglas Spondello

Cc: Gibson, Steve@Wildlife; Hailey, Cindy@Wildlife; Galli, Emily@Wildlife; Wildlife CEQA Comment Letters;
OPR State Clearinghouse

Subject: CA Department of Fish and Wildlife Comments- Hitch Ranch DEIR (SCH# 2019070253)

Hello Mr. Spondello,

Attached are the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s comments on the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan DEIR,
(SCH No. 2019070253).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Angela Castanon

Environmental Scientist

Habitat Conservation and Planning
4665 Lampson Ave. Suite C

Los Alamitos, CA 90720
Angela.castanon@wildlife.ca.gov
Mobile: 562-640-0443




2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter A-CDFW-1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Response to Comment A-CDFW-1-1

This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the project and ways
to reduce or avoid these impacts. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their

review and consideration.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-5 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 9FF40D1F-E29D-4025-AE4C-841DF1379E7F A CDFW 2
CALIFORNIA State of California — Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor #&
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

DEPARTMENT OF
FISH &
(WILDLIFE

April 4, 2022

Mr. Douglas Spondello

City of Moorpark

799 Moorpark Avenue
Moorpark, CA 93021
DSpondello@moorpark.ca.gov

Subject: Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report,
SCH #2019070253 Ventura County, City of Moorpark

Dear Mr. Spondello:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the City of Moor Park’s
(City) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan (Project).
The City, as Lead Agency, prepared a DEIR pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA,; Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et. seq.) with the purpose of informing decision-
makers and the public regarding potential environmental effects related to the Project. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those activities
involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife or be subject to Fish and Game
Code.

CDFW'’s Role

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources
in trust for the people of the state [Fish & Game Code, §§ 711.7, subdivision (a) & 1802; Pub.
Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, [§ 15386,
subdivision (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection,
and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species (Id., § 1802). CDFW is also directed to provide
biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on
projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect state fish and wildlife
resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Public Resources
Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code, § 1600 et seq.). To the extent
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” of any species protected under
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA; Fish & Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), or CESA-
listed rare plant pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish & Game Code, §1900
et seq.), CDFW recommends the Project proponent obtain appropriate authorization under the
Fish and Game Code.
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City of Moorpark

April 4, 2022
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Project Description and Summary

Objective: The City of Moorpark has proposed a Project which will develop over 270 acres of
land will include 755 dwelling units, newly paved roads, multiple water detention basins, private
recreation areas, greenbelts, and public multi-use trails. The surrounding land use areas include
residential and open space to the north; institutional, residential, light industrial and commercial
use to the south; residential and commercial to the east; and single-family residential, rural and
open spaces to the west. The Project also provides three other alternatives to the proposed
plan.

Location: The Project is proposed in the City of Moorpark, in southeastern Ventura County
between the Simi Hills and Little Simi Valley. The site is approximately 277.30 acres and located
approximately 900 feet west of State Route 23 and extends approximately 1,400 feet west of
Gabbert Road. Land uses within the project footprint include grazing land (172 acres), farmland
of local importance (96.4 acres), urban/built-up land (5 acres), and “other” land (4 acres).

Comments and Recommendations

CDFW commends the City in its attempt to adequately address the impacts facing biological
resources within the DEIR. CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist
the City in adequately identifying, avoiding, and/or mitigating significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife biological resources based on the
planned activities of this proposed Project. CDFW recommends the measures below be
included in a science-based monitoring program with adaptive management strategies as part
of the Project’'s CEQA mitigation, monitoring and reporting program (Public Resources Code, §
21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines, § 15097). Additional comments or other suggestions may also
be included to improve the document.

Specific Comments
Comment #1: Impacts to Special-Status Plant Species

Issue: A nine-quad review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) revealed
several special status plants that have potential to occur in the geographical area(s). Focus
surveys were conducted in 2016. Without more current surveys the Project may result in a
significant impact to special-status plants.

Specific impact: CDFW considers plant communities, alliances, and associations with a
statewide ranking of S1, S2, S3, and S4 as sensitive and declining at the local and regional
level (Sawyer et al. 2008). An S3 ranking indicates there are 21-80 occurrences of this
community in existence in California, S2 has 6-20 occurrences, and S1 has less than 6
occurrences. The Project may have direct or indirect effects to these sensitive species.

The following special status plants were included in the nine-quad CNDDB review: Lyon's
pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii); Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra minthornii); Conejo
dudleya (Dudleya parva); marcescent dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. marcescens); Agoura Hills
dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. gourensis); Blochman's dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp.
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Blochmaniae); Verity's dudleya (Dudleya verity); Braunton's milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii);
California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica); and Conejo buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum).

Why impact would occur: Although multiple focus surveys have been conducted at the Project
site the most recent focus surveys occurred in 2016. Thus, 2016 observations may not be
representative of current conditions. Rare plants may have established in the Project site since
the 2016 survey. Presence/absence determinations of rare plants in the Project area,
specifically areas that would be impacted due to Project implementation (e.g., existing facilities),
should be determined based on recent surveys. CDFW generally considers biological field
assessments for rare plants valid for a period of up to three years.

Moreover, the DEIR focuses mainly on replacement of vegetation and does not offer any
mitigation measures in the event a rare plant is discovered on-site. Disclosure, avoidance, and
mitigation measures should all be provided within the DEIR. Take of CESA-listed rare plants
may only be permitted through an incidental take permit (ITP) or other authorization issued by
CDFW pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section, 786.9 subdivision (b).
CDFW is concerned the loss of CESA-listed rare plants may occur if appropriate avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation for these species is not adopted.

Evidence impact would be significant: Impacts to special-status plant species should be
considered significant under CEQA unless they are clearly mitigated below a level of
significance. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to these
sensitive plant species will result in a Project(s) continuing to have a substantial adverse direct,
indirect, and cumulative 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 CDFW or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS). Additionally, plants that
have a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1A, 1B,
2A, and 2B are rare throughout their range, endemic to California, and are seriously or
moderately threatened in California. All plants constituting CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B meet the
definitions of CESA and are eligible for State listing. Impacts to these species or their habitat
must be analyzed during preparation of environmental documents relating to CEQA, as they
meet the definition of rare or endangered (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). Please see CNPS Rare
Plant Ranks website (https://www.cnps.org/rare-plants/cnps-rare-plant-ranks) for additional rank
definitions (CNPS 2020).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends including avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measure language articulating the need to perform focused surveys for sensitive/rare
plants on-site and disclosing the results prior to the implementation of Projects. Based on the
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Natural Communities (CDFWa 2018)
(https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959), a qualified biologist should
“conduct surveys in the field at the time of year when species are both evident and identifiable.
Usually this is during flowering or fruiting.” Final CEQA documentation, for a specified Project(s),
should provide a thorough discussion on the presence/absence of sensitive plants on-site and
identify measures to protect sensitive plant communities from Project-related direct and indirect
impacts.
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Mitigation Measure #2: If rare or sensitive plants are found on or near the footprint of the
Project, CDFW recommends the DEIR provide measures to fully mitigate the loss of individual
ESA- and CESA-listed plants and habitat. The DEIR should provide a map showing which
plants or populations will be impacted and provide a table that clearly documents the number of
plants and acres of supporting habitat impacted, and plant composition (e.g., density, cover,
abundance) within impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation class; density,
cover, abundance of each species).

Mitigation Measure #3: If rare or sensitive plants are found on or near the footprint of the
Project, the DEIR should provide species-specific measures to fully avoid impacts to all ESA-
and CESA-listed plants. This may include flagging all plants and/or perimeter of populations; no-
work buffers around plants and/or populations (e.g., flagged perimeter plus 50 feet); restrictions
on ground disturbing activities within protected areas; relocation of staging and other material
piling areas away from protected areas; restrictions on herbicide use and/or type of herbicide
and/or application method within 100 feet of sensitive plants; and worker education and

training.

Mitigation Measure #4: CDFW recommends the Plan be conditioned to provide mitigation
ratios depending on the sensitivity of the species. This should be for the number of plants
replaced to number impacted, including acres of habitat created to acres of habitat impacted.
Rare plants are habitat specialists that require specific conditions to persist such as vegetation
composition (species abundance, diversity, cover), soils, substrate, slope, hydrology, and
pollinators.

Mitigation Measure #5: The Plan should provide species-specific measures for on-site
mitigation. Each species-specific mitigation plan should adopt an ecosystem-based approach
and be of sufficient detail and resolution to describe the following at a minimum: 1) identify the
impact and level of impact (e.g., acres or individual plants/habitat impacted); 2) location of on-
site mitigation and adequacy of the location(s) to serve as mitigation; 3) assessment of
appropriate reference sites; 4) scientific [Genus and species (subspecies/variety if applicable)]
of plants being used for restoration; 5) location(s) of propagule source; 6) species-specific
planting methods (i.e., container or seed); 7) measurable goals and success criteria for
establishing self-sustaining populations (e.g. percent survival rate, absolute cover); 8) long-term
monitoring, and; 9) adaptive management techniques.

Recommendation #1: CDFW recommends the City perform a Regional Landscape
Interconnectivity Assessment and incorporate the findings into the Plan to avoid habitat
fragmentation.

Comment #2: Mitigation for Sensitive Vegetation Communities

Issue: Mitigation ratios for ranked sensitive vegetation communities provided in the DEIR are
too low for the proposed Project impacts.

Specific Impacts: Replacement ratios of 1:1 and 2:1 are more appropriate for temporary
project impacts, permanent impacts dictate higher mitigation ratios. The vegetation communities
found within the Project footprint and the surrounding area provide important foraging and
nesting areas for a variety of special status species. Development of the area and thinning of
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vegetation for fuel modification will result in the loss of these resources. Rare plants within 1,000
meters from these activities are considered impacted.

Why impacts would occur: CDFW considers plant communities, alliances, and associations
with a statewide ranking of S1, S2, S3, and S4 as sensitive and declining at the local and
regional level (Sawyer et al. 2008). An S3 ranking indicates there are 21-80 occurrences of this
community in existence in California, S2 has 6-20 occurrences, and S1 has less than 6
occurrences. The Projects may have direct or indirect effects to these sensitive species.

The following ranked vegetation classifications are found within the project footprint: California
sagebrush-deerweed scrub (Artemisia californica-Acmispon glaber/Lotus scoparius shrubland
alliance, S5); cactus scrub (Cylidropuntia prolifera shrubland alliance, S3); blue elderberry
stands (Baccharis salicifolia shrubland alliance, S4) and chaparral yucca scrub (Hazardia
squarrosa shrubland alliance, S3). The DEIR states a combined 48.32 acres of these sensitive
vegetation communities would be permanently impacted due to construction and development.

Project implementation includes grading, vegetation clearing, trail/road construction, soil
compaction, utilities construction, road maintenance, and other activities that may result in direct
mortality, population declines, or local extirpation of vegetation communities. These
communities offer habitat and resources to a multitude of species, including specially listed
species.

Evidence impacts would be significant: Impacts to special-status plant species should be
considered significant under CEQA unless they are clearly mitigated below a level of
significance. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to these
sensitive plant species will result in a Project(s) continuing to have a substantial adverse direct,
indirect, and cumulative 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 CDFW or USFWS.

Pursuant under CEQA Guidelines, section 15125(c), CDFW considers southern California
coastal sage scrub habitats as locally significant. The absence of mitigation for many of the
habitats listed above will result in significant loss of viable and valuable habitat. As a result, the
Project may continue to have a significant change on the environment absent appropriate
mitigation for the unavoidable direct and indirect, permanent or temporal losses, of native and
undisturbed vegetation and habitat (CEQA Guidelines, § 15382). Collectively, Upland Scrub and
Grassland habitats currently support or provide suitable habitat for plants and wildlife, including
a rare plant and wildlife, including California Species of Special Concern (SSC). Inadequate or
lack of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to special status plant and
wildlife species and sensitive vegetation communities will result in the Project continuing to have
a substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative 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 CDFW and the USFWS.

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW commends the efforts of the City/Applicant to properly
categorize vegetation, however some terminology used within the DEIR may be dated.
Categorizations such as “blue elderberry stands, cactus scrub,” and so forth do not adequately
describe vegetation to determine uniqueness, rareness, value in the landscape, or base
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restoration planting appropriateness. These terms are used in the 2009 printed version of the
Manual of California Vegetation (MCV), which has since been updated and reformatted. In
2007, the State Legislature required CDFW to develop and maintain a vegetation mapping
standard for the state (Fish & Game Code, § 1940). This standard complies with the National
Vegetation Classification System, which utilizes alliance and association-based classification of
unique vegetation stands. CDFW utilizes vegetation descriptions found in the MCV, found online
at http://vegetation.cnps.org/. To determine the rarity ranking of vegetation communities on a
specific Project site(s), the MCV alliance/association community names should be provided as
CDFW only tracks rare natural communities using this classification system.

Mitigation Measure #2: COFW recommends avoiding any sensitive natural communities found
on the Project. If avoidance is not feasible, the Project proponent should mitigate at a ratio
sufficient to achieve a no-net loss for impacts to special status plant species and their
associated habitat. CDFW recommends all impacts to the S3 sensitive vegetation communities
(cactus scrub, chaparral yucca scrub Association) (2.19-acres) should be mitigated at a 4:1 ratio
and impacts to the S4 and S5 communities (CA sagebrush-deerweed scrub and blue elderberry
stands) (46.13-acres) be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.

All revegetation/restoration areas that will serve as mitigation should include preparation of a
restoration plan, to be approved by CDFW prior to any ground disturbance. The restoration plan
should include restoration and monitoring methods; annual success criteria; contingency actions
should success criteria not be met; long-term management and maintenance goals; and a
funding mechanism for long-term management. Areas proposed as mitigation should have a
recorded conservation easement and be dedicated to an entity which has been approved to
hold/manage lands (AB 1094; Government Code, §§ 65965-65968).

Mitigation Measure #3: Success criteria should be based on the specific composition of the
vegetation communities being impacted. Success should not be determined until the site has
been irrigation-free for at least 5 years and the metrics for success have remained stable (no
negative trend for richness/diversity/abundance/cover and no positive trend for invasive/non-
native cover for each vegetation layer) for at least 5 years. In the revegetation plan, the success
criteria should be compared against an appropriate reference site, with the same vegetation
alliance, with as good or better-quality habitat. The success criteria should include percent cover
(both basal and vegetative), species diversity, density, abundance, and any other measures of
success deemed appropriate by CDFW. Success criteria should be separated into vegetative
layers (tree, shrub, grass, and forb) for each alliance being mitigated, and each layer should be
compared to the success criteria of the reference site, as well as the alliance criteria in MCV
ensuring one species or layer does not disproportionally dominate a site but conditions mimic
the reference site and meets the alliance membership requirements.

CDFW does not recommend topsoil salvage or transplantation as viable mitigation options.
Several studies have documented topsoil salvage had no effect on the recolonization of the
target plant species (Hinshaw 1998). Based on the scientific literature available, relying on
topsoil salvage alone to mitigate impacts to CEQA-rare plant species does not appear to
provide any value to mitigate impacts to the plant.

Recommendation #1: CDFW recommends taking an inter-disciplinary approach, inclusive of
wildlife biologists and restoration professionals, to restore scrub and grassland habitats. The
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City should replace acreage of Mediterranean Scrub and Grassland, Warm Semi-Desert Scrub
and Grassland, and Coastal Bluff Scrub at no less than the total acres impacted and use only
native grasses or forbs indigenous to grasslands in region/watershed. Restoration should
consider habitat requirements (e.g., refugia, structure, variation in plant density and cover) of
wildlife that could occur in these two vegetation communities. CDFW recommends that the
location of the mitigation site avoid the conversion of other habitats (e.g., scrubland to
grassland). Scrub and grassland restoration should occur in areas appropriate abiotic and biotic
conditions to support each habitat type.

Comment #3: Crotch’s Bumble Bee (Bombus crotchii)

Issue: The Project may impact Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus croftchii) (an invertebrate of
conservation and an SSC) through the removal of California sage brush communities. No
mention of surveys or mitigation measures were included within the DEIR.

Specific impacts: Crotch’s bumble bees are generalist foragers and have been reported
visiting a wide variety of flowering plants (Biesmeijer et al. 2006; Xerces 2018). They are known
to occur in laurel sumac scrub, grassland, meadows, and coastal sage scrub, among other
vegetation communities. The Project as proposed would develop approximately 270 acres, of
which 48.32 acres are comprised of ranked California native vegetation communities and
grasslands including California sagebrush-deer weed scrub, cactus scrub, and chaparral yucca
scrub.

Why impacts would occur: Project as proposed would grade and/or develop habitat that could
support Crotch’s bumble bee. The Project may result in temporal or permanent loss of suitable
nesting and foraging habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. Crotch’s bumble bees are generalist
foragers and have been reported visiting a wide variety of flowering plants (Biesmeijer et al.
2006; Xerces 2018). They are known to occur in laurel sumac scrub, grassland, meadows, and
coastal sage scrub, among other vegetation communities. The Project ground-disturbing
activities and vegetation removal may cause death or injury of adults, eggs, and larva, burrow
collapse, nest abandonment, and reduced nest success. Suitable Crotch’s bumble bee habitat
includes areas of grasslands and scrub that contain requisite habitat elements, such as small
mammal burrows. Crotch’s bumble bee primarily nest in late February through late October
underground in abandoned small mammal burrows but may also nest under perennial bunch
grasses or thatched annual grasses, under-brush piles, in old bird nests, and in dead trees or
hollow logs (Williams et al. 2014; Hatfield et al. 2018). Overwintering sites utilized by Crotch’s
bumble bee mated queens include soft, disturbed soil (Goulson 2010), or under leaf litter or
other debris (Williams et al. 2014). Despite the presence of suitable Crotch’s bumble bee habitat
on site, the DEIR does not provide information as to what criteria would be used to conclude
that the species is not present. Without adequate presence/absence surveys, ground
disturbance and vegetation removal associated with Project implementation during the breeding
season could result in the incidental loss of breeding success or otherwise lead to nest
abandonment in areas adjacent to the Project site. Project activities may result in temporal or
permanent loss of colonies, and suitable nesting and foraging habitat.

Evidence impact would be significant: Crotch’s bumble bee is listed as an invertebrate of
conservation priority under the California Terrestrial and Vernal Pool Invertebrates of
Conservation Priority (CDFWb 2017). Crotch’s bumble bee has a State ranking of S1/S2. This




DocuSign Envelope ID: 9FF40D1F-E29D-4025-AE4C-841DF1379E7F

A-CDFW-2

Mr. Douglas Spondello
City of Moorpark

April 4, 2022

Page 8 of 26

means that the Crotch’s bumble bee is considered critically imperiled or imperiled and is
extremely rare (often 5 or fewer populations). Also, Crotch’s bumble bee has a very restricted
range and steep population declines make the species vulnerable to extirpation from the State
(CDFWb 2017). Accordingly, Crotch’s bumble bee meets the CEQA definition of rare,
threatened, or endangered species (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). Therefore, take of Crotch’s
bumble bee could require a mandatory finding of significance by the City (CEQA Guidelines, §
15065).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends that measures be taken, primarily, to avoid
Project impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys should be performed by a qualified
entomologist familiar with the species behavior and life history to determine the
presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble bee and within one year prior to vegetation removal
and/or grading. Surveys should be conducted during flying season when the species is most
likely to be detected above ground, between March 1 to September 1 (Thorp et al. 1983).
Survey results, including negative findings, should be submitted to CDFW prior to implementing
Project-related ground-disturbing activities. At minimum, a survey report should provide the
following:

a) A description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas that could provide suitable
habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. CDFW recommends the map show surveyor(s) track
lines to document that the entire site was covered during field surveys.

b) Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of qualified entomologist(s) and brief
qualifications; date and time of survey; survey duration; general weather conditions;
survey goals, and species searched.

c) Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies.

d) A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and biological (e.g., plant
composition) conditions where each nest/colony is found. A sufficient description of
biological conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should include native plant composition
(e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within impacted habitat (e.g., species list
separated by vegetation class; density, cover, and abundance of each species).

Mitigation Measure #2: If “take” or adverse impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be avoided
either during Project activities or over the life of the Project, the City should consult CDFW to
determine appropriate avoidance and/or minimization measures for the species.

Recommendation #1: CDFW recommends the City update their CEQA document to reflect the
possibility of Crotch’s bumble bee within the Project site and discuss the local and regional
significance of impacts to the species. Focus surveys should be conducted in order to determine
presence/absence, identify potential nest sites, and to further evaluate the quality of habitat
present for Crotch’s bumble bee. The updated analysis should include appropriate avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures to offset any impacts to below a level of
significance.
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Comment #4: Monarch Butterfly

Issue: Project(s) activities have the potential to impact overwintering monarch butterflies
(Danaus plexippus), which is an Endangered Species Act (ESA) candidate listed species and
has been documented to occur in throughout the region (CDFWc 2021).

Specific impact: Without appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for monarch
butterflies, potential significant impacts associated with tree trimming, vegetation removal, and
ground disturbance activities could occur. Potential impacts include roost destruction,
inadvertent entrapment, reduced reproductive success, reduction in health and vigor of eggs
and/or larvae, and direct mortality of individual monarchs.

Why impacts would occur: Project(s) activities have the potential to impact monarch
butterflies, which have been documented to occur in the region. Protocol surveys are necessary
to identify the presence of monarch butterflies and supporting habitat necessary for their
survival. A lack of protocol surveys will likely result in avoidable, direct and/or indirect impacts to
monarch butterflies. During the last decade, overwintering monarch populations have decline by
nearly 90-percent (Jepsen et al 2015). Habitat loss and fragmentation is among the primary
threats to the population (USFWS 2020). Ground clearing and construction activities could
exacerbate this issue and lead to the direct mortality of monarch butterflies. Habitat loss could
lead to a loss of foraging potential, nesting sites, or refugia and would constitute a significant
impact absent appropriate mitigation.

Evidence impact would be significant: CDFW considers impacts to rare species a significant
direct and cumulative adverse effect without implementing appropriate avoidance and/or
mitigation measures. Project(s) activities have the potential to significantly impact the species by
reducing possible roosting habitat.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct a habitat
assessment, within 30 days of Project(s) implementation, to determine if the Project(s) area or
its immediate vicinity contain habitat suitable to support monarchs.

Mitigation Measure #2: If suitable habitat is present, CDFW recommends assessing presence
of monarchs by conducting protocol surveys consistent with USFWS recommendations (see
https://xerces.org/publications/planning-management/western-monarch-butterfly-conservation-
recommendations).

Mitigation Measure #3: If monarch butterflies are detected within or in the vicinity of Project(s)
areas, The City will consult CDFW and USFWS, prior to Project(s) implementation to discuss
how to implement ground-disturbing activities and avoid take.

Comment #5: Lake and Streambed Agreement (LSA)

Issue: CDFW is concerned with impacts to streams near the Project site. CDFW is also
concerned that some drainage features in the northern portion of the site may have been
missed during delineation surveys in 2019 and 2021.
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Specific Impact: The Project as presented has multiple jurisdictional waters along its borders.
Most notably is its proximity to the Walnut Canyon channel, a concrete-lined channel that drains
into Arroyo Las Posas Creek. The proposed Project may diminish on-site and downstream
water quality, alter the hydrologic and geomorphic processes, and impact specially listed
downstream fish.

Additionally, within the appendices of the DEIR it states, “In the northeastern portion of the site,
storm water flows, partially originating from the southern terminus of Meridian Hills Drive, have
eroded a gully into the slopes [an] additional soil erosion of the gully was observed from recent
rainfalls [in 2018]...[hJowever, the presence of hydric soils in both, and the presence of a
defined bed and bank in the eastern drainage suggest the CDFW would take jurisdiction over
each.” However, within the provided DEIR the jurisdictional status was never definitively
confirmed for this feature (“Erosional Feature 1”). CDFW would like confirmation that this feature
does not fall within State jurisdiction.

Why impacts would occur: Run-off from the project site could introduce higher levels of
pollutants to downstream water bodies and potentially result in the degradation of water quality
and riparian habitat. Debris, soil, silt, sawdust, rubbish, raw cement/concrete, or washings
thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other
substances which could be hazardous or deleterious to aquatic life, wildlife, or riparian habitat
resulting from Project related activities may enter the stream. Construction activities and
development may also result in changes to the streams, altering hydrologic and geomorphic
processes that may impact plant and wildlife species. Project activities may also cause direct
and/or indirect impacts to the bed, bank, or channel of the stream may occur. Project impacts
may result in the loss of streams and associated watershed function and biological diversity.

It is also unclear if all drainage features have been appropriately defined such as “Erosional
Feature 1” and other drainage features in the northern portion of the Project site. Therefore,
appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigations have not been determined. Inadequate
investigation may result in the Project continuing to have a substantial adverse direct and
cumulative 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 CDFW.

Evidence impact would be significant: Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires any
person, State or local governmental agency, or public utility to notify CDFW prior to beginning
any activity that may do one or more of the following: Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any
river, stream, or lake; Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake; Use
material from any river, stream, or lake; or, Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream,
or lake. Additionally, CDFW considers most natural drainages to be streambeds unless it is
demonstrated otherwise. The Project may substantially adversely affect existing stream
patterns, which absent specific mitigation, could result in substantial erosion or siltation on site
or off site of the Project. In addition, impacts to biological resources off site, such as Calleguas
Creek and the Mugu Lagoon, may occur.
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Recommended potentially feasible mitigation measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #1: The Project applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification to
CDFW pursuant to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification
and other information, CDFW shall determine whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA)
Agreement is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. A notification package for a
LSA may be obtained by accessing CDFW’s web site at
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/Isa.

If necessary, CDFW'’s issuance of an LSA Agreement for a Project that is subject to CEQA will
require CEQA compliance actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible
Agency, CDFW may consider the CEQA document of the Lead Agency for the Project. To
minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to section 1600 et seq. and/or under
CEQA, the CEQA document should fully identify the potential impacts to streams or riparian
resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, and reporting commitments
for issuance of the LSA Agreement.

Mitigation Measure #2: Any LSA Agreement issued for the Project by CDFW may include
additional measures protective of streambeds on and downstream of the Project such as
additional erosion and pollution control measures. To compensate for any on-site and off-site
impacts to riparian resources, additional mitigation conditioned in any LSA Agreement may
include the following: avoidance of resources, on-site or off-site creation, enhancement, or
restoration, and/or protection and management of mitigation lands in perpetuity.

Mitigation Measure #3: Jurisdiction surveys should evaluate all rivers, streams, and lakes
including culverts, ditches, and storm channels that may transport water, sediment, and
pollutants that discharge into rivers, streams, and lakes. CDFW would like confirmation that
“Erosional Feature 1” does not fall within State jurisdiction as well as the other drainage features
along the northern border of the site.

Recommendation 1: CDFW recommends disclosing any vernal pools found within the project
footprint and the surrounding area to assess potential impacts and recommend meaningful
mitigation. Vernal pools offer habitat to several specially listed species and are afforded
protections pursuant to CEQA. CDFW recommends avoidance of vernal pools, if avoidance is
not possible preservation of existing vernal pool complexes should be mitigated at appropriate
ratios. If not feasible, restoration and preservation of damaged pools and associated upland
habitat that support vernal pools should be mitigated to an appropriate ratio. CDFW does not
recommend or support the creation of vernal pools.

Comment #6: Spreading Invasive Pests and Diseases

Issue: CDFW is concerned that the DEIR does not describe procedures for disposal of removed
trees which may be infested with invasive pests and disease. For example, the environmental
document should address the presence or absence of goldspotted oak borer (Agrilus
auroguttatus), Polyphagus shot-hole borer (Euwallacea sp.), and thousand canker fungus
(Geosmithia morbida) in on-site trees and, if present, describe how any effected trees would be
disposed of as part of the Project.
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Specific impacts: Improper disposal of vegetation may result in the spread of tree insect pests
and disease into areas not currently exposed to these stressors. This could result in expediting
the loss of oaks and other trees in California which support a high biological diversity including
special status species.

Why impacts would occur: The Project may remove tree species that could host insect pests
and diseases. Trees will be removed and presumably hauled to off-site locations for disposal
thereby potentially exposing off-site oak and other tree species to infestation and disease.

Evidence impact would be significant: The Project may have a substantial adverse effect on
any sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations
or by the CDFW or USFWS. The Project may result in a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS
that are dependent on habitats susceptible to insect and disease pathogens.

Mitigation Measure #1: CDFW recommends the City work with the certified arborist to identify
all trees and species for removal from the Project site and inspect those trees for contagious
tree diseases including but not limited to: thousand canker fungus
(https://thousandcankers.com/), Polyphagous shot hole borer
(https://ucanr.edu/sites/eskalenlab/?file=index.html), and goldspotted oak borer
(http://ipm.ucanr.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74163.html). A summary report documenting
inspection methods, number and species of trees inspected, results, and conclusions, including
negative findings, should be submitted to CDFW for review and included as an appendix in final
environmental documents. The summary report should also include photographic
documentation of entry/exit holes and evidence of pests/disease.

Mitigation Measure #2: If invasive pests and/or diseases are detected, the City should provide
an infectious tree disease management plan and describe how it will be implemented to avoid
significant impacts under CEQA. To avoid the spread of infectious tree diseases, diseased trees
should not be transported from the Project site without first being treated using best available
management practices relevant for each tree disease observed. A management plan should be
submitted to CDFW for review and included as an appendix in the final environmental
document.

Comment #7: Impacts to Non-Game Mammals and Wildlife

Issue: Wildlife may still move through the Project site during the daytime or nighttime. CDFW is
concerned that any wildlife potentially moving through or seeking temporary refuge on the
Project site may be directly impacted during Project activities and construction. Any final fence,
or other design features, design should allow for wildlife movement.

Specific impacts: Project activities and construction equipment may directly impact wildlife and
birds moving through or seeking temporary refuge on site. This could result in wildlife and bird
mortality. Furthermore, depending on the final fencing design, the Project may cumulatively
restrict wildlife movement opportunity.
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Why impacts would occur: Direct impacts to wildlife may occur from: ground disturbing
activities (e.g., staging, access, excavation, grading); wildlife being trapped or entangled in
construction materials and erection of restrictive fencing; and wildlife could be trampled by
heavy equipment operating in the Project site.

Evidence impact would be significant: Mammals occurring naturally in California are
considered non-game mammals and are afforded protection by State law from take and/or
harassment (Fish & Game Code, § 4150; Cal. Code of Regs, § 251.1).

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s): CDFW recommends the
following four mitigation measures to avoid and minimize direct impacts to wildlife during Project
construction and activities.

Mitigation Measure #1: If fencing is proposed for use during construction or during the life of
the Project, fences should be constructed with materials that are not harmful to wildlife.
Prohibited materials include, but are not limited to, spikes, glass, razor, or barbed wire. Fencing
should also be minimized so as not to restrict free wildlife movement through habitat areas.

Mitigation Measure #2: To avoid direct mortality, a qualified biological monitor should be on
site prior to and during ground and habitat disturbing activities to move out of harm’s way
special status species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured or killed by grubbing
or Project-related construction activities. Salvaged wildlife of low mobility should be removed
and placed onto adjacent and suitable (i.e., species appropriate) habitat out of harm’s way.

It should be noted that the temporary relocation of on-site wildlife does not constitute effective
mitigation for the purposes of offsetting Program impacts associated with habitat loss.

Mitigation Measure #3: Grubbing and grading should be done to avoid islands of habitat where
wildlife may take refuge and later be killed by heavy equipment. Grubbing and grading should
be done from the center of the Project site, working outward towards adjacent habitat off site
where wildlife may safely escape.

Additional Recommendations

Alternatives. CDFW recommends the City consider an alternative that would fully avoid or
minimize impacts to streams, sensitive plants and wildlife. CDFW recommends the City
recirculate the environmental document after including alternative locations in order to foster
meaningful public participation and informed decision making [CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15088.5,
15126.6(f)]. If the City concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, or the use of
alternative locations as a mitigation measures is infeasible, the City must disclose the reasons
in the final environmental document and recirculate [CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15088.5(a)(3),
15126.6(f)(2)].

Fuel Modification. If the Project includes fuel modification, CDFW recommends that the final
environmental include avoidance and mitigation measures for any fuel modification activities
conducted within and adjacent to the Project area. A weed management plan should be
developed for all areas adjacent to open space that will be subject to fuel modification
disturbance. CDFW also recommends that any irrigation proposed in fuel modification zones
drain back into the development and not onto natural habitat land as perennial sources of water

10
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allow for the introduction of invasive Argentine ants.

10

Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan. Per Public Resources Code section 21081.6(a)(1),
CDFW has provided the City with a summary of our suggested mitigation measures and
recommendations in the form of an attached Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan
(MMRP; Attachment A). A final MMRP should reflect results following additional plant and
wildlife surveys and the Project’s final on and/or off-site mitigation plans.

Filing Fees

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing
fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the County
and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is
required for the underlying Project approval to be operative, vested, and final (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089).

Conclusion

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project to assist the City in adequately
analyzing and minimizing/mitigating impacts to biological resources. CDFW requests an
opportunity to review and comment on any response that the City has to our comments and to
receive notification of any forthcoming hearing date(s) for the Project [CEQA Guidelines, §
15073(e)]. If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact Angela
Castanon, Environmental Scientist, at Angela.Castanon@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
.BSE58CFI.524724F5.., .
Erinn Wilson-Olgin

Environmental Program Manager |
South Coast Region

ec: CDFW
Steve Gibson, Los Alamitos — Steve.Gibson@uwildlife.ca.gov
Emily Galli, Fillmore — Emily.Galli@wildlife.ca.gov
Cindy Hailey, San Diego — Cindy.Hailey@wildlife.ca.gov
CEQA Program Coordinator, Sacramento — CEQACommentLetters@wildlife.ca.gov
State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research — State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
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Attachment A: Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

CDFW recommends the following language to be incorporated into a future environmental document for the Project. A final
MMRP should reflect results following additional plant and wildlife surveys and the Project’s final on and/or off-site mitigation
plans.

Biological Resources (BIO)

Mitigation Measure (MM) or Recommendation (REC) Timing Responsible Party

CDFW recommends including avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measure language articulating the need to perform
focused surveys for sensitive/rare plants on-site and disclosing the
results prior to the implementation of Projects. Based on the
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status

MM-BIO-1- Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFWa 2018) | Prior to
Impacts Rare (http.sl://nrm.dfq_.ca.qov/FiIeHandIer.ashx?D_ocumeptID:18959), a Project _ City of Moorpark/
Plants qualified biologist should “conduct surveys in the field at the time of | construction Applicant
year when species are both evident and identifiable. Usually this is | and activities
during flowering or fruiting.” Final CEQA documentation, for a
specified Project(s), should provide a thorough discussion on the
presence/absence of sensitive plants on-site and identify
measures to protect sensitive plant communities from Project-
related direct and indirect impacts.
If rare or sensitive plants are found on or near the footprint of the
MM-BIO-2- Project, CDFW recommends the DEIR provide measures to fully Prior to
Impacts Rare mitigate the loss of individual ESA- and CESA.-Iisted plants and Project . City of I\/!oorpark/
Plants habitat. The DEIR should provide a map showing which plants or construction Applicant
populations will be impacted and provide a table that clearly and activities

documents the number of plants and acres of supporting habitat
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impacted, and plant composition (e.g., density, cover, abundance)
within impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation
class; density, cover, abundance of each species).

A-CDFW-2

MM-BIO-3-
Impacts Rare
Plants

If rare or sensitive plants are found on or near the footprint of the

Project, the DEIR should provide species-specific measures to fully

avoid impacts to all ESA- and CESA-listed plants. This may
include flagging all plants and/or perimeter of populations; no-work
buffers around plants and/or populations (e.g., flagged perimeter
plus 50 feet); restrictions on ground disturbing activities within
protected areas; relocation of staging and other material piling
areas away from protected areas; restrictions on herbicide use
and/or type of herbicide and/or application method within 100 feet
of sensitive plants; and worker education and training.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant

MM-BIO-4-
Impacts Rare
Plants

CDFW recommends the Plan be conditioned to provide mitigation
ratios depending on the sensitivity of the species. This should be
for the number of plants replaced to number impacted, including
acres of habitat created to acres of habitat impacted. Rare plants
are habitat specialists that require specific conditions to persist
such as vegetation composition (species abundance, diversity,
cover), soils, substrate, slope, hydrology, and pollinators.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant

MM-BIO-5-
Impacts Rare
Plants

The Plan should provide species-specific measures for on-site
mitigation. Each species-specific mitigation plan should adopt an
ecosystem-based approach and be of sufficient detail and
resolution to describe the following at a minimum: 1) identify the
impact and level of impact (e.g., acres or individual plants/habitat
impacted); 2) location of on-site mitigation and adequacy of the
location(s) to serve as mitigation; 3) assessment of appropriate
reference sites; 4) scientific [Genus and species
(subspecies/variety if applicable)] of plants being used for
restoration; 5) location(s) of propagule source; 6) species-specific
planting methods (i.e., container or seed); 7) measurable goals
and success criteria for establishing self-sustaining populations

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant
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(e.g. percent survival rate, absolute cover); 8) long-term
monitoring, and; 9) adaptive management techniques.

A-CDFW-2

MM-BIO-6-
Impacts to
Sensitive Plant
Communities

CDFW commends the efforts of the City/Applicant to properly
categorize vegetation, however some terminology used within the
DEIR may be dated. Categorizations such as “blue elderberry
stands, cactus scrub,” and so forth do not adequately describe
vegetation to determine uniqueness, rareness, value in the
landscape, or base restoration planting appropriateness. These
terms are used in the 2009 printed version of the Manual of
California Vegetation (MCV), which has since been updated and
reformatted. In 2007, the State Legislature required CDFW to
develop and maintain a vegetation mapping standard for the state
(Fish & Game Code, § 1940). This standard complies with the
National Vegetation Classification System, which utilizes alliance
and association-based classification of unique vegetation stands.
CDFW utilizes vegetation descriptions found in the MCV, found
online at http://vegetation.cnps.org/. To determine the rarity
ranking of vegetation communities on a specific Project site(s), the
MCYV alliance/association community names should be provided as
CDFW only tracks rare natural communities using this
classification system.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant

MM-BIO-7-
Impacts to
Sensitive Plant
Communities

CDFW recommends avoiding any sensitive natural communities
found on the Project. If avoidance is not feasible, the Project
proponent should mitigate at a ratio sufficient to achieve a no-net
loss for impacts to special status plant species and their
associated habitat. CDFW recommends all impacts to the S3
sensitive vegetation communities (cactus scrub, chaparral yucca
scrub Association) (2.19-acres) should be mitigated at a 4:1 ratio
and impacts to the S4 and S5 communities (CA sagebrush-
deerweed scrub and blue elderberry stands) (46.13-acres) be
mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant
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All revegetation/restoration areas that will serve as mitigation
should include preparation of a restoration plan, to be approved by
CDFW prior to any ground disturbance. The restoration plan
should include restoration and monitoring methods; annual
success criteria; contingency actions should success criteria not be
met; long-term management and maintenance goals; and a
funding mechanism for long-term management. Areas proposed as
mitigation should have a recorded conservation easement and be
dedicated to an entity which has been approved to hold/manage
lands (AB 1094; Government Code, §§ 65965-65968).

A-CDFW-2

MM-BIO-8-
Impacts to
Sensitive Plant
Communities

Success criteria should be based on the specific composition of
the vegetation communities being impacted. Success should not
be determined until the site has been irrigation-free for at least 5
years and the metrics for success have remained stable (no
negative trend for richness/diversity/abundance/cover and no
positive trend for invasive/non-native cover for each vegetation
layer) for at least 5 years. In the revegetation plan, the success
criteria should be compared against an appropriate reference site,
with the same vegetation alliance, with as good or better-quality
habitat. The success criteria should include percent cover (both
basal and vegetative), species diversity, density, abundance, and
any other measures of success deemed appropriate by CDFW.
Success criteria should be separated into vegetative layers (tree,
shrub, grass, and forb) for each alliance being mitigated, and each
layer should be compared to the success criteria of the reference
site, as well as the alliance criteria in MCV2, ensuring one species
or layer does not disproportionally dominate a site but conditions
mimic the reference site and meets the alliance membership
requirements.

CDFW does not recommend topsoil salvage or transplantation as
viable mitigation options. Several studies have documented topsoil
salvage had no effect on the recolonization of the target plant
species (Hinshaw 1998). Based on the scientific literature

Prior to
/During/ After
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant
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available, relying on topsoil salvage alone to mitigate impacts to
CEQA-rare plant species does not appear to provide any value to
mitigate impacts to the plant.
CDFW recommends that measures be taken, primarily, to avoid
Project impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys should be
performed by a qualified entomologist familiar with the species
behavior and life history to determine the presence/absence of
Crotch’s bumble bee and within one year prior to vegetation
removal and/or grading. Surveys should be conducted during flying
season when the species is most likely to be detected above
ground, between March 1 to September 1 (Thorp et al. 1983).
Survey results, including negative findings, should be submitted to
CDFW prior to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing
activities. At minimum, a survey report should provide the
following:
Prior to
:VIM-BItO-:)- 1. A description and map of the survey area, focusing on Project City of Moorpark/
mpacts to areas that could provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s . .
Crotch’s bumble bee. CDFW recommends the map show constru.ct_lc_)n Applicant
Bumble Bee surveyor(s) track lines to document that the entire site was | @nd activities

covered during field surveys.

2. Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of
qualified entomologist(s) and brief qualifications; date and
time of survey; survey duration; general weather conditions;
survey goals, and species searched.

3. Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies.

4. A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and
biological (e.g., plant composition) conditions where each
nest/colony is found. A sufficient description of biological
conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should include native
plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and abundance)
within impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by
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vegetation class; density, cover, and abundance of each
species).
MM-BIO-10- If “take” or adverse impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be Prior to
Impacts to avoided either during Project activities or over the life of the Project City of Moorpark/
Crotch’s Project, the City should consult CDFW to determine appropriate construction Applicant
Bumble Bee avoidance and/or minimization measures for the species. and activities
MM-BIO-11- CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct a habitat Prior to
Impacts to assessment, within 30 days of Project(s) implementation, to Project City of Moorpark/
Monarch determine if the Project(s) area or its immediate vicinity contain construction Applicant
Butterfly habitat suitable to support monarchs. and activities
MM-BIO-12- If suitable habitat is present, CDFW recommends assessing Prior to
Impacts to presence of monarchs by conducting protocol surveys consistent . .
Mopnarch with USFWS recommendations (see Project . City of Moorpark/
Butterfly https://xerces.org/publications/planning-management/western- CO”StrU?t."_)n Applicant
monarch-butterfly-conservation-recommendations). and activities
MM-BIO-13- If monarch butterflies are detected within or in the vicinity of Prior to
Impacts to Project(s) areas, The City will consult CDFW and USFWS, prior to | Project City of Moorpark/
Monarch Project(s) implementation to discuss how to implement ground- construction Applicant
Butterfly disturbing activities and avoid take. and activities
The Project applicant (or “entity”) must provide written notification
to CDFW pursuant to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game
Code. Based on this notification and other information, CDFW shall
MM-BIO-14- determine V\'/hether. a Lakg and Streamped Alteration (LSA). 3
Lake and Agregr_nen_t is required prior to conducting the_proposed actlv_ltles. Prior to
Stream Bed A notification p_ackage for a LSA m_ay_be obtained by accessing Project City of Moorpark/
Alteration CDFW’s web site at https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/Isa. construction Applicant
Agreement _ _ and activities
If necessary, CDFW'’s issuance of an LSA Agreement for a Project
that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by
CDFW as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible Agency,
CDFW may consider the CEQA document of the Lead Agency for
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the Project. To minimize additional requirements by CDFW
pursuant to section 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the CEQA
document should fully identify the potential impacts to streams or
riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation,
monitoring, and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA
Agreement.
Any LSA Agreement issued for the Project by CDFW may include
MM-BIO-15- additional measures protective of streambeds on and downstream
Lake and of the Project such as additional erosion and pollution control Prior to
Stream Bed measures. To compensate for any on-site and off-site impacts to Project City of Moorpark/
Alteration riparian resources, additional mitigation conditioned in any LSA construction Applicant
Agreement may include the following: avoidance of resources, on- [ and activities
Agreement site or off-site creation, enhancement, or restoration, and/or
protection and management of mitigation lands in perpetuity.
MM-BIO-16- Jurisdiction surveys should evaluate all rivers, streams, and lakes
Lake and including culverts, ditches, and storm channels that may transport | Prior to
Stream Bed water, sediment, and pollgtants that digcharge into rﬁvers, streams, | Project . City of Moorpark/
Alteration and lakes. CDFW would like confirmation that “Erosional Feature construction Applicant
1” does not fall within State jurisdiction as well as the other and activities
Agreement drainage features along the northern border of the site.
CDFW recommends the City work with the certified arborist to
identify all trees and species for removal from the Project site and
inspect those trees for contagious tree diseases including but not
limited to: thousand canker fungus (https://thousandcankers.com/),
Polyphagous shot hole borer _
MM-BIO-17- (https://ucanr.edu/sites/eskalenlab/?file=index.html), and Prior to
Spread of goldspotted oak borer Project City of Moorpark/
Invasive Pests (http://ipm.ucanr.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74163.html). A construction Applicant
and Diseases summary report documenting inspection methods, number and and activities
species of trees inspected, results, and conclusions, including
negative findings, should be submitted to CDFW for review and
included as an appendix in final environmental documents. The
summary report should also include photographic documentation
of entry/exit holes and evidence of pests/disease.
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If invasive pests and/or diseases are detected, the City should
provide an infectious tree disease management plan and describe i
MM-BIO-18- how it will be implemented to avoid significant impacts under Prior -
Spread of CEQA. To avoid the spread of infectious tree diseases, diseased to/During/ City of Moorpark/
I . trees should not be transported from the Project site without first After Project :
nvasive Pests . : ) : _ Applicant
A being treated using best available management practices relevant | construction
and Diseases for each tree disease observed. A management plan should be and activities
submitted to CDFW for review and included as an appendix in the
final environmental document.
If fencing is proposed for use during construction or during the life )
MM-BIO-19- of the Project, fences should be constructed with materials that are | Prior to
Impacts to Non- | not harmful to wildlife. Prohibited materials include, but are not Project City of Moorpark/
Game Mammals | limited to, spikes, glass, razor, or barbed wire. Fencing should also | construction Applicant
and Wildlife be minimized so as not to restrict free wildlife movement through and activities
habitat areas.
To avoid direct mortality, a qualified biological monitor should be
on site prior to and during ground and habitat disturbing activities
to move out of harm’s way special status species or other wildlife
MM-BIO-20- of low mobility that would be injured or killed by grubbing or Prior to
_ | Project-related construction activities. Salvaged wildlife of low ; -
2‘:?;;;:2?5 mobility should be removed and placed onto adjacent and suitable E;?]Jsi(r;;ction City :f l\ﬂoorr:ark/
- (i.e., species appropriate) habitat out of harm’s way. o pplican
and Wildlife and activities
It should be noted that the temporary relocation of on-site wildlife
does not constitute effective mitigation for the purposes of
offsetting Program impacts associated with habitat loss.
MM-BIO-21- Grubbing and grading should be done to avoid islands of habitat Prior
. | where wildlife may take refuge and later be killed by heavy ; ;
Ig;?::t;:n::?s equipment. Grubbing and grading should be done from the center ::(Zl?slfur'll:]ciion City :;Flzﬂz;);r:ark/

and Wildlife

of the Project site, working outward towards adjacent habitat off
site where wildlife may safely escape.

and activities
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CDFW recommends the City perform a Regional Landscape Prior to
REC-1- | . y perto 9 andscap Project City of Moorpark/
Plant impacts nterconneqtlwty Assessment aqd incorporate the findings into the construction Applicant
Plan to avoid habitat fragmentation. o
and activities
CDFW recommends taking an inter-disciplinary approach,
inclusive of wildlife biologists and restoration professionals, to
restore scrub and grassland habitats. The City should replace
acreage of Mediterranean Scrub and Grassland, Warm Semi-
Desert Scrub and Grassland, and Coastal Bluff Scrub at no less .
REC-2- than the total acres impacted and use only native grasses or forbs During
Vegetation indigenous to grasslands in region/watershed. Restoration should | Project City of Moorpark/
Mitigation and consider habitat requirements (e.g., refugia, structure, variation in construction Applicant
Restoration plant density and cover) of wildlife that could occur in these two and activities
vegetation communities. CDFW recommends that the location of
the mitigation site avoid the conversion of other habitats (e.g.,
scrubland to grassland). Scrub and grassland restoration should
occur in areas appropriate abiotic and biotic conditions to support
each habitat type.
CDFW recommends the City update their CEQA document to
reflect the possibility of Crotch’s bumble bee within the Project site
and discuss the local and regional significance of impacts to the _
REC-3- species. Focus surveys should be conducted in order to determine | During City of Moorpark/
Crotch’s presence/absence, identify potential nest sites, and to further construction Aoplicant
Bumble Bee evaluate the quality of habitat present for Crotch’s bumble bee. and activities pplican
The updated analysis should include appropriate avoidance,
minimization, and compensatory mitigation measures to offset any
impacts to below a level of significance.
CDFW recommends disclosing any vernal pools found within the
project footprint and the surrounding area to assess potential Prior to
REC-4- impacts and recommend meaningful mitigation. Vernal pools offer Proiect Citv of Mooroark/
habitat to several specially listed species and are afforded J . Ity loorp
Vernal Pools construction Applicant

protections pursuant to CEQA. CDFW recommends avoidance of
vernal pools, if avoidance is not possible preservation of existing
vernal pool complexes should be mitigated at appropriate ratios. If

and activities
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A-CDFW-2

not feasible, restoration and preservation of damaged pools and
associated upland habitat that support vernal pools should be
mitigated to an appropriate ratio. COFW does not recommend or
support the creation of vernal pools.

REC-5-
Alternatives

CDFW recommends the City consider an alternative that would
fully avoid or minimize impacts to streams, sensitive plants and
wildlife. CDFW recommends the City recirculate the environmental
document after including alternative locations in order to foster
meaningful public participation and informed decision making
[CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15088.5, 15126.6(f)]. If the City concludes
that no feasible alternative locations exist, or the use of alternative
locations as a mitigation measures is infeasible, the City must
disclose the reasons in the final environmental document and
recirculate [CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15088.5(a)(3), 15126.6(f)(2)].

Prior
to/During
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant

REC-6-
Fuel
Modification

If the Project includes fuel modification, CDFW recommends that
the final environmental include avoidance and mitigation measures
for any fuel modification activities conducted within and adjacent to
the Project area. A weed management plan should be developed
for all areas adjacent to open space that will be subject to fuel
modification disturbance. CDFW also recommends that any
irrigation proposed in fuel modification zones drain back into the
development and not onto natural habitat land as perennial
sources of water allow for the introduction of invasive Argentine
ants.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant

REC-7-
Mitigation and
Monitoring
Reporting Plan

Per Public Resources Code section 21081.6(a)(1), CDFW has
provided the City with a summary of our suggested mitigation
measures and recommendations in the form of an attached Draft
Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan (MMRP; Attachment A).
A final MMRP should reflect results following additional plant and
wildlife surveys and the Project’s final on and/or off-site mitigation
plans.

Prior to
construction
and activities

City of Moorpark/
Applicant




Letter A-CDFW-2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-1

Thank you for your comment. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to
CEQA. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies

for their review and consideration.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-2

Impacts to Special-Status Plants: As summarized in Table 3.3-2 of the DEIR, the site lacks suitable habitat
or is outside of the known geographic and elevational range for most of the special-status plant species
documented in the region by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The comment identifies
Lyon's pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyonii), Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra minthornii), Conejo dudleya
(Dudleya parva), marcescent dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. marcescens), Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymosa
ssp. gourensis), Blochman's dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. Blochmaniae); Verity's dudleya (Dudleya verity),
Braunton's milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), and Conejo
buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum) as species that are potentially occurring based on the CNDDB. As stated
on pages 3.23-3.28, most regionally occurring rare plant species have no potential to occur on site based on
the absence of suitable soils, vegetation communities, rock formations, and/or other microhabitats. Each of
these species are discussed accordingly in Table 3.3-2 and their required habitat features are absent from
the site. Additionally, a field visit was conducted in 2021 to further evaluate vegetation communities and
habitat suitability for rare plants on the site (page 3.3-7). As documented during the field surveys and
described in the DEIR (page 3.3-11), native plant communities present on site are substantially disturbed
by ongoing grazing. Therefore, the quality of the habitat onsite for rare plants is considered to be extremely
degraded due to this grazing regime. As described in Table 3.3-2 of the DEIR, only three rare plant species
(white rabbit-tobacco, Plummer’s mariposa lily, and round-leaved filaree) were identified as having low
potential to occur onsite based on their distribution, presence of adequate soils, and on-site vegetation
classifications. However, all three species are highly unlikely to be present due to the extremely disturbed
site conditions. Furthermore, as described on page 3.3-22, special-status species with “Low Potential” to
occur are not likely to be found on the Project site, because few of the habitat components meeting the
species requirements are present and/or the majority of habitat on and adjacent to the site is unsuitable or
of very poor quality. As observed during recent site assessments, the required vegetation assemblages are
considered unsuitable as habitat for these species due to heavy grazing. As such, no impacts to rare plant
species would occur as a result of the project, and the inclusion of additional mitigation measures is not

warranted under CEQA.
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-3

Thank you for providing reference to the updated state vegetation community naming and ranking
conventions. Updates to the document are not necessary as the scientific names and rankings associated
with the dominant species in each community/alliance is included in the vegetation community
descriptions (page 3.3-12 - 3.3-16). As documented during the field surveys and described in the DEIR (page
3.3-11, 3.3-62-63), native plant communities present on site are substantially disturbed by ongoing grazing.
Nonetheless, the Project proposes in-kind 1:1 replacement of the disturbed/grazed scrub communities that
provide low quality habitat (MM BR-6). The higher quality habitats west of Gabbert Road are avoided with
the exception of 2.36 acres of California sagebrush-deerweed scrub. MM BR-6 proposes a 2:1 mitigation
ratio for the replacement of this more intact native habitat. The Project is required to prepare a Native
Habitat Restoration Plan for the habitat mitigation area that will be reviewed and approved by CDFW prior
to issuance of a grading permit. This mitigation area will be managed long-term for habitat purposes to
meet agency approved performance standards and success criteria. Therefore, it will be of higher quality
than the degraded habitats that are to be impacted by the project. Moreover, the lower mitigation ratio
would compensate impacts to areas that have been continuously degraded by grazing activities and the
quality of the impact site (even in the case of sensitive communities) would be far exceeded by the

functional lift and habitat values provided by the mitigation site.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-4

As documented during the field surveys and described in the DEIR (page 3.3-11), native plant communities
present on site are substantially disturbed by grazing. The quality of the habitat on site is considered to be
extremely degraded and unlikely to support endemic species such as the Crotch’s bumble bee that rely on
intact, native vegetation due to the grazing regime. Crotch’s bumblebee was not observed on site during
field surveys. If Crotch’s bumble bee is present in the vicinity of the project site, there is relatively
undisturbed, intact habitat, located to the west and north of the site that would be preferred over the
degraded vegetation that is onsite. Thus, the Project site is not expected to be attractive to the species for
foraging and nesting. Additionally, the project will compensate for the loss of native vegetation
communities as described on pages 3.3-82 and 3.3-83 of the DEIR under MM BR-6. Habitat mitigation areas
will not be subject to the same disturbance levels as the Project site, providing higher quality habitats for
native species than that which will be impacted by the project. Given the extremely low habitat quality and
mitigation already proposed, the inclusion of additional mitigation measures for Crotch’s bumblebee is not

warranted under CEQA.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-5

Monarch butterflies are known to over-winter in blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus) forests in California and

require the forest to be dense enough to provide wind protection from prevailing coastal winds. The
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Eucalyptus trees need to be tall (at least 60 feet) because they roost in the intermediate level of the canopy
where wind protection is greatest. Most of the approximately 250 monarch roosting sites recorded in
California are within 2.4 kilometers (1.5 miles) of the ocean.! The blue gum trees on the project site are
scattered among other tree species do not form a dense Eucalyptus Forest, and the project site is more than
16 miles from the ocean. Additionally, no monarch butterfly occurrences were identified in the California
Natural Diversity Database query for the Moorpark U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle,
in which the Project site is located, as well as the eight surrounding quadrangles: Thousand Oaks, Newbury
Park, Santa Paula, Santa Paula Peak, Camarillo, Simi, Piru, and Fillmore. Based on the above information,
the scattered Eucalyptus trees on the project site are not expected to provide monarch butterfly over-

wintering habitat and no impacts to monarch butterfly are expected to occur.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-6

In accordance with the Standard Conditions and Requirements Mitigation Measure on pages 3.3-78 and
3.3-79, the Project will apply for a Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement with the CDFW
prior to the start of construction. This measure also requires that any additional mitigation measures set
forth in the Agreement will be implemented by the Project. A delineation of CDFW jurisdictional waters

will be submitted as part of the permit application package.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-7

As required by MM BR-10 on page 3.3-85 of the DEIR, a tree removal permit must be obtained from the
City prior to the removal of trees at the site. MM BR-10 has been revised to require proper disposal methods

of removed trees that are determined to be diseased or infested with insect pests. Removed trees that are

determined to be diseased and/or infested with insect pests shall be chipped onsite to prevent the spread

to offsite trees.

Please refer to Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Biological Resources.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-8

As described under Wildlife Movement on pages 3.3-19 and 3.3-20, the Project site is almost surrounded
by various densities of development, with open space and residential development to the north; a railroad,
Poindexter Avenue, and light industrial and residential uses to the south; rural residential and Walnut
Canyon School to the east, and rural residential and agricultural uses to the west. The surrounding
developments and roadways, which include Championship Drive, and Meridian Hills Drive to the north,

Walnut Canyon Road/State Route 23/Moorpark Avenue to the east, Poindexter Avenue to the south, fenced

1 Conservation Sense and Nonsense [November 1, 2013], milliontrees.me/2013/11/01/monarch-butterflies-in-
california-need-eucalyptus-trees-for-their-winter-roost/. Accessed April 18, 2022.
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Gabbert Road separating the western portion, and Grimes Canyon Road to the west, separate the Project
site from the remnant open space outside of the City of Moorpark. Due to the degree of disturbance on site
and barriers created by the surrounding development, the Project site is not expected to be used as a
movement corridor by wildlife, and the drainage that traverses the western portion of the site does not
connect to other open space; therefore, it would not serve as a movement corridor. Nonetheless, as required
by MM BR-11 on page 3.3-85 through 3.3-86, the development’s Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) must state that no structures shall be constructed within the open space areas. Therefore, there
will be no restrictions on wildlife movement in habitat areas. Fencing and signage to be installed between
the development and open space areas, to prevent domestic animal and human encroachment, is to be
determined/designed in coordination with a qualified biologist. Input from the biologist will facilitate use
of wildlife friendly materials. During construction, any site perimeter fencing will consist of standard
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) best management practices (BMP) materials (i.e., silt
fencing) that are not considered harmful to wildlife. Wildlife pre-construction surveys as required by BR-1
(amphibians and reptiles), BR-2 (burrowing owl), BR-3 (woodrat and jackrabbit), BR-4 (American badger),
MM BR-9 (nesting birds), as well as biological monitoring and worker awareness training during
construction (MM BR-15), will reduce the potential for impacts to Non-Game Mammals and Wildlife. As
indicated in the Specific Plan, split rail fencing will be used for multi-use trails. This type of fencing material

would not impede local wildlife movement through the project site.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-9

As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project
and evaluate the comparable merits of the alternatives. However, an EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. The Draft EIR provides a range of potential alternatives to the proposed
project which includes those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. See Section 4.0, for a comparison
of the major components associated with the Project and three alternatives that include Alternative 1 — No
Project/No Development Alternative, Alternative 2: RPD 20U-N-D Alternative, and Alternative 3 — 415 Unit

Reduced Visual Impact Alternative.
Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-10

As required by MM BR-7 on page 3.3-38 and 3.3-39 of the DEIR, the fuel management zone will be
revegetated with native species during the fall/winter immediately following grading and construction.
Establishment of native vegetation will limit opportunities for weed establishment in this zone. As required

by MM BR-12, landscaping plans may not include invasive species and weed removal will occur as part of
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2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

ongoing landscape maintenance activities. Landscaping plans are required to adhere to water efficiency
guidelines in the City’s Municipal Code, limiting the potential for excessive water runoff that could attract

Argentine ants.

Response to Comment A-CDFW-2-11
Comment noted.
A final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be prepared by the City, for adoption

by the City Council, based on the mitigation measures in the DEIR and any changes made as part of the

responses to comments incorporated in the Final EIR.

Responses to all comments, including those from the CDFW, will be made available for review as part of

the Final EIR document at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final EIR.

All fees required by State statute, including those due to the CDFW, will be paid by the City as part of the

CEQA Notification of Determination process.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA 94236-0001

(916) 653-5791

April 1, 2022

Mr. Doug Spondello

City of Moorpark

799 Moorpark Avenue
Moorpark, California 93021

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Hitch Ranch Specific Plan

SCH# 2019070253

Ventura County

Dear Mr. Spondello:

The Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD) has reviewed the Notice of Completion &
Environmental Document Transmittal for the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan

(Plan), which describes the proposed subdivision of approximately 277 acres of
property in the City of Moorpark. The Plan would provide for the master-planned
development of 755 residential homes, a public park, infrastructure, open space,
detention basins, and debris basins.

Insufficient information is provided in the project description to make an accurate
jurisdictional determination with regard to the detention basins and debris basins, and
whether some or all of the work will be subject to State jurisdiction for dam safety.
Therefore, the City of Moorpark needs to submit preliminary plans of the proposed work

so that DSOD can make a jurisdictional determination.

As defined in Sections 6002 and 6003, Division 3, of the California Water Code, dams
25 feet or higher with a storage capacity of more than 15 acre-feet, and dams higher
than six feet with a storage capacity of 50 acre-feet or more are subject to State
jurisdiction. The dam height is the vertical distance measured from the maximum
possible water storage level to the downstream toe of the barrier.

If some or all of the proposed work is subject to State jurisdiction, a construction
application, together with plans, specifications, and the appropriate filing fee must be
filed with DSOD for this project. All dam safety related issues must be resolved prior to
approval of the application, and the work must be performed under the direction of a
Civil Engineer registered in California. Erik Malvick, our Design Engineering Branch
Manager, is responsible for the application process and can be reached at

(916) 565-7840.
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If you have any questions or need additional information, you may contact Area
Engineer Cameron Lancaster at (916) 565-7830 or me at (916) 565-7827.

Sincerely,

Lick @w&gn

Rick G. Draeger, Regional Engineer
Southern Region

Field Engineering Branch

Division of Safety of Dams

cc:  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov




Letter A-DWR  California Department of Water Resources

Response to Comment A-DWR-1

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in Appendix 3.9, build-out of the Hitch

Ranch Specific Plan will include four detention basins.

As stated on page 42 of the Hitch Ranch Hydrology Study Report 2020 Update, prepared by Kasraie
Consulting and included in Appendix 3.9 to the Draft EIR, the design for each of the proposed detention
basins was evaluated based on the interpretations of California Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD)

definitions as outlined in the regional flood control/regional master plan (RMP).

Basins 2 and 3 will be constructed by significantly excavating below the existing surface, creating a “pit”
style impoundment. The previous RMPs and 2009 Basis of Design Study, Commonwealth Studios — Interim
Condition Flood Control Improvements, Walnut and Gabbert Canyon Watershed all discuss this type of

design to maximize detention without becoming a “Jurisdictional Dam” as defined by DSOD.

The purpose of the 2020 report was to outline proposed stormwater facilities to be used to meet required
Regional Flood Control (RFC) Objectives and Local Flood Requirements (LFR) and included conceptual
schematic plans of the four detention basins to demonstrate conceptual feasibility for the overall system.
Subsequent design phases will include additional discussions with City and County staff to ensure

compliance with all agency and regulatory requirements.
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A-FCGMA-1

From: Riedel, Kathleen [Kathleen.Riedel@ventura.org]

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 3:54 PM

To: Douglas Spondello

Cc: Royas, Keely; Maxwell, James

Subject: FCGMA comments RE Hitch Ranch Specific Plan DEIR

Good Afternoon Mr. Douglas Spondello,

Appended are the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) staff comments regarding the Hitch
Ranch Specific Plan DEIR.

Please confirm receipt of this e-mail and appended letter containing comments.

Best Regards,
Kathleen Riedel

Kathleen Riedel, PG, CEG

Groundwater Specialist

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, and

VC Public Works Agency - Watershed Protection

(805) 654-2954
kathleen.riedel@ventura.org<mailto:kathleen.riedel@ventura.org>




2.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments

Letter A-FCGMA-1 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Response to Comment A-FCGMA-1-1

This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the project and ways
to reduce or avoid these impacts. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their

review and consideration.
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GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 1
A STATE OF CALIFORMIA WATER AGENCY 9‘-&?;,1%1 >
BOARD OF DIRECTORS EXECUTIVE OFFICER
Eugene F. West, Chair, Director, Camrosa Water District Jeff Pratt, P.E.

David Borchard, Vice Chair, Farmer, Agricultural Representative
Lynn Maulhardt, Director, United Water Conservation District
Bert Perello, Councilperson, City of Oxnard

Carmen Ramirez, Supervisor, County of Ventura

March 29, 2022

Mr. Douglas Spondello, AICP, Planning Manager

City of Moorpark

Community Development Department

799 Moorpark Avenue

Moorpark, CA 93021 -

SUBJECT: Comments on Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, State
Clearinghouse No. 2019070253

Dear Mr. Spondello:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan (Plan) Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), State Clearinghouse No. 2019070253 prepared by Impact Sciences
dated February 2022. The Plan provides information regarding the proposed development which is located
to be on seven parcels (Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 511-0-020-110, -130, -160, -170, -180, -195
and -245) encompassing a total of 277.30 acres, all of which are in the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency (FCGMA) boundary within the East Las Posas Management Area of the Las Posas
Valley groundwater basin. FCGMA is responsible for the sustainable management of the groundwater basin
and regulates groundwater extractions under authority of its enabling legislation and the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act.

The current project includes development of 755 dwelling units on approximately 92 acres, two seven-acre
parks, five detention basins totaling 29.91 acres and a total combined open space area of greater than 75
acres. Per the table on Figure 2.0-3, there are to be 427 single-family units and 328 multi-family units. A
23.44-acre future development of affordable family housing is to be under a separate project.

Per DEIR Table 3.17-2, the estimated total potable water demand will be 286.4 acre-feet per year (AFY).
The estimated total recycled water demand will be 105.7 AFY. The overall demand is approximately
392.1 AFY. Based on the DEIR, Ventura County Waterworks District No.1 (VCWWD-1) is to supply the
water to meet the demands, utilizing groundwater extracted from VCWWD-1 wells, imported surface water
purchased from Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD), and recycled water processed at the
VCWWD-1 Moorpark Wastewater Treatment Facility.

The DEIR relies on the Revised Draft Water Supply Assessment Hitch Ranch Project (WSA) prepared by
Milner-Villa Consulting LLC and released February 2020 (in DEIR Appendix 3.17 Utilities, starting on page
5900 of 6199). Per page one, the WSA evaluated a development of 755 dwelling units of which
approximately 328 are to be single family residences and 427 are to be multi-family units (a flipped count
from the current project) on approximately 270.6 acres. The estimated total water demand is 364.6 AFY of
which 261.2 AFY is potable water, and 103.4 AFY is recycled water (per Table 3-4). Per Section 1.7 (on
page 7 of the WSA), the WSA was prepared utilizing the available information known at the time and is
consistent with the 2015 version of the VCWWD-1 Urban Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP). The

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610
(805) 654-2014 or 645-1372 FAX: (805) 654-3350
Website: www.fcgma.org




Mr. Douglas Spondello, Planning Manager, City of Moorpark

March 29, 2022 a _
Page 2 of 2 A-FCGMA-2

WSA utilized the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Las Posas Valley Basin in sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2,
2.2.3 describing the geologic and hydrogeologic setting of the basin and management areas. The
groundwater supply presented in Table 2-4, is based on VCWWD-1's groundwater extraction allocation in
2019 under Ordinance E, 1756.118 AFY. The historical total water demand for VCWWD-1, presented in
Table 3-1, is based on the VCWWD-1’s 2015 and earlier UWMPs.

Per DEIR Section 3.17.2 Potable Water Service (page 3.17.2):

The section is based on a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared by Milner-Villa Consulting in
March 2019 and updated in February 2020. Copies of both of these documents are included in
Appendix 3.17 of this EIR.

Per the DEIR Table of Contents, the March 2019 document is not included in the Appendices. The February
2020 document is in Appendix 3.17 beginning on page 5900 of 6199; however, the March 2019 document
did not appear to be included in the DEIR. The Table of Contents is correct but not the text. The March 2019
may have shed light on why information, which is outdated and/or no longer valid, was included in the DEIR
on pages 3.17-4 through 3.17-7.

The DEIR relies on information from the following documents, obsolete plans and ordinances:
1. The 2015 UWMP which was replaced by the 2020 UWMP.

2. The 2007 Update to the FCGMA Groundwater Management Plan and earlier versions (referred as
FCGMA Management Plans) which for the subject area has been replaced by the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan for the Las Posas Valley Basin (adopted December 2019 and approved by
California State Department of Water Resources in January 2022).

3. The FCGMA Ordinance Code (referred to in the DEIR as Ordinance No. 8) Historical and Baseline
allocations, as well as the Ordinance E (Article 2) allocation systems are no longer in effect in the
Las Posas Valley Basin. The allocation system currently in effect is the Ordinance to Establish an
Extraction Allocation System for the Las Posas Valley Groundwater Basin adopted December 14,
2020, and fully operative October 1, 2021.

Key documents which serve as the foundation of the water supply assessment in the DEIR have been
replaced or superseded. It is not clear if the water supply is adequate. VCWWD-1 has a groundwater
extraction allocation and can purchase Metropolitan Water District imported water from Calleguas Municipal
Water District. It is up to the VCWWD-1 to determine if their water portfolio is adequate to provide the water
needed for the proposed development.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (805) 654-2954 or Kathleen.Riedel@ventura.org.

Sincerely,

Aot ool

Kathleen Riedel, M.S., P.G., C.E.G.
Groundwater Specialist

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2022\20220329_Ltr_to City of Moorpark_Hitch Ranch DEIR_comments.docx




Letter A-FCGMA-2 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency

Response to Comment A-FCGMA-2-1

This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the project and ways
to reduce or avoid these impacts. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their

review and consideration.

Response to Comment A-FCGMA-2-2

Comment noted. A copy of the March 2019 Water Supply Assessment is included as Appendix A to this
Final EIR.

Response to Comment A-FCGMA-2-3

As stated in the FCGMA comment in paragraph 4 on page 1, “...the (February 2020) Revised Water Supply
Assessment (2020 WSA) was prepared utilizing the available information known at the time and is

consistent with the 2015 version of the VCWWD-1 Urban Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP).”

The 2015 UWMP was the most applicable (and adopted) reference document to use at the time of
preparation of the WSA. The information provided in the District’s 2020 UWMP does not substantially
change the availability of potable water and recycled water available for the Project. The 2020 UWMP
identifies 11,102 acre feet per year (AFY) of “Reasonably Available Volume” in 2025 and 12,662 AFY of
“Reasonably Available Volume” in 2045, while the projected water use is estimated to be 9,502 AFY in 2025
and 10,462 AFY in 2045.

The 2020 WSA was prepared utilizing the available (and adopted) information and most applicable
reference documents known at the time. The 2007 FCGMA Management Plan was the most applicable (and

adopted) document to use at the time of preparation of the 2020 WSA.

The District’s groundwater allocation was approved in September 2020 by the Courts in a settlement. The
settlement gives the District 10.6% of the East Las Posas Basin Safe Yield. Effective starting in 2021, the
District’s groundwater allocation will be 2,195 AFY which is 439 AFY higher than the projected
groundwater supply of 1,756 AFY identified in the 2015 UWMP. The Safe Yield of the basin and the
District’s allocation will be examined every five years and adjusted accordingly by FCGMA to meet the

goals in the GSP by 2040. See the District’s 2020 UWMP, Chapter 6, for additional details.

As previously stated, the 2020 WSA was prepared utilizing the available (and adopted) information and
most applicable reference documents known at the time. The District’s 2020 UWMP identifies 11,102 AFY
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of “Reasonably Available Volume” in 2025 and 12,662 AFY of “Reasonably Available Volume” in 2045,
while the projected water use is estimated to be 9,502 AFY in 2025 and 10,462 AFY in 2045. Similarly, the
2020 UWMP does not identify a water shortage for any year within the period 2025-2045 under normal
water year supply and demand comparisons, single-dry water year supply and demand comparisons, or

multiple-dry water year supply and demand comparisons.
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A-LA_RWQCB-1

From: Cuevas, Veronica@Waterboards <Veronica.Cuevas@waterboards.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, April 04, 2022 4:54 PM

To: Douglas Spondello <DSpondello@MoorparkCA.gov>

Cc: Purdy, Renee@Waterboards <Renee.Purdy@waterboards.ca.gov>; Newman,
Jenny@Waterboards <Jenny.Newman@waterboards.ca.gov>; Lim, Jeong-Hee@Waterboards
<Jeong-Hee.Lim@waterboards.ca.gov>

Subject: Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR - Comment Letter

Attached please find correspondence from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Los Angeles Water Board) regarding the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Draft EIR.

The Los Angeles Water Board Watershed Regulatory Section sends our correspondence with PDF
format through email. You will not receive a hard copy unless you are the addressee of the
correspondence or you do not have an email address. If you are no longer the responsible party, nor
interested in receiving correspondence regarding the subject facility, please kindly reply to this email
and we'll remove you from the cc list.

The attached document is in Adobe Acrobat PDF format. You can obtain an Acrobat Reader free of

charge at http:///www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html

Veronica Cuevas
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Water Resource Control Engineer

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Municipal Permitting Unit

320 West 4th Street Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013
telephone (213) 576-6662 | fax (213) 576-6660

Veronica.Cuevas@waterboards.ca.gov
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Letter A-LA_RWQCB-1 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Response to Comment LA_RWQCB-1-1

This comment is introductory in nature and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the project and ways
to reduce or avoid these impacts. Therefore, a response is not required pursuant to CEQA. However, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their

review and consideration.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-48 Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR
1318.001 May 2022
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Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
April 4, 2022

Mr. Dough Spondello, AICP
Planning Manager

City of Moorpark

799 Moorpark Avenue
Moorpark, CA 93021

COMMENTS REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMACT REPORT - HITCH
RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 2019070253)

Dear Mr. Spondello, -

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Water Board)
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Hitch Ranch Specific Plan Project. Los Angeles Water Board Staff
reviewed the DEIR and have the following comments regarding this project:

1. Section 1.5, mitigation Measure HYD-3 (page 1.0-48) discusses Post
Construction Stormwater Management Plan (PCSMP) guidelines contained in
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and Waste
Discharge Requirements for Ventura County. However, the Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) NPDES permit for Ventura County (Order No. R4-
2010-0108) is no longer in effect because Order No. R4-2021-0105, adopted by
Los Angeles Water Board on July 23, 2021, went into effect on September 11,
2021. Please revise the references to the MS4 permit throughout the DEIR and
revise the discussion regarding any applicable requirements. The same comment
applies for Section 3.9 on page 3.9-29 of the DEIR.

2. Section 1.5, mitigation Measure HYD-4 (page 1.0-50) discusses dewatering
operations in reference to the State Water Board’s General NPDES Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. However,
dewatering operations are regulated under the General NPDES Permitting
ORDER NO. R4-2018-0125 GENERAL NPDES PERMIT NO. CAG994004, Waste
Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and
Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and
Ventura Counties. Please submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Los Angeles
Water Board prior to initiating dewatering operations. Also, in Section 2.6.1 of the
DEIR, consider adding “Dewatering Permit” to the list of permits.

LAwWRENCE YEE, cHAIR | RENEE PURDY, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

320 West 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, CA 90013 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles




A-LA-RWQCB-2

Mr. Dough Spondello, AICP -2- April 4, 2022

3. Section 2.5.5 (page 2.0-13) discusses constructing Retention Basin 2 in the
arroyo adjacent to Gabbert Road and Walnut Canyon Channel, and Retention
Basin 3 along Walnut Canyon Channel. However, grading activity in a streambed
may require a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Certification and Waste
Discharge Requirements for dredge and fill activities. Please submit a Report of
Waste Discharge (ROWD) to the Los Angeles Water Board at RB4-
401Certification@waterboards.ca.gov, to request a pre-filing meeting for the
retention basins. In Section 2.6.1 of the DEIR, consider adding “401 Certification
and WDRs for Retention Basins” to the list of permits. N

4. Section 3.3.8.2 (page 3.3-84) discusses the California Fish and Game Code
Section 1602 for impacts to waters of the United States and streambeds, but
does not mention the requirement to obtain a CWA Section 401
Certification/WDRs from the Los Angeles Water Board. Please revise the
discussion to mention the 401 Certification and WDRs comment described in
Comment 3 above. N

5. Section 3.10, Public and Facility Service Goal 12 (page 3.10-19) discusses that
the Project Applicant will enter into an agreement with the Ventura County
Waterworks District to fund recycled water infrastructure within the District to
increase the recycled water infrastructure to offset irrigation of common areas,
open space, and landscaped areas. However, prior to the expansion of the
recycled water use area, a Title 22 Engineering Report would need to be
submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking
Water (DDW) for approval and to the Los Angeles Water Board for concurrent
review. —

6. Section 3.17, Potential Uses of Recycled Water (page 3.17-10) discusses that
the Project would utilize the recycled water for on-site irrigation once that service
is made available by the District. However, prior to utilizing recycled water for
irrigation, the Ventura County Health Department would need to inspect the
recycled water purple pipe distribution line to assess compliance with plumbing
code requirements, DDW would need to approve the Title 22 Engineering Report
and write a letter stating the conditions of approval, and the Los Angeles Water
Board would need to revise the Water Reclamation Requirements/WDRs to
incorporate DDW'’s conditions of approval.

7. Section 3.17.3.1, Wastewater (page 3.17-17) discusses that the treatment plant
is permitted to discharge directly into the Arroyo Simi. However, Ventura County
Waterworks District No. 1 (District) has requested termination of its NPDES
permit. It is expected that by the end of 2022, the Moorpark WWTP would no
longer have the ability to discharge treated effluent to Arroyo Las Posas. Please
revise the discussion to reflect the District’s plans.

8. Section 3.17.3.3 (page 3.17-19) discusses that the Moorpark Water Reclamation
Facility is in the process of constructing tertiary treatment system upgrades that




A-LA-RWQCB-2

Mr. Dough Spondello, AICP -3- April 4, 2022

will allow the recycled water system to be operated with more flexibility and
efficiency, and concludes that, therefore, no significant project impacts are
expected to occur. In footnote