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Subject 

Review and consider the City of Camarillo’s approved Final Supplemental EIR and authorize the General 
Manager to enter into a Local Resources Program Agreement with Calleguas Municipal Water District and the 
City of Camarillo for the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project 

Executive Summary 

This letter requests authorization for Metropolitan to enter into a Local Resources Program (LRP) Agreement 
with Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas) and the City of Camarillo (Camarillo) for the North Pleasant 
Valley Desalter Project (Project).  The project would provide up to 3,800 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable 
water to Camarillo’s service area.  The Project would help Metropolitan to increase regional water supply 
reliability, reduce future demands for imported water supplies, and achieve its Integrated Water Resources Plan 
(IRP) goals.  In addition, the project helps Metropolitan comply with a legislative mandate under SB 60 to expand 
water conservation, recycling, and groundwater storage and replenishment. 

Details 

Background 

Metropolitan created the LRP to provide financial incentives to local projects such as water recycling, 
groundwater recovery, and seawater desalination projects developed by local and member agencies. 
Since inception of the LRP in 1982, Metropolitan has provided financial assistance for the production of over  
3.8 million acre-feet (AF) of recycled water and recovered groundwater.  These programs provide benefits to all 
member agencies regardless of individual project location.  Benefits include increasing water supply reliability, 
reducing imported water demands, decreasing the burden on the district’s infrastructure, reducing system costs, 
and freeing up conveyance capacity.  In addition, these programs help Metropolitan meet its legislative mandates 
under SB 60 to expand water conservation, recycling, and groundwater storage and replenishment measures. 
In fiscal year 2018/19, Metropolitan incentivized member agencies to produce about 189,000 AF of local supply.  
In October 2018, the Board approved an interim LRP target of 170,000 AFY to develop additional contractual 
yield. 

Proposed Project 

To increase local supply development, staff recommends that the Board authorize the General Manager to enter 
into an LRP Agreement with Calleguas and Camarillo to provide financial incentives for the proposed Project.  
The proposed Project will include construction of a reverse osmosis groundwater treatment plant, new pipelines 
and a pump station to convey up to 3,800 AFY for potable purposes.  Camarillo will discharge the brine from the 
treatment plant into the Calleguas Salinity Management Pipeline.  Source of water for the Project is degraded 
groundwater from the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  Camarillo will own and operate the Project, 
and plans to deliver water by the start of 2022.   
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The Project, described in Attachment 1, complies with LRP criteria adopted by the Board on October 13, 2014.  
Key terms of the proposed agreement, subject to approval in form by the General Counsel, include the following: 

1. Agreement term is 25 years for a contract yield of 3,800 AFY;

2. Pay for performance – LRP financial incentives are only for treated groundwater delivered by the Project
for beneficial use;

3. Sliding scale incentives up to $340 per AF are calculated annually based on the actual project unit costs
that exceed Metropolitan’s prevailing water rate;

4. Termination for non-performance if construction does not commence within two years of agreement
execution or if recycled water deliveries are not realized within four years of agreement execution; and

5. Reduction in Metropolitan’s contract commitment if the Project falls short of production targets measured
in four-year intervals throughout the agreement term.

Policy 

By Minute Item 49923, dated October 14, 2014, the Board approved refinements to the Local Resources Program 
to encourage additional local resource production. 

By Minute Item 51356, dated October 9, 2018, the Board approved an interim Local Resources Program target 
yield of 170,000 AFY of new water production. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

CEQA determination for Option #1: 

Pursuant to the provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Camarillo acting as the CEQA 
Lead Agency, and the Bureau of Reclamation, acting as the NEPA Lead Agency, prepared and processed a Final 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA), a Final Supplemental EIR/EA, and a Second 
Final Supplemental EIR/EA for the proposed project in the City of Camarillo.  The Final EIR/EA was adopted 
and the project approved by the Lead Agency on May 27, 2015. The Lead Agency subsequently adopted a Final 
Supplemental EIR/EA and Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA on June 20, 2016, and December 13, 2017, 
respectively, to evaluate changes to the project that included relocated groundwater production wells, changes to 
the groundwater modeling and examined alternative sites for the project.  The Lead Agency also approved the 
respective Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Subsequent to that time, the City of 
Camarillo prepared an Addendum, dated August 30, 2019, to identify minor project modifications.  Metropolitan, 
as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, is required to certify that it has reviewed and considered the information 
in the EIR/EAs and Addendum for this project and adopt the Lead Agency’s findings and MMRP prior to 
approval of the formal terms and conditions for the proposed agreement.  The environmental documentation is 
included as Attachment 2. 

CEQA determination for Option #2: 

None required 

Board Options 

Option #1 

Review and consider information provided in the adopted EIR/EAs and the Addendum, adopt the Lead 
Agency’s findings and MMRP related to the proposed action, and authorize the General Manager to enter into 
a Local Resources Program agreement with the Calleguas Municipal Water District and the City of Camarillo 
for the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project for up to 3,800 AFY of recovered groundwater under the terms 
included in this letter. 

Fiscal Impact:  Metropolitan’s maximum financial obligation would total $32.3 million based on a project 
yield of 95,000 AF over 25 years.  These incentive payments are factored into Metropolitan’s rate projections 
and would be included in future budgets. 
Business Analysis:  The project would help Metropolitan to achieve its IRP goals and meet its legislative 
mandates, while reducing the district’s system costs. 
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Option #2 
Do not authorize execution of an agreement for the Project. 
Fiscal Impact:  None 
Business Analysis: Metropolitan would pursue other projects and it may take longer to meet IRP goals. 

Staff Recommendation 

Option #1 

9/18/2019 
Brad Coffey 
Manager, Water Resource Management 

Date 

9/23/2019 
Jeffrey Kightlinger 
General Manager 

Date 

Attachment 1 – North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project – Project Description 

Attachment 2 – North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project – Environmental Documentation 

Ref# wrm12673850 
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NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY DESALTER PROJECT 

Project Description 

Overview 

The proposed North Pleasant Valley Desalter Project (Project) will be designed, constructed, 
owned and operated by the City of Camarillo (Camarillo) for the purpose of improving 
reliability, and augmenting existing potable water supplies.  The project will treat contaminated 
groundwater to provide up to 3,800 AFY of for potable use solely for existing customers within 
Camarillo’s service area. 

Project Facilities 

Project construction consists of rehabilitation of existing wells, installing new monitoring wells, 
a 4.5 million gallons per day reverse osmosis groundwater treatment plant, new pipelines to 
connect the treatment plant to Camarillo’s existing wells and potable water distribution system, 
and pipeline to discharge the brine to Calleguas Municipal Water District’s Salinity Management 
Pipeline (SMP). 

Source Water & Wells 

Poor quality source water unsuitable for potable water service comes from the North Pleasant 
Valley Basin which the northern extension of the main Pleasant Valley Basin.  The aquifer is not 
adjudicated, and the project falls within the boundaries of the Pleasant Valley Basin and Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency’s Authority.  The Project will utilize two existing 
wells that were previously used to provide potable water to Camarillo.  Camarillo may construct 
another well at the proposed groundwater treatment site.  Historically the city blended 
groundwater from city wells and with imported purchased from Calleguas.  In later years, salt 
concentrations have increased so high that the city has dramatically cut back pumping from these 
wells.  Currently, the city delivers a blend of water consisting of 40 percent local groundwater 
and 60 percent imported water. 

Treatment Facilities 

The proposed North Pleasant Valley Water Treatment Plant will include iron and manganese 
removal and pre-filtration, followed by reverse osmosis treatment.  The finished water will be 
distributed into Camarillo’s existing potable water distribution system. 

Concentrated Waste Disposal 

A by-product of the reverse osmosis treatment process is highly concentrate brine.  The brine 
will be discharged into SMP which discharges to an ocean outfall. 

Point of Connection 

Project facilities terminate at the point of connection to: 

1. Existing potable distribution system

2. Existing wells

3. SMP

4. Storm drain and sewer system
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION 

The City of Camarillo prepared an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
in April 2008 for a very similar project.  The IS and NOP were distributed to responsible and 
trustee agencies and the State Clearinghouse, and the project was assigned State 
Clearinghouse no. 2008041159.  Comments were received from the Ventura County LAFCO, 
Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura County Watershed Protection District, California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, Native American Heritage Commission, and California 
Department of Fish and Game.  In June 2008, the City initiated preparation of an environmental 
impact report for the project, but it was never completed. 

Following preparation of a Notice of Preparation (see Section 1.6.1), a Draft EIR/EA 
was prepared and circulated for review by public agencies and interested members of the public 
from March 31 through May 16, 2014.  The City received comment letters from the following 
parties: 

 Southern California Edison (May 15, 2014). 

 Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (May 15, 2014). 

 Ventura County Resources Management Agency, Planning Division (May 13, 
2014). 

 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (May 14, 2014). 

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning & Regulatory 
Division (May 14, 2014). 

 Ventura County Public Works Agency, Engineering Services (May 13, 2014). 

 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (May 15, 2014). 

 Desal Water Co., LLC (May 12, 2014). 

 Camrosa Water District (April 10, 2014). 

 California Department of Fish & Wildlife (June 9, 2014). 

Note that responses to these comments are provided in this Final EIR/EA along with 
comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA. 
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Based on comments received from the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 
Agency and its consultants, the City determined that the water resources impact analysis 
presented in the March 2014 Draft EIR/EA did not utilize an appropriate environmental baseline 
(see Section 5.7.2).   The analysis was based on a groundwater study which compared “no 
mounding” conditions to future + project conditions to identify environmental impacts.  Mounding 
refers to the increasing surface elevation of brackish groundwater in the North Pleasant Valley 
Basin.  Using “no mounding” as the environmental baseline is not appropriate because it does 
not represent present or future conditions.   

The City determined that the water resources analysis should be revised to utilize 
future no project conditions as the environmental baseline and these revisions constitute 
“significant new information” for the purposes of Section 15088.5(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines and recirculation is required.  Consistent with Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines only revised sections (water resources) of the Draft EIR/EA were recirculated.  
Therefore, reviewers must limit their comments to this new information (water resources 
analysis).  

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT 

The proposed project would be jointly owned by the City of Camarillo and City of 
Thousand Oaks.  As the controlling partner, the facilities would be operated and maintained by 
the City of Camarillo.  Treated groundwater produced by the project would be provided to the 
City of Camarillo’s service area, while the City of Thousand Oaks would receive imported water 
that would normally be delivered to the City of Camarillo. 

1.3 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

1.3.1 State Requirements 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that local, regional, and 
state agencies and special purpose districts prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for 
any discretionary action that may have the potential to significantly affect the quality of the envi-
ronment.  The City of Camarillo (City) is the lead agency and has prepared this EIR for the 
proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to comply with the provisions of CEQA.   

In accordance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to serve as an informational document that: 

“...will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project..." 

The proposed project would entail the construction and operation of a groundwater 
treatment plant site and well site, both to be annexed into the City of Camarillo, California.     
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1.1.1 Federal Requirements 

The project would be funded through a cooperative agreement between the City of 
Camarillo and the City of Thousand Oaks.  However, the City may seek Federal funding for the 
project, likely with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation or Corps of Engineers.  Therefore, this 
document is a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) to 
comply with the requirements of both CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
This joint EIR/EA is used to identify impacts associated with each of the alternatives, which will 
allow the Federal action agency to determine if the project qualifies for a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) or would require additional analysis as part of an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 

CEQA requires the use of the word “significant” to identify environmental impacts 
that require mitigation and/or must be addressed under a finding of overriding considerations.  
Under NEPA, the word “significant” identifies an impact that is severe based on context and 
intensity, and cannot be mitigated to a level of less than significant.  Under the EA process, the 
use of the word “significant” is limited to the FONSI.  However, since this EIR/EA is a joint 
CEQA/NEPA document, the word significant is used to identify impacts significant under CEQA.   

1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES/PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.4.1 Background 

The project has been in development for nearly 15 years, with the goal to restore the 
City’s groundwater production and meet regional groundwater management objectives of 
reducing saline groundwater intrusion and removing accumulated salts from the watershed.  
The proposed project is included as an implementation project in the Calleguas Creek 
Watershed Management Plan, 2008 Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL, and the Watershed Coalition 
of Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 2006.  These Plans found that 
the proposed project is consistent with State-wide objectives and the strategies and objectives 
of the Plans, through increasing water supply reliability, managing groundwater, water quality 
protection and improvement, preventing further migration of poor quality groundwater to areas 
not contaminated with salts, facilitate conjuctive use by removing poor quality groundwater and 
enabling recharge with higher quality storm water flows, desalination, and reducing use of 
imported water.  The proposed project is also included in the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Plan, and is considered a beneficial strategy to prevent water quality degradation 
in the northern Pleasant Valley Basin and reduce pumping within the largest pumping 
depression in the Basin. 

The City provides drinking water to approximately 75 percent of City residents, which 
is obtained from local groundwater wells (about 40 percent) and imported water (about 60 
percent).  The quality of groundwater from two of the wells (Wells A and B) has deteriorated, 
primarily due to elevated levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), chloride, sulfate, iron and 
manganese.  Due to these water quality issues, the City has placed one of these wells (Well A) 
on standby, and is blending water from the second well (Well B) with imported water from the 
Calleguas Municipal Water District to meet drinking water quality standards.  Due to high salt 
concentrations in Wells A and B, the City has limited pumping to about 2,250 acre-feet/year 
from the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin. 
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The City is considering the construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment 
Facility to increase groundwater pumping to 9,000 acre-feet/year in the northern Pleasant Valley 
Basin and produce 7,500 acre-feet/year of treated water to be served to its customers.  The 
treatment facility would be located in the vicinity of Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride, 
sulfate, iron and manganese from groundwater produced by these and future well(s), and 
reduce reliance on imported water.   

A Groundwater Treatment Facility Feasibility Study was prepared by Black & Veatch 
in 2005, in association with Separation Processes, Inc., to determine the appropriate technology 
and basic configuration of treatment processes to be used.  The Feasibility Study identified 
target concentrations of TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese to be met by the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility.  The target concentrations of TDS (330 mg/l) and chloride (80 
mg/l) were set low, as these constituents would add to the mass loading in wastewater 
produced during use of supplied potable water.  Wastewater is treated by the Camarillo Sanitary 
District and discharged to Conejo Creek (north of confluence with Calleguas Creek), which has 
strict limits on TDS, chloride and sulfate.  The target concentrations for iron (0.3 mg/l) and 
manganese (0.05 mg/l) are the drinking water Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels set in 
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.   

A recommendation from the 2005 Feasibility Study was to pilot test various treatment 
technologies prior to designing the full scale facility.  A yearlong pilot test was conducted at Well 
A and included the evaluation of four treatment processes (distillation, ion exchange, 
electrodialysis, reverse osmosis).  The results of the pilot test indicated reverse osmosis (RO) to 
be the most cost effective treatment process.  Iron and manganese are effectively removed by 
the RO process.  However, if iron and/or manganese are present in groundwater in oxidized 
forms, fouling of the RO membranes may occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater 
prior to reverse osmosis would be required.  Based on the results of a pilot study at Well A, 
oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using sodium hypochlorite was selected at the 
preferred pre-treatment process.  The oxidation process would convert the dissolved iron and 
manganese into a solid precipitate, and the resulting precipitate would be removed by granular 
media filters.  The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate.  

In addition to the treatment facility, two new wells are proposed, one located near the 
Antonio Avenue/Ponderosa Drive intersection and a second located just north of the approved 
High School site (see Figure 3-2).  These new wells would produce brackish groundwater for 
treatment at the new Facility.  Overall, approximately 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) from Wells 
A and B, and 3,000 gpm (each) from two new brackish groundwater wells would be treated at 
the Facility for a total of 9,000 acre-feet/year.     

1.4.2 Objectives 

The basic objectives of the project include: 

 Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 
3,000 gpm); 

 Fully utilize the existing groundwater allocation from the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin; 
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 Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in 
the salt mound area from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

 Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

 Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo 
Creek; and 

 Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

1.4.3 Benefits 

Based on preliminary analysis conducted during project development, 
implementation of the proposed groundwater treatment facility would have the following 
benefits: 

 The City of Camarillo can beneficially use up to 9,000 acre-feet/year of poor 
quality groundwater that would not otherwise be used; 

 The proposed facility would remove up to 33 million tons of total dissolved 
solids per year from the Calleguas Creek watershed and facilitate meeting 
the Salts TDML requirements; 

 Higher quality groundwater from the proposed facility would produce recycled 
water (treated wastewater) with lower salt concentrations which may provide 
more opportunities for use of this recycled water; 

 Prevent further migration of the salts plume; 

 Expand a local water supply that could be essential if imported water supplies 
are unavailable after a major earthquake; 

 The facility would reduce imported water demands, and diversify water 
supplies in the region; and 

 Reducing imported water demand may lower energy demand and 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with supplying water to the City. 

1.5 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT  

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater wells, and discharge to the Calleguas Regional Salinity 
Management pipeline.  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close 
proximity to these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and 
surrounding land uses within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot 
accommodate the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.   
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As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 1 through 8) were assessed in 
the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City limits and seven within 
adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were selected for analysis in this 
document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred 
facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7.  The 
environmental impacts of these alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail in 
compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

In addition, several well pumping rates were considered to represent a range of 
groundwater draw-down rates.  The North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and 
Modeling Report by Bachman (2015) included an analysis of various rates of groundwater to be 
pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 acre-feet/year.  The Proposed Action is 
based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 acre-feet/year, while the 4,500 and 
11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as alternatives. 

1.6 SCOPE AND CONTENT 

Based on an Initial Study prepared by the City, an Environmental Impact Report was 
deemed necessary due to agricultural conversion, annexation issues, and other potentially 
significant impacts on the environment.  As such, an Environmental Impact Report was 
prepared for the project in accordance with CEQA. 

1.6.1 Notice of Preparation 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared for the project and distributed to 
responsible and trustee agencies on September 27, 2013.   Fifteen comment letters were 
received in response to the NOP, and are summarized below. 

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  Noted that a cultural resources 
record search and an archeological survey (if warranted) are required, and should be 
documented in a professional report.  The NAHC also recommended contacting local Native 
Americans, and provided a list of contacts.  The NAHC requested that mitigation measures be 
included in the EIR to address accidentally discovered archeological resources, including 
disposition of discovered artifacts in consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. 

California Department of Public Health.  Noted that water quality testing will be 
required due to the potential for inorganic and synthetic chemicals to be present in treated 
groundwater produced.  The Department was concerned about the influence of adjacent surface 
flow on the water quality at the proposed well at Site 7.  The Department expressed concerns 
about storage of on-site sewage near the proposed well and treatment facilities, and 
recommended the proposed on-site restroom facilities be connected to a wastewater collection 
system.   

Southern California Gas Company.  This letter recommended that impacts to 
existing natural gas infrastructure be discussed, including identifying such infrastructure and 
associated easements, and identifying any natural gas infrastructure that would need to be 
relocated. 
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Penfield & Smith (representing the Oxnard Union High School District).  This 
letter primarily requested additional project information, such that the access route to the facility 
sites be identified, including the frequency of truck trips.  In addition, the letter requested 
clarification about proposed facility lighting. 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency.  This letter requested the 
following issues be addressed in the EIR: 

 Subsidence associated with pumping groundwater elevations below sea 
level; 

 Preparation of current and proposed water budgets for the entire Pleasant 
Valley Basin to quantify a sustainable groundwater yield; 

 Alternative pumping scenarios, including those that do not result in 
groundwater levels continuously depressed below sea level; 

 The potential for poor quality groundwater to be drawn in from areas other 
than the north; and 

 The potential to result in a landward hydraulic gradient that may cause 
migration of the saltwater intrusion plume and degrade groundwater quality in 
the basin.  

In addition, the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency attached a letter 
containing comments on the North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and 
Modeling Report prepared for the project by Steven Bachman. 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  Caltrans noted that providing 
access to Site 7 from State Route 34 would require an encroachment permit, and possibly a 
deceleration lane.   The letter acknowledged that a traffic control plan would be required, and 
should be reviewed by Caltrans.  Caltrans also requested that heavy-duty truck trips be 
scheduled for off-peak hours. 

Ventura County Public Works Agency – Integrated Waste Management 
Division.  This letter requested the project’s specifications include provisions for recycling 
construction materials, soil and green-waste, and provide a summary of recycling efforts to the 
Integrated Waste Management Division. 

Ventura County Resource Management Agency – Planning Division.  This letter 
noted that the EIR should be consistent with the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment 
Guidelines because Sites 1 through 6 are located in unincorporated areas and the County will 
be a responsible agency.  The Planning Division was concerned about potential impacts to 
riparian habitat and wetlands near Site 7.  This letter requested that volumes of wastewater to 
be discharged to the Regional Salinity Management Pipeline and sewer system be identified, 
and discussion provided in the EIR concerning previous evaluation of these volumes under 
CEQA.  The Planning Division also requested that biological impacts associated with pipeline 
development and wastewater discharge be evaluated in the EIR. 
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Ventura County Public Works Agency – Transportation Department.  The 
Transportation Department indicated that cumulative traffic impacts would be potentially 
significant and a traffic impact mitigation fee should be submitted for construction-related vehicle 
trips. 

Ventura County Watershed Protection District – Planning & Regulatory 
Division.  This letter noted that any new connections to drainage facilities or grading within 
maintained drainage channels would require an encroachment or watercourse permit. 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).  The APCD recommends 
the EIR address all air quality impacts that may result from the project, including valley fever.  
The APCD also recommends the EIR include a Clean Air Act conformity discussion, as required 
for federally funded projects.  This letter also notes that the project may require a permit from 
the APCD. 

Ventura County Public Works Agency – Development & Inspection Services.  
The letter requests a geotechnical report be provided that addresses subsidence associated 
with groundwater withdrawal, and mitigation if needed. 

California Department of Fish & Wildlife.  The Department recommends a 
complete assessment of potentially affected species, a thorough discussion of biological 
impacts, protection of nesting birds, bat roosts and listed species, and opposes elimination of 
natural watercourses. 

Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  The LAFCO letter 
clarified the annexation process, and noted that LAFCO would be a responsible agency and 
should review the Draft EIR. The letter also encouraged the City to attend a pre-application 
meeting prior to preparation of the EIR. 

State Water Resources Control Board.  This letter noted that environmental issues 
must be resolved and federal environmental requirements be met prior to receipt of funding 
through the Clean Water State Revolving Fund. 

1.6.2 March 2014 Draft EIR/EA Content 

Based on the findings of the Initial Study, NEPA requirements, and concerns 
identified in comment letters submitted in response to the NOP, the Draft EIR/EA focused on the 
following issue areas: 

 Aesthetics; 

 Agriculture; 

 Air quality; 

 Cultural resources; 

 Greenhouse gas emissions; 

 Hazardous materials; 

 Hydrology and water quality; 
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 Land use and planning;  

 Noise; 

 Transportation/circulation; 

 Environmental justice; 

 Socioeconomics; and 

 Indian trust assets. 

The Alternatives Section of the EIR/EA is prepared in accordance with Section 
15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. In addition, potential impacts for each alternative are 
fully identified as required by NEPA.  The Alternatives section examines the relative impacts of 
the Proposed Action, the No Project Alternative, two alternative facility sites and two alternative 
groundwater pumping rates.   Note that the one of the alternative sites under consideration is 
located within the City limits.  This section also discusses alternatives considered but 
determined to be infeasible, and identifies the "environmentally superior" alternative. 

 The level of detail contained throughout this EIR/EA is consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and recent court decisions.  The State CEQA Guidelines provide the 
standard by which the adequacy of this EIR/EA is based.   

The Guidelines state: 

"An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently 
takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental 
effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is 
to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among 
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main 
points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked not for perfec-
tion but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure."  
[emphasis added] (Section 15151). 

1.6.3 Recirculated Draft EIR/EA Content 

The content of this Recirculated Draft EIR/EA was limited to the revised water 
resources analysis, but also included a detailed description of the project and alternatives. 

1.7 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

The State CEQA Guidelines define "lead", "responsible", and "trustee" agencies.  
The City, as a public agency, has the principal responsibility for carrying out and approving the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the City is the lead agency.  Responsible agencies are State and 
local public agencies which have discretionary approval power over the project.  Annexation 
would be subject to approval by the Ventura County Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  
The lot line adjustment would be subject to the approval of Ventura County and in this case, 
both LAFCO and Ventura County are considered responsible agencies.   
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Responsible agencies for the proposed project may include the City of Thousand 
Oaks, Camrosa Water District, LAFCO, Camarillo Sanitary District, Ventura County, Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los 
Angeles Region).     

Trustee agencies refer to agencies having jurisdiction by law over the natural 
resources affected by a project.  Based upon this definition, the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which have jurisdiction over biological resources 
that may be impacted by the proposed project, are trustee agencies. 

1.8 PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

Project implementation may require the City to obtain permits and/or other forms of 
approval from Federal, State and local agencies.  Depending on the alternative site selected, 
these agencies may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1.8.1 Federal Agencies: 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Section 7 Consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (required for Federal funding). 

1.8.2 State Agencies 

 Department of Transportation – highway encroachment permit. 

 Department of Fish and Wildlife – CEQA review. 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board - National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) groundwater dewatering permit and General 
Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. 

 Department of Public Health – amended water supply permit. 

1.8.3 Local Agencies 

 Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission – annexation, municipal 
reorganization. 

 Ventura County Resource Management Agency – lot line adjustment. 

 Ventura County Public Works Agency - Grading, flood control encroachment, 
road encroachment permits. 

 City of Thousand Oaks – funding agreement or joint powers agreement. 

 Camrosa Water District – funding agreement or joint powers agreement. 

1.9 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

Pursuant to California Resources Code Section 21081.6, a Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan has been developed and was provided as Section 8.0 in the March 2014 Draft EIR/EA to 
ensure the implementation of mitigation measures necessary to reduce or eliminate identified 
significant impacts.  The Plan will be adopted by the City Council in conjunction with the findings 
required under CEQA, when the City Council certifies the EIR/EA and approves the project.  
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1.10 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR/EA 

The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA (revised water resources analysis) was circulated for 
review by public agencies and interested members of the public for a minimum 45-day period.   

1.11 CERTIFICATION OF THE FINAL EIR/EA 

This Final EIR/EA includes all comment letters received during both the original and 
recirculated review periods, and responses to each of these comments (see Section 12).  
Consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines, the response to comments received during the 
recirculation review period is limited to those comments pertaining to revised sections of the 
EIR/EA.  Changes to the text of the EIR/EA made in response to comments are shown in 
underline (new text) and strike-out (deleted text) format. 

A public hearing will be held before the City Council to consider certifying that the 
EIR/EA has been completed in compliance with the CEQA statutes and guidelines, and reflects 
the lead agency’s independent judgement and analysis. 

At the time the project is approved, the mandated CEQA Findings and a Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan will be adopted.   

Note that the federal action agency will be responsible for preparation of the FONSI 
(as appropriate), posting a notice in the Federal Register and other federal actions required to 
complete the NEPA process. 
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2.0 SUMMARY 

This section has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, and is 
divided into two components.  The first summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project 
and alternatives, and the second identifies environmental impacts, mitigation measures and 
residual impacts.  In addition, the project alternatives are summarized.  

2.1 PROJECT SYNOPSIS 

2.1.1 Lead Agency 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 

2.1.2 Project Development  

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater wells (up to 9,000 acre-feet/year in total), and discharge to 
the Calleguas Municipal Water District’s Regional Salinity Management Project (RSMP) 
pipeline.  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to 
these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding 
land uses within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the 
proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.  As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 
1 through 8) were assessed in the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City 
limits and seven within adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were 
selected for analysis in this document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These 
sites include the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), 
Site 4 and Site 7.  The environmental impacts of these alternatives are analyzed at an equal 
level of detail in compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

2.1.3 Location 

The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2), the Site 4 Alternative facility site and 
two proposed well sites are located immediately north of the City limits, west of the Las Posas 
Road/Lewis Road Intersection (see Figure 3-1).  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located 
within the City limits at the northeastern corner of the Upland Road/Lewis Road intersection. 

2.1.4 Municipal Reorganization 

The Proposed Action facility site and two well sites are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest (see Figure 3-
2).  As the project sites are located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would be served 
by the Camarillo Sanitary District, the City would request approval from LAFCO for 
reorganization.  The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site and two well sites; 
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 Annexation of the three sites to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site and two well sites; 

 Annexation of the three sites to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the facility site and two well sites from the Ventura County 
Resource Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, 
County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal) and County Service 
Area no. 33 (recreation and park services); 

 Lot line adjustment to provide legal lots for the facility site and two well sites; 
and 

 City of Camarillo General Plan amendment/pre-zone to ensure General Plan 
consistency for the three new lots. 

The City would pre-zone the sites to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and amend the General 
Plan.   A lot line adjustment for the affected parcel would be requested from the Ventura County 
Resource Management Agency.  Note that Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the 
City limits and would only require annexation into the Camarillo Sanitary District. 

2.1.5 Project Components 

2.1.5.1 Proposed Action 

The proposed facility site would be approximately 4.1 acres in area, including a 50 
foot buffer adjacent to agricultural areas.  A conceptual layout is provided as Figure 3-3.  The 
two proposed well sites would be approximately 0.25 acres each, including a pull-through 
driveway for chemical delivery and service trucks. 

Groundwater Treatment Facility.  The Facility would have the capacity to treat 
9,000 acre-feet/year of groundwater, and provide 7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to 
the City of Camarillo’s customers.  A single administration building approximately 3,250 square 
feet in size would include office space, control room, electrical room, and storage area.  A 
separate building would house an emergency generator (approximately 1,034 square feet).   
Three separate pumping facilities and the decarbonator blower facility would be housed in 
structures, and/or sound enclosures for noise control.  The Reverse Osmosis (RO) treatment 
system would be protected from the sun and rain by a metal canopy, but not a fully enclosed 
structure.  Parking and driveway space would be provided at the administration building for 
operations and maintenance personnel, delivery of water treatment chemicals and supplies, and 
for maintenance activities (e.g. RO membrane replacement) at the facility.  A wall 
(approximately 80 feet long by 20 feet high) would be constructed near the southern boundary 
of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue, and attenuate noise. 

The groundwater would be pre-treated by oxidation of the dissolved iron and 
manganese using sodium hypochlorite.  The oxidation process converts the dissolved iron and 
manganese into a solid precipitate, and the resulting precipitate would be removed by granular 
media (green sand) filters.  Solids removed from the washwater (primarily iron and manganese) 
would be discharged as a sludge to the local sewer.   
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The RO process would be used to lower the total dissolved solids (TDS) content of 
the groundwater supply to make it suitable for potable use.  The City’s two existing wells (A & B) 
have capacities of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) each for a total combined capacity of 3,000 
gpm.  The additional 3,000 gpm of feed water would be produced the two new brackish 
groundwater wells to be located off-site.   

Following RO treatment, the treated water would be decarbonated to remove carbon 
dioxide (CO2).  The RO-treated water would be disinfected with ammonium sulfate (or aqueous 
ammonia) and sodium hypochlorite.  The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water 
standards, with an estimated concentration of 0.1 mg/l iron, 0.03 mg/l manganese, 250 mg/l 
TDS, 65 mg/l chloride and 70 mg/l sulfate.   

The RO process would generate up to 2.1 million gallons per day of brine, with a 
TDS concentration of about 7,000 mg/l.  The brine would be discharged to the RSMP pipeline at 
Lewis Road (see Figure 3-2), which would transport the brine stream to an existing ocean outfall 
at Port Hueneme.  

Treated, blended water would be collected into a pump well below the finished water 
pump station.  The pumps would be housed in sound enclosures for noise control.  The pump 
station would have the capability to pump all of the water produced either to the City’s Zone 1 or 
Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of the two zones. 

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30 day supply) 
and include sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, ammonium sulfate (or aqueous ammonia), 
sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid, and anti-scalant.  Chemical storage and feed equipment would be 
under a canopy system to protect them from the sun and rain.   

Photo-voltaic solar panels would be mounted on the roof of the administration 
building, and provide about 260 to 390 kilowatt-hours per day.  This would offset about one 
percent of the estimated energy consumption of the project (up to 28,000 kilowatt-hours per 
day). 

New Wells.  The City proposes to install two new wells to provide about 3,000 gpm 
of brackish groundwater.  One new well would be located in a 0.25 acre agricultural area 
immediately north of the approved Camarillo Academy High School (High School) site, while the 
second would be located in a 0.25 acre agricultural area just northeast of the Antonio 
Avenue/Ponderosa Drive intersection (see Figure 3-2).  Brackish groundwater pumped by these 
new wells would be treated at the facility, and would serve to provide an additional source of 
potable water, and remove chloride from the groundwater basin.  It is anticipated that the well 
sites would include the following components: 

 Wellhead and enclosure;  

 Submersible pumps; and 

 Piping and electrical gear. 

Pipelines.  New pipelines would be required to: 

 Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility; 
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 Connect both new wells to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

 Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the RSMP pipeline; 

 Connect the wash-water solids settling system to a local sewer; and 

 Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to 
existing Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 
12 to 18 inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 10 inches in diameter if 
pressurized, and approximately 14 inches in diameter if flow relies on gravity.  Pipelines would 
be mostly located along roadways within the public right-of-way.  However, a pipeline would 
cross agricultural land along the northern perimeter of the High School site to reach the 
proposed eastern well site.   

Access, Lighting and Landscaping.  An access road (approximately 150 feet long) 
would be constructed from Antonio Avenue, and extend northeast to the facility site.  The 
access road would be approximately 20 feet wide, paved with asphalt concrete and maintained 
by the City.  An internal access road would be constructed within the facility to provide access to 
the various components.  Landscaping (tall shrubs and/or small trees) would be provided along 
the southern and western perimeter of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue. 

The western well site would be accessed directly from Antonio Avenue, likely using 
the existing driveway serving Bell Ranch.  The eastern well site would be accessed using the 
existing unpaved agricultural road, which would be upgraded with a road base surface. 

The facility would be lighted to facilitate 24 hour/day operations; however, lighting 
would be shielded and directed downward to the illuminate project facilities.  The administration 
building would be lighted 24 hours per day, but would be provided with some type of window 
covering.  

Emergency Power.  An emergency generator would be provided at the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure 
pumps and other water treatment equipment.  The emergency generator would only be used 
during power outages, and for short periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would 
produce up to 3,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity and would be powered by a diesel engine.  The 
generator would include an integral diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 

Operation.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be 
operated 24 hours per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ up to 9 persons (three 8-hour 
shifts).  However, the night shift may consist of a single person monitoring the facility remotely.  
Existing City employees would provide a portion of project staffing.  The Groundwater 
Treatment Facility would include a restroom, and wastewater would be piped to the nearest 
sewer served by the Camarillo Sanitary District.  
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2.1.6 Alternatives Considered 

Three facility sites were selected for analysis in this document to represent a range 
of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now 
referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7.  The environmental impacts of these 
alternatives and the No Action/No Project Alternative are analyzed at an equal level of detail in 
compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

In addition, several well pumping rates were considered to represent a range of 
groundwater draw-down rates.  The North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and 
Modeling Report by Bachman (2013) included an analysis of various rates of groundwater to be 
pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 acre-feet/year.  The Proposed Action is 
based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 acre-feet/year, while the 4,500 and 
11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as alternatives. 

2.1.6.1 No Action/No Project Alternative  

This alternative would consist of continuing to utilize existing water sources to supply 
the City of Camarillo, including: 

 Pumping about 2,250 acre-feet/year of groundwater from the northern 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Well A or B) and about 2,250 acre-feet 
per year from the central portion of the Basin (Well D and/or Airport #3). 

 Blending with imported water provided by the Calleguas Municipal Water 
District to meet water quality requirements for potable water. 

 Maintaining Well A on standby due to poor water quality. 

Surface water in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to infiltrate into the northern sub-
basin of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin, filling it with poor quality water. 

2.1.6.2 Site 4 Alternative  

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, north of the Camarillo 
Library and approved High School site (see Figure 4-1).  The western well site would be the 
same, but the eastern well would be incorporated into the groundwater treatment facility.  
Otherwise, the Site 4 Alternative facility would be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 
foot-wide landscaped buffer around the west, north and east boundary and a wall along the 
southern boundary. 

In addition, the pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action.  
However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  A new 2,400 
foot-long, 30 foot-wide access road/pipeline corridor would be established from Antonio Road 
east to the facility site.  The access road would be approximately 20 feet wide and paved with 
asphalt concrete.   
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2.1.6.3 Site 7 Alternative  

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, at the northeast corner of 
the Lewis Road/Upland Road intersection (see Figure 4-2).  The Site 7 Alternative facility would 
be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 foot-wide landscaped buffer around the 
perimeter.  Both well sites would also be the same as the Proposed Action.   

The pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action, except the Zone 
2 water distribution system tie-in would occur near the Las Posas Road/Ponderosa Drive 
intersection.  However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  
A new access driveway would be constructed from Upland Road, and would be approximately 
20 feet wide and paved with asphalt concrete.   

2.1.6.4 Groundwater Pumping Rate Alternatives 

In addition to considering alternative sites for the groundwater treatment facility, 
alternative groundwater pumping rates were considered due to potential effects on groundwater 
elevations and groundwater quality.  Three average annual well pumping rates were considered 
to represent a range of alternative groundwater draw-down rates.  The North Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Report by Bachman (2013) included an analysis 
of various rates of groundwater to be pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 
acre-feet/year.  The Proposed Action is based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 
acre-feet/year, while the 4,500 and 11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as 
alternatives.  All other project components (groundwater treatment facility, wells, pipelines) 
would be the same as the Proposed Action.  

2.2 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 

The City is not aware of any controversy involving the proposed project.  However, 
the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency has some concerns about the City pumping 
groundwater from the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin beyond their current allocation, as the 
project entails increasing groundwater pumping from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet per year in the 
northern portion of the Basin.  In addition, the Ventura County LAFCO has made it clear that the 
project must meet their standards regarding boundaries, and agricultural and open space 
preservation before municipal reorganization can be approved. 

2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

This section identifies two types of project impacts: 

2.3.1 Significant, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

These are impacts for which specific economic, social or other considerations make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR/EA.  Should the 
Camarillo City Council decide to approve the project, a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
must be adopted for any significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  Significant, unavoidable 
adverse impacts are identified in Table 2-1. 
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2.3.2 Significant Adverse Impacts 

These are significant impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant 
levels.  Therefore, by definition, residual impacts would be less than significant.  Significant 
adverse impacts for the Proposed Action and Alternatives are summarized in Table 2-2. 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.4.1 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would consist of continuing the operation of existing facilities, 
including blending groundwater from Well B with imported water for delivery to City customers.  
Local groundwater quality would continue to be impaired for salts and the existing disparity 
between salt inputs and outputs would allow the accumulation of salts in the watershed.  In the 
absence of the Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las Posas would 
continue to degrade groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to contaminate 
existing wells located in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and 
ultimately render local groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes. 

The City of Camarillo’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan includes treated 
groundwater provided by the Proposed Action as an important water supply for City residents.  
The No Action/No Project Alternative would deprive the City of this water supply. 

2.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

The environmental impacts of the Site 4 Alternative would have the following 
substantial differences as compared to the Proposed Action: 

 Conversion of Prime farmland would be greater than the Proposed Action 
and would exceed the 5 acre significance threshold; 

 Flood-related impacts associated with the Proposed Action facility site would 
be avoided; and 

 Potentially significant operation-related nighttime noise impacts associated 
with the Proposed Action facility site would be avoided. 

2.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

The environmental impacts of the Site 7 Alternative would have the following 
substantial differences as compared to the Proposed Action: 

 Unlike the Proposed Action, annexing the proposed facility site would likely 
make the remaining parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural production. 

2.4.4 Groundwater Pumping Rate Alternatives 

The lower groundwater pumping rate analyzed (4,500 acre-feet/year) would have a 
lesser potential to result in lowering groundwater elevations and causing well interference and 
subsidence. 
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2.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an environmentally 
superior alternative be identified, if the no project alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative.  Due to groundwater impacts associated with the continued accumulation of poor 
quality groundwater in the NPV Basin, the No Action/No Project Alternative is not considered 
the environmentally superior alternative.  The Proposed Action is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative as it would have similar or lesser impacts as the 
alternatives considered (see Table 2-3).  The Alternatives are compared as to their relative 
environmental impacts and ability to meet the project objectives.  Objectives of the project are: 

1. Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 
3,000 gpm); 

2. Fully utilize the existing groundwater allocation from the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin; 

3. Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in 
the salt mound (northern Basin) area from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

4. Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

5. Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo 
Creek; and 

6. Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

2.5.1 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.  Local groundwater 
would be ultimately rendered unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  In addition, the City’s water 
supply may be adversely affected as treated groundwater is an important part of future planning.   

2.5.2 Site 4 Alternative 

This alternative would meet five of the six basic project objectives.  The Site 4 
Alternative facility site would not be located adjacent to existing wells and the total pipeline 
length would be nearly twice that of the Proposed Action.  This alternative is not considered the 
environmentally superior alternative because it would result in greater impacts to agriculture, air 
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

2.5.3 Site 7 Alternative 

This alternative would meet five of the six basic project objectives.  The Site 7 
Alternative facility site would not be located adjacent to existing wells and the total pipeline 
length would be twice that of the Proposed Action. This alternative is not considered the 
environmentally superior alternative because it would result in greater impacts to aesthetics, 
agriculture, air quality, cultural resources, and greenhouse gas emissions. 
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2.5.4 Groundwater Pumping Rate Alternatives 

This These alternatives would meet most of the basic project objectives, depending 
on the facility site and pumping rate selected.  However, the lower pumping rate scenario may 
not fully meet objective 3.  The higher pumping rate scenario would may result in greater 
impacts than the Proposed Action due to its greater the potential to cumulatively lower 
groundwater elevations (in combination with the proposed Moorpark Desalter) below historic 
levels and cause well interference and subsidence. lower groundwater elevations (in the short-
term) and cause well interference and subsidence.  

Table 2-1.  Summary of Significant Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  
MITIGATION MEASURES 
AND RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

IMPACTS 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES & 

RESIDUAL 
IMPACTS 

5.9  NOISE   

Well drilling may occur after 7 
p.m. and would generate 
noise levels of 55.9 dBA Leq 
at the caretaker residence 
near the western well site.  
Noise generated by well 
drilling at the proposed 
western well site would 
exceed the 55 dBA daytime 
noise standard at one 
residence (caretaker), and 
the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at numerous 
residences west of the site.  
This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

 

The following measures are 
provided to minimize nighttime 
noise impacts associated with 
well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 
p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ 
notice of nighttime well 
drilling activities to all 
residents located within 1,000 
feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain 
temporary noise barriers 
around the well drilling site 
during all drilling operations. 

Due to the close proximity of 
the caretaker residence to the 
western well site, it may not be 
feasible to reduce nighttime 
noise generated by well drilling 
below the 45 dBA noise 
standard.  Therefore, residual 
nighttime well drilling noise 
impacts would be potentially 
significant. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Well drilling may occur after 7 
p.m. and would generate noise 
levels of 55.9 dBA Leq at the 
caretaker residence near the 
western well site.  Noise 
generated by well drilling at the 
proposed western well site would 
exceed the 55 dBA daytime 
noise standard at one residence 
(caretaker), and the 45 dBA 
nighttime noise standard at 
numerous residences west of the 
site.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Well drilling may occur after 7 
p.m. and would generate noise 
levels of 55.9 dBA Leq at the 
caretaker residence near the 
western well site.  Noise 
generated by well drilling at the 
proposed western well site would 
exceed the 55 dBA daytime 
noise standard at one residence 
(caretaker), and the 45 dBA 
nighttime noise standard at 
numerous residences west of the 
site.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-2.  Summary of Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.2  AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

No significant impacts were identified. 

 

Mitigation is not required. Site 4 Alternative 

This Alternative would result in the 
conversion of approximately 6.0 acres of 
Prime farmland, which would exceed the 5 
acre adopted threshold for Prime farmland; 
therefore, farmland conversion impacts are 
considered significant. 

Site 4 Alternative 

The following mitigation 
measures focus on reducing 
the Prime farmland take 
below 5 acres. 

 Design the groundwater 
treatment facility to reduce 
the site area below 4 
acres; 

 Reduce the length of the 
access road/pipeline 
corridor by accessing the 
site from Somis Road; and 

 Fully bury pipelines 
between the facility and 
Antonio Road to prevent 
farmland take.  

  Site 7 Alternative 

This Alternative would involve annexing 
approximately 4.6 acres of land (facility site 
and two well sites), and changing the zoning 
to a non-agricultural designation.  
Converting approximately 4.1 acres of a 
5.77 acre agricultural parcel (APN 163-0-
071-250) would likely make the remaining 
parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural 
production.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Construction of a 
groundwater treatment 
facility at this site would likely 
render the remaining parcel 
unsuitable for continued 
agricultural production.  
Therefore, the City shall 
purchase the entire 5.77 acre 
parcel (APN 163-0-071-250). 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.4  CULTURAL RESOURCES    

Based on the records search and archeological 
field survey results, the Proposed Action would 
not adversely impact any known prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resource. The facility and 
well sites have been cultivated for at least 100 
years and have been extensively ripped, disked 
and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits are 
expected to occur within the top two feet of soil.  
However, as the facility site is located within an 
active depositional setting, there is a possibility 
that buried archaeological materials may be 
present, which could be potentially impacted by 
project implementation.  Such impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially 
significant archaeological resources, and to address the 
Chumash community's concerns, the following measures 
should be fully implemented during construction.  

 An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be 
retained to monitor all project-related earth disturbances that 
extend below 2 feet from the ground surface, within the 
facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the 
archaeological monitor shall give all workers associated with 
earth-disturbing procedures an orientation regarding the 
probability of exposing cultural resources and directions as 
to what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt 
or redirect project construction in the event that potentially 
significant cultural resources are exposed.  Based on 
monitoring observations and the actual extent of project 
disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority 
to refine the monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., 
change to spot checks or halt monitoring) in consultation 
with the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of 
construction and provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

 In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are 
exposed during project construction, all earth disturbing 
work within the vicinity of the find must be temporarily 
suspended until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the 
nature and significance of the find.  The City shall be notified 
of any such find.  A Chumash representative should monitor 
any archaeological field work associated with Native 
American materials.  

 If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance 
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner 
has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

Site 7 Alternative 

The proposed facility site 
has not been surveyed by 
an archeologist.  However, 
the record search did not 
identify any cultural 
resources at the facility site.  
Similar to the Proposed 
Action, there is a possibility 
that buried archaeological 
materials may be present, 
which could be potentially 
impacted by project 
implementation.  Such 
impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action, but also to 
include: 

The facility site shall 
be subject to a Phase 
1 Archaeological 
Investigation as early 
in the planning 
process as possible, 
and the facility design 
shall be modified to 
avoid any intact 
cultural resources to 
the extent feasible.  
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Proposed Action includes excavation within areas 
that have been in agricultural production for over 60 
years.  It is possible that soil contaminated with 
hazardous materials such as petroleum hydrocarbons or 
residual concentrations of organo-chlorine pesticides 
may be encountered, which may result in exposure of 
construction workers and the public.  Elevated 
concentrations of now-banned historically-applied 
pesticides such as DDT are known to occur in soils of 
Pleasant Valley and may occur at the proposed facility 
site and/or pipeline alignments in agricultural areas.  
Public or worker exposure of pesticides or other 
hazardous materials in soils during project excavation is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

 

Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously 
cultivated areas affected by project excavation, 
prior to project-related excavation.  Pipeline 
alignments located on farmlands shall be sampled 
every 1,000 feet.    The soil samples shall be 
collected at a depth of one-foot and three-feet.   
The number and depth of samples at each site 
may be adjusted based on field conditions, 
anticipated depth of soil disturbance and 
preliminary analytical results.  

Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine 
pesticides and total petroleum hydrocarbons 
according to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the 
California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control.  Soils with contaminant concentrations 
above the applicable Preliminary Remediation 
Goals established by U.S. EPA for non-residential 
land uses shall be considered contaminated and 
segregated in a stockpile.  Contaminated soil shall 
be covered with impervious materials to prevent 
wind erosion and exposure to rainfall and storm 
run-off.  These materials may be used as backfill, 
provided they are covered with at least one foot of 
non-contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

When excavated, contaminated soil shall be 
handled by workers properly trained in accordance 
with the requirements of the California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(Cal OSHA).  A Health and Safety Plan shall be 
developed and implemented by qualified 
individuals to minimize exposure of workers.  
Contaminated soils should be treated as 
hazardous materials and proper precautions taken 
to prevent inhalation (dust control) and dermal 
(skin) contact by construction workers. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.7 WATER RESOURCES    

Construction Stormwater.  Suspended sediment 
generated by construction activity adjacent to 
surface waters and storm run-off would result in an 
increase in turbidity that would likely exceed water 
quality objectives.  The use of concrete near surface 
waters (trench slurry backfill) may result in discharge 
of concrete residue or concrete-contaminated run-off 
to surface waters.  Such an event would likely cause 
an exceedance of the pH water quality objective.  
Overall, construction activities may result in 
exceedances of water quality objectives, which is 
considered a significant water quality impact. 

 

The following measures shall be included in the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and 
implemented by the construction contractor in 
coordination with the City to minimize erosion and 
siltation of surface waters, and reduce the 
potential for hydrocarbon discharge from 
construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation 
below the water table and include discharge to 
a sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to 
entering storm drains, creeks or other surface 
water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a 
designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts. This designated area shall 
include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent 
materials to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained 
properly to prevent leakage. If maintenance 
must occur onsite, a designated area away 
from creeks, storm drains and culverts shall be 
used. This designated area shall include a 
drain pan or drop cloth and adsorbent materials 
to clean up spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities 
shall be preserved when feasible to minimize 
erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be 
applied during or immediately prior to periods of 
precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas 
isolated from surface water, and any 
groundwater affected by concrete shall not be 
discharged to surface waters.  

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Pumping Rate Alternatives 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Pumping Rate Alternatives 

Same as the Proposed Action 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.7  WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Well Interference.  Since 
annual groundwater 
production associated with 
the proposed facility would 
be less than inputs from 
Arroyo Las Posas, 
groundwater levels may not 
decline.  However, the 
potential exists to interfere 
with groundwater production 
in nearby wells, by drawing 
down groundwater levels 
and potentially increasing 
pumping costs (i.e., 
electrical consumption).  
This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Project-related groundwater 
pumping may draw down 
groundwater elevations at 
wells in the southern portion 
of the City (including wells 
2N/21W-35M2, 1N/21W-
1B5).  Due to the distance 
between these wells and the 
proposed wells, there is 
more uncertainty concerning 
the amount and timing of 
drawdown in this area.  
Therefore, the potential 
interference with 
groundwater production in 
these and adjacent wells is 
considered a significant 
impact. 

 

 

Three new monitoring wells shall be installed in the northern Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin to establish baseline information, track the progress of the 
project as it pulls salts from the basin, and identify any conflicts with existing 
wells.  Recommended general locations of monitoring wells are provided in 
Figure 82 of Appendix E.  The locations of the new monitoring wells shall be 
identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation 
prior to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data 
to be collected.    

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest 
of the well.  Recommended well depths and screen intervals are provided in 
Table 9 of Appendix E.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a 
geophysical log is run between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each 
screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below 
the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at 
the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed 
and a submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A 
transducer/data logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data 
downloaded periodically.  The groundwater elevation of at least five existing 
groundwater production wells shall also be monitored, with at least one well in the 
three monitoring areas identified in Figure 5.7-7.   

Baseline regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., 
drought conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater 
conditions at wells affected by the Proposed Action.  A set of monitoring wells 
that are far enough away to be unaffected by the project shall be utilized.   

Collected data from the monitoring wells (groundwater elevation, water quality), 
production wells (groundwater elevation) and regional monitoring wells shall be 
assembled into an annual report and analyzed to determine any adverse effects 
on water quality, existing well production, and the potential to reduce 
groundwater elevations below historic levels.  Table 5.7-5 provides “triggers” from 
Bachman (2013) for each of the three monitoring areas shown in Figure 5.7-7, 
and represents groundwater elevations at which mitigation action is taken. 

If the trigger groundwater elevation is reached, the City shall develop a mitigation 
plan in coordination with each affected well owner/operator which may include 
reimbursement for well modifications, reduction in project pumping rates of 10 
percent for 6 months, and evaluate effects on groundwater elevation.  If needed, 
reduce project pumping an additional 10 percent for 6 months and re-evaluate 
effects.  Additional reductions in pumping would be conducted as needed to 
minimize adverse effects on local wells. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

Same as the Proposed 
Action for the 9,000 and 
11,800 acre-feet/year 
scenarios.  The 4,500 
acre-feet/year pumping 
scenario is not 
anticipated to cause well 
interference or 
subsidence. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-2. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.7  WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater 
Quantity.  Future 
groundwater elevations 
predicted from the modeling 
after 25 years of cumulative 
pumping (Proposed Action + 
Moorpark Desalter) would 
drop after the Moorpark 
Desalter begins operation, 
and cumulative pumping 
would reduce groundwater 
levels, potentially below 
historic levels.   Near 
proposed pumping wells 
(see Area 1 in Table 5.7-6), 
the incremental cumulative 
effect of the Proposed 
Action would be greatest, as 
groundwater elevation 
reductions would be 205 
feet (30’ reduced to -175’) 
over 25 years as compared 
to baseline conditions.  The 
potential exists to interfere 
with groundwater production 
in nearby wells (such as 
2N/20W-19E1) by drawing 
down groundwater 
elevations below historic 
levels, potentially increasing 
pumping costs (i.e., 
electrical consumption) and 
requiring well modifications.  
This cumulative impact is 
considered potentially 
significant if not mitigated. 

 

Three new monitoring wells shall be installed in the northern Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin to establish baseline information, track the progress of the project 
as it pulls salts from the basin, and identify any conflicts with existing wells.  The 
locations of the new monitoring wells shall be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. 
The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to project-related groundwater pumping 
to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.  The monitoring wells shall be 
completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. Geological Survey monitoring well), with 
each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.  Recommended monitoring well 
depths and screen intervals are provided for each of the three areas (A, B and C) 
shown in Figure 5.7-7 in Table 10 of Appendix A.  The actual screened intervals shall 
be determined after a geophysical log is run between the time the well is drilled and it is 
cased.  Each screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet 
below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at 
the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data 
logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.  
The groundwater elevation of three existing groundwater production wells shall also be 
monitored, including one Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well (2N/20W-19M5 
or -19E1), one Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well located further east.  
The project-proposed wells shall also be monitored. 

Baseline regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought 
conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at 
wells affected by the Proposed Action.  A set of existing monitoring wells in the Pleasant 
Valley Basin that are far enough away to be unaffected by the project shall be utilized.  
Collected data from the monitoring wells (groundwater elevation, water quality), 
production wells (groundwater elevation) and regional monitoring wells shall be 
assembled into an annual report and analyzed to determine any project-related adverse 
effects on water quality, existing well production, and the potential to reduce 
groundwater elevations below historic levels.  The report shall also include regional 
maps of groundwater elevation contours to document the effects of the Proposed Action 
on the PV Basin. 

To avoid groundwater elevations from reaching historic low levels, action shall be 
initiated when monitored groundwater elevations approach within 16 feet (margin of 
error in model calibration) of the historic low groundwater elevation (168 feet below sea 
level) in a nearby well (2N/20W-19F4 or -19L5), or 152 feet below mean sea level.  
Actions would involve developing a mitigation plan in coordination with each affected 
well owner/operator which may include reimbursement for well modifications, reduction 
in project pumping rates of 10 percent for 6 months, and then evaluate effects on 
groundwater elevation.  If needed, reduce project pumping an additional 10 percent for 
6 months and re-evaluate effects.  Additional reductions in pumping would be 
conducted as needed to minimize adverse effects on local wells.   

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

The 11,800 acre-
feet/year scenario 
would result in a 
significant cumulative 
impact to 
groundwater quantity, 
and greater than the 
Proposed Action.  
The 4,500 acre-
feet/year pumping 
scenario is not 
anticipated to result 
in significant impacts 
to groundwater 
quantity. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

Same as the Proposed 
Action (11,800 acre-
feet/year scenario) 

 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 34 of 1199



 
 

P
age 2 -16

 

Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.7  WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Subsidence.  Land subsidence can occur when 
groundwater pumping causes groundwater elevations to 
drop sufficiently to dewater sediments in the basin or to 
create pressure gradients where water flows out of the 
sediments.  Because groundwater elevations dropped 
significantly by the early 1990s, any subsidence related 
to those lowered water levels has likely already 
occurred.  The potential for land subsidence would be 
minimized if groundwater elevations remain above 
historical low elevations.  However, project-related 
groundwater pumping could draw down groundwater 
elevations below historic levels.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Action has the potential to result in 
subsistence, and would be considered a significant 
impact. 

Flooding.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be occupied by operators.  The Proposed 
Action facility site is partially located within a Special 
Flood Hazard Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% 
probability storm), and partially within an Other Flood 
Area (X).  Therefore, the facility site and on-site 
operators may be adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-
related impacts are considered potentially significant. 

Subsidence.  The location and elevation of the 
new monitoring wells shall be surveyed to serve 
as a baseline to detect subsidence.  The 
monitoring wells shall be re-surveyed every 10 
years to detect any changes in elevation related 
to subsidence.  The City shall annually evaluate 
available survey information for areas 
surrounding the facility and well sites, and 
compare to baseline conditions and monitoring 
well data to identify any changes in ground 
elevation that may be related to subsidence.   

If subsidence exceeding 0.5 feet is detected, 
project pumping shall be reduced immediately 
by 10 percent, and the monitoring well surveying 
frequency increased to every 6 months.  A 
subsidence study shall be prepared to 
determine the rate and cause of subsidence in 
the project area.  The study shall include 
contingency measures in the event the project is 
determined to be the cause of subsidence, and 
would include changes in pumping rates.  If the 
project is not found to cause or substantially 
contribute to any observed subsidence, 
restrictions on project pumping rates shall be 
lifted. 

Flooding Flood walls shall be designed and 
constructed around the facility perimeter to 
minimize the potential for property damage and 
loss of human life during a 100-year storm 
event. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Subsidence.  Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding.  The Site 4 Alternative 
facility site and well site would not be 
located within the 100-year floodplain, 
and would not be adversely affected 
by flooding. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Subsidence.  Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding.  The Site 7 Alternative 
facility site would be located within an 
Other Flood Area (X), and may 
become inundated in a 100-year 
storm event.  Therefore, the facility 
site and on-site operators may be 
adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-
related impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation is not 
required. 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
unless the Site 4 
Alternative facility 
site is selected. 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.7  WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Subsidence.  Land subsidence can occur 
when groundwater pumping causes groundwater 
elevations to drop sufficiently to dewater sediments in 
the basin or to create pressure gradients where water 
flows out of the sediments.  Since the Proposed Action 
may incrementally contribute to reducing groundwater 
elevations below historic levels, subsidence may occur.  
This cumulative impact is considered potentially 
significant if not mitigated. 

Flooding.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be occupied by operators.  The Proposed 
Action facility site is partially located within a Special 
Flood Hazard Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% 
probability storm), and partially within an Other Flood 
Area (X).  Therefore, the facility site and on-site 
operators may be adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-
related impacts are considered potentially significant. 

The location and elevation of the new 
monitoring wells shall be surveyed to serve as a 
baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure 
detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead 
and the nearby ground surface shall be 
surveyed.  The monitoring wells and adjacent 
ground surfaces shall be resurveyed every 10 
years to detect any changes in elevation related 
to subsidence.  The City shall annually evaluate 
available survey information for areas 
surrounding the facility and well sites, and 
compare to baseline conditions and monitoring 
well data to identify any changes in ground 
elevation that may be related to subsidence.    

If subsidence exceeding 0.5 feet is detected, 
project pumping shall be reduced immediately 
by 10 percent, and the monitoring well surveying 
frequency increased to every 6 months.  A 
subsidence study shall be prepared to 
determine the rate and cause of subsidence in 
the project area.  The study shall include 
contingency measures in the event the project is 
determined to be the cause of subsidence, and 
would include changes in pumping rates.  If the 
project is not found to cause or substantially 
contribute to any observed subsidence, 
restrictions on project pumping rates shall be 
lifted. 

Flooding Flood walls shall be designed and 
constructed around the facility perimeter to 
minimize the potential for property damage and 
loss of human life during a 100-year storm 
event. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Subsidence.  Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding.  The Site 4 Alternative 
facility site and well site would not be 
located within the 100-year floodplain, 
and would not be adversely affected 
by flooding. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Subsidence.  Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding.  The Site 7 Alternative 
facility site would be located within an 
Other Flood Area (X), and may 
become inundated in a 100-year 
storm event.  Therefore, the facility 
site and on-site operators may be 
adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-
related impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

 

Pumping Rate Alternatives 

The 11,800 acre-feet/year scenario 
would result in a significant 
cumulative subsidence impact, and 
greater than the Proposed Action.  
The 4,500 acre-feet/year pumping 
scenario is not anticipated to result in 
significant subsidence impacts. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation is not 
required. 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Pumping Rate 
Alternatives 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
unless the Site 4 
Alternative facility 
site is selected. 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.9 NOISE 

Nighttime noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime 
noise standard at St. John’s Hospital and residences 
located southeast of the facility site.  Although nighttime 
noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater 
treatment facility may be very similar to existing ambient 
noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

 

The following measures are provided to 
minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering 
design review to ensure all noise-producing 
components are enclosed and shielded, to 
minimize noise generation to the extent 
feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the 
start of operation to determine if nighttime 
noise levels associated with facility operation 
are detectable at adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, 
implement additional noise reduction 
measures as needed which may include a 
facility perimeter sound wall. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Due to the lack of nearby noise 
sensitive land uses, nighttime noise 
generated by operation of the facility 
would not exceed the 45 dBA 
nighttime noise standard, and is 
considered a less than significant 
impact. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Nighttime noise levels may exceed 
the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard 
at the caretaker residence and 
residences located south of the facility 
site.  Although nighttime noise levels 
generated by the proposed 
groundwater treatment facility may be 
very similar to existing ambient noise 
levels, operational noise impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation is not 
required. 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-2. Continued 

 
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

5.10 TRANSPORTATION 

During the construction period, the Proposed Action may 
contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 
34 intersection, which currently operates at 
unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

The intent of these mitigation measures is to 
avoid or offset the project-related contribution to 
existing traffic congestion.  Therefore, two 
mitigation options are considered: 

 The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation 
fees to the Ventura County Transportation 
Department based on the projected number of 
average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in 
effect at the time construction is implemented.  
These fees would be used for roadway 
improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 The project specifications shall limit the 
construction contractor to off-peak trips only, 
through the scheduling of worker hours and 
materials deliveries.  

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

Operation of the Proposed Action may contribute at 
least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 
intersection, which currently operates at unacceptable 
LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees 
to the Ventura County Transportation 
Department based on the projected number of 
average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect 
at the time operation of the facility is initiated.  
These fees would be used for roadway 
improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-3.  Comparison of the Impacts of the Alternatives 

Issue Area 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 
Pumping Rate Alternatives 

Aesthetics LS LS- LS+ Dependent on facility site selected 

Agriculture LS LSM LSM Dependent on facility site selected 

Air quality LS LS+ LS+ Dependent on facility site selected 

Cultural resources LSM LSM LSM+ Dependent on facility site selected 

Greenhouse gas emissions LS LS+ LS+ Dependent on facility site selected 

Hazardous materials LSM LSM LSM Dependent on facility site selected 

Water resources LSM LSM LSM 4,500 acre-feet/year scenario: LS- LSM 
11,800 acre-feet/year scenario: LSM+ 

Land use & planning LS LS LS- Dependent on facility site selected 

Noise PS PS- PS Dependent on facility site selected 

Transportation LSM LSM LSM Dependent on facility site selected 

LS Less than significant 

LSM Less than significant with mitigation 

PS Potentially significant and unmitigable 

+ Greater than the Proposed Action 

- Less than the Proposed Action 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The facility site would serve two existing water wells, two proposed wells and several 
water distribution pipelines and would discharge a waste (brine) stream to the Regional Salinity 
Management pipeline operated by the Calleguas Municipal Water District.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Action facility site (Site 2 in the Initial Study) is located near these facilities (see 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2).  The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and two 
proposed well sites are located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated 
portion of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  All three sites are located within APN 156-0-
180-34 (77.30 acres), and the current land use is agriculture (row crops, avocado orchard).  
Land uses surrounding the facility site include agriculture to the west, north and east, with St. 
John’s Hospital and residential areas to the south.    

3.3 MUNICIPAL REORGANIZATION 

The preferred facility site and two well sites are located outside the City boundary 
and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest (see Figure 3-2).  As the 
project sites are located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would be served by the 
Camarillo Sanitary District, the City would request approval from LAFCO for reorganization.  
The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site and two well sites; 

 Annexation of the three sites to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site and two well sites; 

 Annexation of the three sites to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the facility site and two well sites from the Ventura County 
Resource Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, 
County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal) and County Service 
Area no. 33 (recreation and park services); 

 Lot line adjustment to provide legal lots for the facility site and two well sites; 
and 

 City of Camarillo General Plan amendment/pre-zone to ensure General Plan 
consistency for the three new lots. 
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The City would pre-zone the sites to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and amend the General 
Plan to reflect a “Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.   A lot line adjustment for the 
affected parcel would be requested from the Ventura County Resource Management Agency.  
Note that Alternative Site 7 is located within the City limits and would only require annexation 
into the Camarillo Sanitary District. 

3.4 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2) would be approximately 4.1 acres in 
area, including a 50 foot buffer adjacent to agricultural areas.  The two proposed well sites 
would be approximately 0.25 acres each, including a pull-through driveway for chemical delivery 
and service trucks. 

3.4.1 Groundwater Treatment Facility 

The proposed Facility would have the capacity to treat 9,000 acre-feet/year of 
groundwater (which would include groundwater currently pumped from Well B), and provide 
7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to the City of Camarillo’s customers.   

3.4.1.1 Structures 

A preliminary layout of the Groundwater Treatment Facility is provided as Figure 3-3. 
A single administration building approximately 3,250 square feet in size would include office 
space, control room, electrical room, and storage area.  A separate building would house an 
emergency generator (approximately 1,034 square feet).   Three separate pumping facilities and 
the decarbonator blower facility would be housed in structures, and/or sound enclosures for 
noise control.  The Reverse Osmosis (RO) treatment system would be protected from the sun 
and rain by a metal canopy, but not a fully enclosed structure.  Parking and driveway space 
would be provided at the administration building for operations and maintenance personnel, 
delivery of water treatment chemicals and supplies, and for maintenance activities (e.g. RO 
membrane replacement) at the facility. 

A wall (approximately 80 feet long by 20 feet high) would be constructed near the 
southern boundary of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue, and attenuate noise. 

3.4.1.2 Pre-Treatment 

Groundwater to be treated contains elevated concentrations of iron and manganese. 
If iron and/or manganese are present in oxidized forms, fouling of the RO membranes may 
occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to RO would be required.  Based on 
the results of a pilot study at Well A, oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using 
sodium hypochlorite was selected at the preferred pre-treatment process.  The oxidation 
process converts the dissolved iron and manganese into a solid precipitate, and would be 
conducted in a 90,000 gallon contact basin (see Figure 3-3).   
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The resulting precipitate would be removed by granular media (green sand) filters.  
The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate.  The 
backwash water/precipitate mixture (washwater) would be temporarily stored in a 112,320 
gallon equalization basin, then pumped to a package solids settling system to physically 
separate the solids from the water into a concentrated side-stream.  Solids removed from the 
washwater (primarily iron and manganese) would be disposed of as a sludge to the local sewer.  
A 129,600 gallon backwash holding tank would provide water storage needed for filter 
backwashing. 

3.4.1.3 Reverse Osmosis (RO) Treatment 

The RO process would be designed for a groundwater feed of 6,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm), and produce approximately 4,700 gpm of treated water.  The RO process would 
be used to lower the total dissolved solids (TDS) content of the groundwater supply to make it 
suitable for potable use.  The City’s two existing wells (A & B) have capacities of 1,500 gallons 
per minute (gpm) each for a total combined capacity of 3,000 gpm.  The additional 3,000 gpm of 
feed water would be produced by two new brackish groundwater wells to be located off-site.   

Filtered water from the pre-treatment system would be held in a 180,000 gallon RO 
feed tank and pumped through cartridge filters and then booster pumped into the RO system.  
The feed tank provides flow equalization so that flows supplied to the RO system can be kept as 
constant as possible. The pumps would be enclosed for noise control.  The RO facility would be 
covered by a canopy to protect it from sun and rain. 

3.4.1.4 Post-Treatment, Disinfection and Brine Disposal 

Following RO treatment, the treated water would be decarbonated to remove carbon 
dioxide (CO2).  Approximately 5 to 7 percent of the RO influent flow would be bypassed and 
blended with the treated water.  The RO-treated water would be disinfected with ammonium 
sulfate (or aqueous ammonia) and sodium hypochlorite.  The resulting treated water would meet 
all drinking water standards, with an estimated concentration of 0.1 mg/l iron, 0.03 mg/l 
manganese, 250 mg/l TDS, 65 mg/l chloride and 70 mg/l sulfate.   

The RO process would generate up to 2.1 million gallons per day of brine, with a 
TDS concentration of about 7,000 mg/l.  The brine would be discharged to the Calleguas 
Regional Salinity Management pipeline at Lewis Road (see Figure 3-2), which would transport 
the brine stream to an existing ocean outfall at Port Hueneme.  

3.4.1.5 Water Delivery to the Distribution System 

Treated, blended water would be collected into a 43,000 gallon pump well below the 
finished water pump station.  The pumps would be housed in sound enclosures for noise 
control.  The pump station would have the capability to pump all of the water produced either to 
the City’s Zone 1 or Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of the two zones. 
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3.4.1.6 Chemical Storage and Feed  

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30 day supply) 
and include sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, ammonium sulfate (or aqueous ammonia), 
sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid, and anti-scalant (see Table 3-1).  Chemical storage and feed 
equipment would be under a 4,950 square foot canopy system to protect them from the sun and 
rain.   

3.4.1.7 Energy Management 

Photo-voltaic solar panels would be mounted on the roof of the administration 
building, and provide about 260 to 390 kilowatt-hours per day.  This would offset about one 
percent of the estimated energy consumption of the project (up to 28,000 kilowatt-hours per 
day). 

Table 3-1.  Chemical Use and Storage 

Chemical Use Concentration 
On-site 

Storage/Monthly 
Use (gallons) 

Sodium hydroxide RO membrane cleaning 25% 2,500 

Sodium hypochlorite 
Oxidation pretreatment and 

disinfection 
12.5% 5,000 

Aqueous ammonia Disinfection 19% 1,200 

Sodium bisulfite 
Removing residual chlorine 
present in RO feed water 

25% 1,700 

Sulfuric acid pH adjustment 93% 13,000 

Anti-scalant 
Prevents precipitation on 

RO membranes 
100% 300 

 

3.4.2 New Wells 

The City proposes to install two new wells to provide about 3,000 gpm of brackish 
groundwater.  One new well would be located in a 0.25 acre agricultural area immediately north 
of the high school site, while the second would be located in a 0.25 acre agricultural area just 
northeast of the Antonio Avenue/Ponderosa Drive intersection (see Figure 3-2).  Brackish 
groundwater produced by these new wells would be treated at the facility, and would serve to 
provide an additional source of potable water, and remove salts from the groundwater basin.  It 
is anticipated that the well sites would include the following components: 

 Wellhead and enclosure;  

 Submersible pumps; and 

 Piping and electrical gear. 
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3.4.3 Pipelines 

New pipelines would be required to: 

 Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility; 

 Connect both new wells to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

 Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Regional 
Salinity Management pipeline; 

 Connect the wash-water solids settling system to a local sewer; and 

 Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to 
existing Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 
12 to 18 inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 10 inches in diameter if 
pressurized, and approximately 14 inches in diameter if flow relies on gravity.  Pipelines would 
be mostly located along roadways within the public right-of-way.  However, a pipeline would 
cross agricultural land along the northern perimeter of the Camarillo Academy High School site 
to reach the proposed eastern well site.  Table 3-2 provides information concerning the 
proposed pipelines. 

Table 3-2.  Proposed Pipeline Summary 

Pipeline Purpose 
Approximate 
Length (feet) 

Alignment 

Connect Well A to the Treatment Facility 1,850 Las Posas Road, Antonio Avenue  

Connect Well B to the Treatment Facility 400 Antonio Avenue 

Connect new western off-site well to the 
Treatment Facility 

1,090 Antonio Avenue 

Connect new eastern off-site well to the 
Treatment Facility 

3,000 Agricultural land, Antonio Avenue 

Connect Treatment Facility to the Salinity 
Management Pipeline 

3,710 Antonio Avenue, Las Posas Road 

Connect Treatment Facility to Zone 1 
distribution pipelines 

1,390 Antonio Avenue  

Connect Treatment Facility to Zone 2 
distribution pipelines 

1,160 Antonio Avenue 

Total 12,600  
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3.4.4 Access, Lighting and Landscaping 

An access road (approximately 150 feet long) would be constructed from Antonio 
Avenue, and extend northeast to the facility site.  The access road would be approximately 20 
feet wide, paved with asphalt concrete and maintained by the City.  An internal access road 
would be constructed within the facility to provide access to the various components.  
Landscaping (tall shrubs and/or small trees) would be provided along the southern and western 
perimeter of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue. 

The western well site would be accessed directly from Antonio Avenue.  The eastern 
well site would be accessed using the existing unpaved agricultural road, which would be 
upgraded with a road base surface. 

The facility would be lighted to facilitate 24 hour/day operations; however, lighting 
would be shielded and directed downward to the illuminate project facilities.  The administration 
building would be lighted 24 hours per day, but would be provided with some type of window 
covering.  

3.4.5 Emergency Power 

An emergency generator would be provided at the Groundwater Treatment Facility 
site to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure pumps and other water treatment 
equipment.  The emergency generator would only be used during power outages, and for short 
periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would produce up to 3,000 kilowatt-hours 
of electricity and would be powered by a diesel engine.  The generator would include an integral 
diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 

3.4.6 Operation 

The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be operated 24 
hours per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ up to 9 persons (three 8-hour shifts).  However, 
the night shift may consist of a single person monitoring the facility remotely.  Existing City 
employees would provide a portion of project staffing.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility 
would include a restroom, and wastewater would be piped to the nearest sewer served by the 
Camarillo Sanitary District.  The facility would be served potable water by the City’s Water 
Division. 

3.5 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with funding and would 
likely be initiated in 2014.  Construction would last approximately 12 to 18 months, including 
pipeline installation.     

3.5.1 Treatment and Well Facilities 

Ground disturbance associated with construction of the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be approximately 4.1 acres.  Equipment to be used may include dozers, 
excavators, cranes, wheeled loaders and heavy-duty trucks.  Cut and fill volumes would be 
balanced on-site, with no soil export or import anticipated.   
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Constructing each of the two off-site well facilities would require clearing a 0.25 acre 
area, constructing and/or surfacing an access road, drilling the well, and installing the 
submersible pump and associated piping and control systems.   

3.5.2 Pipelines 

Generally, pipelines would be located in public roadways, and installed using 
conventional trenching methods.  The trench would be about 3 feet wide and 5 feet deep.  A 
concrete slurry would be used as the final backfill over the pipelines, and the pavement 
replaced.  Pipeline installation would be coordinated with planned street repairs and pavement 
overlays, schedule permitting.  Pipelines located in farmlands would be installed using 
conventional trenching methods.  The pipelines would be located at least 5 feet under 
farmlands, to allow cultivation to occur over the buried pipelines. 

3.6 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

The following section describes recently approved and pending projects from the City 
of Camarillo’s website, including the October 2013 Monthly Report that may contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  In addition, projects in adjacent Ventura County have been included. 

3.6.1 Specific Plans 

Two specific plans have been proposed by the City of Camarillo, Conejo Creek and 
Springville.  The 740 acre Conejo Creek Specific Plan area is located in the southeastern 
portion of the City, and would include up to 2,500 residential uses, 1,770,000 square feet of 
non-residential space, 44.5 acres of parkland, 40.3 acres of lakes, and 137.9 acres of creeks, 
greenbelts and open space.  The 170 acre Springville Specific Plan area is located in the 
western portion of the City, and would include up to 1,450 residential units, 15 acres of 
parkland, and 42 acres of open space.  The City Council took action on September 10, 2014 to 
terminate processing of the Conejo Creek Specific Plan.  Therefore, this project has been 
deleted from the cumulative impact analysis. 

3.6.2 Industrial Projects 

Thirteen light industrial projects (buildings) totaling 828,400 square feet have been 
recently approved by the City.  Most of these projects are located along the U.S. 101 corridor.  
The nearest project is located approximately 1.2 miles south of the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility site.   

3.6.3 Commercial Projects 

Eight projects totaling 616,714 square feet have been recently approved, and two 
projects totaling 131,731 square feet are under City review.  Most of these projects are located 
along the U.S. 101 corridor.  The nearest project is located approximately 1.6 miles southwest 
of the Groundwater Treatment Facility site.   

3.6.4 Institutional Projects 

One project (church) totaling 31,240 square feet has been recently approved by the 
City, and the first phase is under construction.  This project is located approximately 1.9 miles 
southeast of the Groundwater Treatment Facility site.   
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The Oxnard Union High School District recently approved a new high school 
(Camarillo Academy High School and Performing Arts Center) adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the City of Camarillo, which was recently annexed to the City.  The new high school 
would be located on a 28 acre site, immediately south of the proposed eastern well site.   

3.6.5 Residential Projects 

Based on the City’s October 2013 Monthly Report, twelve projects totaling 687 units 
has been recently approved, and seven projects totaling 868 units are under City review.  In 
addition, a 1,072 unit residential project (Village Gateway) is under review by the City.  The 
closest residential project is located approximately 2.2 miles to the southwest of the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site.   
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FIGURE 3-1
PROJECT LOCATION MAP

Source: NAIP Image 2012, TIGER, County of Ventura, ESRI Online Basemap
Coordinate System: NAD 1983 StatePlane California V FIPS 0405 Feet
Notes: This map was created for informational and display purposes only
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Backside Figure 3-2 
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Back of Figure 3-3 
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December 2013 
Project no. 1302-0431 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS (1 of 2) 
FIGURE 3-4 

  
a. Preferred facility site (Site 2) b. Proposed western well site 

  
c. Site 4 Alternative facility site, proposed eastern well site d. Neighborhood near preferred facility site: Antonio Ave @ Villamonte 
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Back of Figure 3-4 
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December 2013 
Project no. 1302-0431 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS (2 of 2) 
FIGURE 3-5 

  
a. St. John’s Hospital entrance on Antonio Avenue, Well B to right b. Antonio Avenue, near western well site 

  
c. Site 7 Alternative facility site d. Well A site, well enclosure in right center 
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

This section of the EIR provides a comparative analysis of the merits of alternatives 
to the proposed project pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  According 
to the Guidelines, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives to a project or its 
location that would feasibly meet the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or 
substantially lessening the significant effects of the project.  The CEQA Guidelines indicate that 
the range of alternatives included in this discussion should be sufficient to allow decision-
makers a reasoned choice between alternatives and a proposed project.  The alternatives 
discussion should provide decision-makers with an understanding of the environmental merits 
and disadvantages of various project alternatives. 

The range of alternatives in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the 
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to make a reasoned choice.  The alternatives 
shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 [f]).  Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine 
in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project.  The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. When 
addressing feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines state that “among the factors that may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the 
regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have 
access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent).”  The CEQA 
Guidelines also state that the alternative discussion need not be presented in the same level of 
detail as the assessment of the proposed project. 

Therefore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be considered in 
determining the range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and the level of detail of analysis 
that should be provided.  These factors include: (1) the nature of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project; (2) the ability of alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen impacts 
associated with the project; (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet most of the basic objectives 
of the project; and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives.   

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.9) requires an 
Environmental Assessment to include a discussion of alternatives to the proposed action.  
NEPA does not require that an agency consider every possible alternative, but requires that the 
range be comprehensive so the agency can make a “reasoned choice” among them.   
Alternatives selected for analysis should fulfill the requirements of the purpose and need of the 
project.  Alternatives selected for analysis should fulfill the requirements of the purpose and 
need of the project. 
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4.1 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would pump up to 9,000 acre-
feet/year of groundwater and provide up to 7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to the City 
of Camarillo’s service area.  The Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as well as new 
brackish groundwater wells, and discharge to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline.  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to 
these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding 
land uses within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the 
proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.  As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 
1 through 8) were assessed in the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City 
limits and seven within adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were 
selected for analysis in this document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These 
sites include the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), 
Site 4 and Site 7.  The environmental impacts of these alternatives are analyzed at an equal 
level of detail in compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

In addition, several well pumping rates were considered to represent a range of 
groundwater draw-down rates.  The North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and 
Modeling Report by Bachman (2013) included an analysis of various rates of groundwater to be 
pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 acre-feet/year.  The Proposed Action is 
based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 acre-feet/year, while the 4,500 and 
11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as alternatives. 

4.2 NO ACTION/NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  

This alternative would consist of continuing to utilize existing water sources to supply 
the City of Camarillo, including: 

 Pumping about 2,250 acre-feet/year of groundwater from the northern 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Well B) and about 2,250 acre-feet per 
year from the central portion of the Basin (Well D and/or Airport #3). 

 Blending with imported water provided by the Calleguas Municipal Water 
District to meet water quality requirements for potable water. 

 Maintaining Well A on standby due to poor water quality. 

Surface water in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to infiltrate into the northern sub-
basin of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin, filling it with poor quality water.  Due to 
exceedances of drinking water quality standards even when blended with imported water, 
groundwater production from Well B may be reduced and replaced by increased production 
from Well D and/or Airport #3. 
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4.3 SITE 4 ALTERNATIVE  

4.3.1 Description 

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, north of the Camarillo 
Library and approved High School site (see Figure 4-1).  The western well site would be the 
same, but the eastern well would be incorporated into the groundwater treatment facility.  
Otherwise, the Site 4 Alternative facility would be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 
foot-wide landscaped buffer around the west, north and east boundary and a wall along the 
southern boundary. 

In addition, the pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action.  
However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  A new 2,400 
foot-long, 30 foot-wide access road/pipeline corridor would be established from Antonio Road 
east to the facility site.  The access road would be approximately 20 feet wide and paved with 
asphalt concrete.  Table 4-1 provides a summary of pipelines required for this Alternative, as 
compared to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2 Comparison to Objectives 

The basic objectives of the project include: 

1. Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 
3,000 gpm); 

2. Fully utilize the existing groundwater allocation from the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin; 

3. Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in 
the salt mound area from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

4. Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

5. Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo 
Creek; and 

6. Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

This Alternative would meet the five of the six project objectives.  The Site 4 
Alternative facility site is located further from existing facilities and would require nearly twice the 
length of pipelines as compared to the Proposed Action.   
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Table 4-1.  Comparison of Pipeline Lengths among the Alternative Sites (feet) 

Pipeline Connection 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

Western well site to facility 1,090 3,690 5,040 

Eastern well site to facility* 3,000 0 6,310 

Well A to facility 1,850 4,030 3,150 

Well B to facility 400 2,510 3,830 

Treated water to Zone 1 distribution system 1,390 3,460 2,690 

Treated water to Zone 2 distribution system 1,160 3,770 4,070 

Brine to Regional Salinity Management pipeline 3,710 6,090 180 

Total 12,600 23,550 25,270 

*Under the Site 4 Alternative, the eastern well would be incorporated into the facility site  

4.3.3 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Site 4 Alternative are 
addressed by issue area in each section of the EIR/EA.  

4.4 SITE 7 ALTERNATIVE  

4.4.1 Description 

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, at the northeast corner of 
the Lewis Road/Upland Road intersection (see Figure 4-2).  The Site 7 Alternative facility would 
be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 foot-wide landscaped buffer around the 
perimeter.  Both well sites would also be the same as the Proposed Action.   

The pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action, except the Zone 
2 water distribution system tie-in would occur near the Las Posas Road/Ponderosa Drive 
intersection.  However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  
A new access driveway would be constructed from Upland Road, and would be approximately 
20 feet wide and paved with asphalt concrete.  Table 4-1 provides a summary of pipelines 
required for this Alternative, as compared to the Proposed Action. 

4.4.2 Comparison to Objectives 

This Alternative would meet the five of the six project objectives as listed in Section 
4.3.2.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located further from existing facilities and would 
require about twice the length of pipelines as compared to the Proposed Action (see Table 4-1).   

4.4.3 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Site 7 Alternative are 
addressed by issue area in each section of the EIR/EA.  
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4.5 GROUNDWATER PUMPING RATE ALTERNATIVES 

4.5.1 Description 

In addition to considering alternative sites for the groundwater treatment facility, 
alternative groundwater pumping rates were considered due to potential effects on groundwater 
elevations and groundwater quality.  Three average annual well pumping rates were considered 
to represent a range of alternative groundwater draw-down rates.  The North Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Report by Bachman (2013) included an analysis 
of various rates of groundwater to be pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 
acre-feet/year.  The Proposed Action is based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 
acre-feet/year, while the 4,500 and 11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as 
alternatives. 

All other project components (groundwater treatment facility, wells, pipelines) would 
be the same as the Proposed Action.  

4.5.2 Comparison to Objectives 

The groundwater pumping rate alternatives would meet each of the six project 
objectives as listed in Section 4.3.2.  However, the 4.500 acre-feet/year Alternative would not 
fully address migration of the poor quality groundwater plume into the central portion of the 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Objective 3). 

4.5.3 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the groundwater pumping 
rate alternatives would be the same as the Proposed Action, except for water resources impacts 
(see Section 5.7).    
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SITE 4 ALTERNATIVE FACILITY MAP

Source: NAIP Image 2012, TIGER, County of Ventura
Coordinate System: NAD 1983 StatePlane California V FIPS 0405 Feet
Notes: This map was created for informational and display purposes only
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Three facility sites were selected for analysis in this document to represent a range 
of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now 
referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7 (see Figure 3-1).  In addition, several well 
pumping rates were considered to represent a range of groundwater draw-down rates.  The 
Proposed Action is based on a groundwater pumping rate of about 9,000 acre-feet/year, while 
the 4,500 and 11,800 acre-feet/year scenarios are considered as alternatives.  The 
environmental impacts of these alternatives and the No Action/No Project Alternative are 
analyzed at an equal level of detail in compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal 
funding. 

5.1 AESTHETICS 

5.1.1 Affected Environment 

5.1.1.1 Regional Setting 

The proposed project site is located in the southern portion of Ventura County.  The 
scenic resources within and near (i.e., within the viewshed of) the project area are diverse and 
are comprised of topographic/physical features including mountains, plains, valleys, and 
beaches.  Significant hills and mountains in the region are the Santa Monica Mountains to the 
south, the Simi Hills to the east, and South Mountain, Big Mountain and the Santa Susana 
Mountains to the north.  Several creeks and drainages flow through the area, including Arroyo 
Conejo, Conejo Creek, Calleguas Creek, Long Grade Canyon Creek and Revolon Slough.  
These water courses ultimately terminate at the coastal wetlands (e.g., Ormond Beach 
Wetlands, Mugu Lagoon), beaches and Pacific Ocean beyond.  Within the watershed, urban 
development is concentrated primarily within the Cities of Simi Valley, Moorpark, Thousand 
Oaks, and Camarillo.  Each of these cities remain as distinct entities due to intervening 
topographic features (e.g., hills) and land uses such as open space and agriculture.  Relatively 
vast and productive agricultural areas also remain within the watershed.  These zones are 
identified as the East and West Las Posas Valley, Oxnard Plain/Pleasant Valley Plain 
(transected by Revolon Slough and Calleguas Creek), and the Santa Rosa Valley (located 
between the Arroyo Las Posas to the north and Conejo Creek to the south.   

5.1.1.2 Local Setting 

Based upon a review of the County of Ventura General Plan Resources Appendix 
(Ventura County, updated 2011), there are no Ventura County designated scenic resources 
areas or scenic highway protection areas near the project site.  Within the project region, U.S. 
101 and State Route (SR) 1 are considered eligible State scenic highways.  The City of 
Camarillo General Plan Community Design Element identifies scenic corridors in the project 
area, including Las Posas Road/Upland Road and Lewis Road.    
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The Proposed Action facility site is not visible from these City-designated scenic 
corridors; however, project water pipelines would be buried along Las Posas Road.  The Site 4 
Alternative site (and proposed eastern well site) is visible from Las Posas Road; however, views 
are partially screened by intervening structures (Camarillo Library, churches).  In addition, the 
Site 4 Alternative site is visible from the northern end of Lewis Road (at Las Posas Road), but is 
screened by intervening structures.  The Site 7 Alternative site is located at the Lewis 
Road/Upland Road intersection, and is readily visible from the Lewis Road and Upland Road 
scenic corridors. 

The project area is composed of agricultural lands with institutional land uses (St. 
John’s Hospital, Camarillo Library, Seventh Day Adventist Church, Presbyterian Church) along 
Antonio Road and Las Posas Road, and residential land uses to the south and west, with 
scattered commercial uses near the hospital.  In addition, a small residential area is located 
along Villamonte Court, just east of St. John’s Hospital. 

The dominant landform in the project area is the Camarillo Hills which rise about 600 
feet from the surrounding level plain.  The Camarillo Hills support native scrub vegetation, and 
form a backdrop to the Proposed Action and alternative sites.  The project area is located along 
the margin of the farmland of Pleasant Valley, where agriculture meets development.  
Therefore, the viewshed is a mixture of level fields supporting short-rotation row crops, and 
residential and institutional development.  The agricultural fields impart a rural component to the 
viewshed, and augments views of the Camarillo Hills.  Overall, visual quality is considered 
moderate due to the incongruent mixture of rural and suburban elements of the viewshed. 

The architectural style of the immediate project area is dominated by stucco, off-
white paint and clay roof tiles, apparently a mission motif.  Structures utilizing this style include 
St. John’s Hospital, residences along Antonio Avenue, Camarillo Library, commercial buildings 
and the Well A site (see Figures 3-4 and 3-5).   

Nighttime lighting in the immediate project area includes streetlights and vehicle 
headlights on nearby roadways, building facade and interior lighting and landscape lighting 
associated with St. John’s Hospital, Camarillo Library, Seventh-Day Adventist Church, Church 
of Latter-Day Saints and residential areas.  The Proposed Action facility site is in agricultural 
production and is unlit, but is indirectly affected by lighting along and adjacent to Antonio 
Avenue. 

5.1.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.1.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The evaluation of the project’s aesthetic impacts is based upon a review of the 
project plans, area maps, aerial photographs, and site reconnaissance.  For the purposes of this 
analysis, a significant adverse aesthetic impact would occur if the project would result in a 
substantial deterioration of the visual quality of the area or cause the obstruction of scenic 
views. 
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5.1.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any physical changes that would be visible or 
otherwise adversely affect the visual environment of the project area. 

5.1.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

Scenic Vistas and Highways.  There are no designated scenic vistas in the project 
area; therefore, the Proposed Action would not impact scenic views from public vistas.  The 
facility site and western well site are not visible from any designated scenic corridors; therefore, 
impacts would not occur.  The proposed eastern well site is partially visible from Las Posas 
Road and Lewis Road.  However, the small structure associated with the well site would be very 
small (few hundred square feet), would be compatible with the agricultural environment, and 
virtually undetectable from these scenic corridors. 

Visual Character and Quality.  Most above-ground project components would be 
housed in a stucco-coated masonry building with clay roof tiles.  This structure would be 
compatible with the architecture of adjacent residential and commercial land uses, including St. 
John’s Hospital and adjacent Well B (see Figure 3-5.a).  However, the project would include 
numerous industrial-appearing components such as vessels, metal canopies, pumps, filters, 
basins and tanks, and could be viewed as incompatible with the visual character of the 
immediate area.  Views of these structures from Antonio Avenue and the residential area to the 
south (see Figure 3-4.d) would be screened by a proposed wall in the southern portion of the 
site and proposed landscaping to buffer the site from adjacent agricultural activities (see Figure 
3-3).   

The two proposed well sites are located in agricultural areas, where wells are a 
common component of the visual environment.  These two sites would involve a small well 
enclosure that would not degrade the visual character or quality of the surrounding area.  
Overall, the Proposed Action would not substantially affect the visual quality or character of the 
project area.  Project-specific impacts to visual character and visual quality are considered less 
than significant.  

Lighting and Glare.  The proposed treatment facility would include limited night 
lighting, consisting of interior lighting within the administration building, and spotlights directed to 
illuminate key facilities and the vehicle entrance.  However, this proposed lighting would be 
located adjacent to existing lighting associated with St. John’s Hospital and Well B, and would 
not result in a substantial increase in lighting in the project area, and would not significantly 
degrade nighttime views.   
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The Proposed Action includes the installation of solar photo-voltaic panels on the 
roof of the administration building.  The total area of these panels would be about 3,250 square 
feet.  These solar panels would be constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and covered 
with an anti-reflective coating.  Typically, photo-voltaic solar panels reflect only two percent of 
incoming sunlight, as compared to bare soil, which reflects 30 percent (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 2010).  The proposed solar panels would be located near Antonio Avenue and 
the residential area along Villamonte Court.  However, the anti-reflective coating applied to the 
solar panels would prevent sufficient glare to interfere with adjacent land uses or daytime views.  
Therefore, light and glare impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The only cumulative project located in the same viewshed as the Proposed Action is 
the approved Camarillo Academy High School and Performing Arts Center (High School).  The 
High School site is located immediately south of the proposed eastern well site.  The High 
School is anticipated to be completed at about the same time as the Proposed Action, and 
would be a primary component of the visual setting of the eastern well site.  As discussed in the 
EIR prepared for the High School, the architectural design of campus buildings would be a 
contemporary interpretation of the mission style architecture used throughout the City of 
Camarillo.  The campus buildings would be designed to complement the adjacent Camarillo 
Library (LSA Associates, Inc., 2013).   

The EIR prepared for the High School determined that the existing visual character 
and quality from three key views (Mar Vista Drive, Camino Alvarez/Las Posas Road 
intersection, Lewis Road) would not be substantially degraded by the planned High School.   

The cumulative projects (Proposed Action and High School) would not substantially 
degrade the visual character or quality of the project area, including scenic corridors.  Therefore, 
cumulative aesthetics impacts are considered less than significant. 

5.1.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Scenic Vistas and Highways.  There are no designated scenic vistas in the project 
area; therefore, the Site 4 Alternative would not impact scenic views from public vistas.  The 
facility site is partially visible from Las Posas Road and Lewis Road, while the western well site 
is not visible from any designated scenic corridors.  The facility site would be provided with a 
wall along the southern boundary and landscaping along the site perimeter, which would screen 
and soften the industrial-appearing water treatment components.  Therefore, substantial 
degradation of views from these scenic corridors would not occur, and impacts are considered 
less than significant. 
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Visual Character and Quality.  Most above-ground project components would be 
housed in a stucco-coated masonry building with clay roof tiles.  This structure would be 
compatible with the architecture of adjacent institutional land uses, including the Camarillo 
Library. However, the proposed treatment facility would include numerous industrial-appearing 
components such as vessels, metal canopies, pumps, filters, basins and tanks, and could be 
viewed as incompatible with the visual character of the immediate area.  Views of these 
structures from Las Posas Road and Somis Road would be partially obscured by intervening 
structures (Camarillo Library, Church of Latter Day Saints) and/or screened by a proposed wall 
in the southern portion of the site and landscaping to buffer the site from adjacent agricultural 
activities.   

The proposed western well site is located in an agricultural area, where wells are a 
common component of the visual environment.  This site would involve a small well enclosure 
that would not degrade the visual character or quality of the surrounding area.  Overall, the Site 
4 Alternative would not substantially affect the visual quality or character of the project area.  
Project-specific impacts to visual character and visual quality are considered less than 
significant.  

Lighting and Glare.  The proposed treatment facility would include limited night 
lighting, consisting of interior lighting within the administration building, and spotlights directed to 
illuminate key facilities and the vehicle entrance.  This proposed lighting would be located in an 
unlit agricultural area, potentially resulting in a noticeable increase in lighting.  However, 
proposed facility lighting would be screened by the proposed wall along the southern boundary, 
and landscaping around the perimeter.  Overall, project-related lighting would not significantly 
degrade nighttime views.   

The Site 4 Alternative includes the installation of solar photo-voltaic panels on the 
roof of the administration building.  The total area of these panels would be about 3,250 square 
feet.  These solar panels would be constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and covered 
with an anti-reflective coating.  Typically, photo-voltaic solar panels reflect only two percent of 
incoming sunlight, as compared to bare soil, which reflects 30 percent (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 2010).  The proposed solar panels would not be located adjacent to any existing 
land uses, but could interfere with traffic on State Route 34 (Somis Road).  However, the anti-
reflective coating applied to the solar panels would prevent sufficient glare to interfere with safe 
traffic operations, adjacent land uses or daytime views.  Therefore, light and glare impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The only cumulative project located in the same viewshed as the Site 4 Alternative is 
the approved Camarillo Academy High School and Performing Arts Center (High School).  The 
High School site is located immediately south of the proposed facility site.  The High School is 
anticipated to be completed at about the same time as the Site 4 Alternative, and would be a 
primary component of the visual setting of the facility site.  As discussed in the EIR prepared for 
the High School, the architectural design of campus buildings would be a contemporary 
interpretation of the mission style architecture used throughout the City of Camarillo.  The 
campus buildings would be designed to complement the adjacent Camarillo Library (LSA 
Associates, Inc., 2013).   

The EIR prepared for the High School determined that the existing visual character 
and quality from three key views (Mar Vista Drive, Camino Alvarez/Las Posas Road 
intersection, Lewis Road) would not be substantially degraded by the planned High School.   

The cumulative projects (Site 4 Alternative and High School) would not substantially 
degrade the visual character or quality of the project area, including scenic corridors.  Therefore, 
cumulative aesthetics impacts are considered less than significant. 

5.1.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Scenic Vistas and Highways.  There are no designated scenic vistas in the project 
area; therefore, the Site 7 Alternative would not impact scenic views from public vistas.  The 
facility site would be located adjacent to Lewis Road and Upland Road, both City-designated 
scenic corridors.  The proposed treatment facility would be somewhat inconsistent with the 
existing visual environment of residential areas transitioning into row crops.  However, the 
facility would be screened by landscaping, which would prevent significant degradation of these 
scenic corridors. 

The proposed eastern well site is partially visible from Las Posas Road and Lewis 
Road.  However, the small structure associated with the eastern well site would be very small 
(few hundred square feet), would be compatible with the agricultural environment, and virtually 
undetectable from the Las Posas Road and Lewis Road scenic corridors. 

Visual Character and Quality.  Most above-ground project components would be 
housed in a stucco-coated masonry building with clay roof tiles.  This structure would be 
compatible with the architecture of nearby residential and institutional land uses, including the 
Camarillo Library and Church of Latter Day Saints.  However, the project would include 
numerous industrial-appearing components such as vessels, metal canopies, pumps, filters, 
basins and tanks, and could be viewed as incompatible with the visual character of the 
immediate area.  Views of these structures from Lewis Road, Upland Road and the residential 
area to the south would be screened by proposed landscaping.   
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The two proposed well sites are located in agricultural areas, where wells are a 
common component of the visual environment.  These two sites would involve a small well 
enclosure that would not degrade the visual character or quality of the surrounding area.  
Overall, the Site 7 Alternative would not substantially affect the visual quality or character of the 
project area.  Project-specific impacts to visual character and visual quality are considered less 
than significant.  

Lighting and Glare.  The proposed treatment facility would include limited night 
lighting, consisting of interior lighting within the administration building, and spotlights directed to 
illuminate key facilities and the vehicle entrance.  However, this proposed lighting would be 
located adjacent to existing street lighting along Upland Road, facility lighting at St. John’s 
Seminary and headlights along Lewis Road.  Therefore, proposed facility lighting would not 
result in a substantial increase in lighting in the project area, and would not significantly degrade 
nighttime views.   

The Site 7 Alternative includes the installation of solar photo-voltaic panels on the 
roof of the administration building.  The total area of these panels would be about 3,250 square 
feet.  These solar panels would be constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and covered 
with an anti-reflective coating.  Typically, photo-voltaic solar panels reflect only two percent of 
incoming sunlight, as compared to bare soil, which reflects 30 percent (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 2010).  The proposed solar panels would be located near residential areas south 
of Upland Road.  However, the anti-reflective coating applied to the solar panels would prevent 
sufficient glare to interfere with adjacent land uses or daytime views.  Therefore, light and glare 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The only cumulative project located in the same viewshed as the Site 7 Alternative is 
the approved Camarillo Academy High School and Performing Arts Center (High School).  The 
High School site is located immediately south of the proposed eastern well site.  The High 
School is anticipated to be completed at about the same time as the Site 7 Alternative, and 
would be a primary component of the visual setting of the eastern well site.  As discussed in the 
EIR prepared for the High School, the architectural design of campus buildings would be a 
contemporary interpretation of the mission style architecture used throughout the City of 
Camarillo.  The campus buildings would be designed to complement the adjacent Camarillo 
Library (LSA Associates, Inc., 2013).   

The EIR prepared for the High School determined that the existing visual character 
and quality from three key views (Mar Vista Drive, Camino Alvarez/Las Posas Road 
intersection, Lewis Road) would not be substantially degraded by the planned High School.   

The cumulative projects (Site 7 Alternative and High School) would not substantially 
degrade the visual character or quality of the project area, including scenic corridors.  Therefore, 
cumulative aesthetics impacts are considered less than significant. 

5.1.3 Mitigation Measures 

No significant aesthetic impacts would occur; therefore, mitigation measures are not 
needed. 
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5.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

5.2.1 Affected Environment 

Ventura County agriculture gross dollar sales in 2012 were estimated at $1.96 billion.  
Approximately 100,000 acres in the southern portion of Ventura County are devoted to 
agricultural production.  Ventura County agriculture focuses on production of citrus, cut flowers 
and nursery products as well as vegetables and field crops.  Agriculture has become the leading 
industry in the County. 

The Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s Annual Crop Report for 2012 
indicates strawberries are the leading single commodity with a value of $691 million.  The most 
valuable crop group is fruits and nuts with a year 2012 value of $1,255 million. 

5.2.1.1 Soils 

A summary of soil classifications for the facility and well sites under consideration is 
provided in Table 5.2-1.  These soils were classified by Edwards, et al. (1970) and are 
described below. 

The Mocho series consists of well-drained loams, gravelly loams, and clay loams 60 
inches or more deep.  Slopes range from 0 to 9 percent, with elevations from 100 feet to 1,000 
feet above msl.  These soils are used for vegetables, citrus crops, avocados, field crops, and 
walnuts.  The Natural Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Mocho loam (0-
2% slopes) soil series meets the criteria for Prime farmland. 

The Sorrento series consists of well-drained loams and silty clay loams 60 inches or 
more deep.  Slopes range from 0 to 9 percent, with elevations from 25 feet to 1,700 feet.  These 
soils are used for vegetables, field crops, citrus crops, avocados, and walnuts.  The Natural 
Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Sorrento loam (0-2 percent slopes), 
silty clay loam (0-2 percent slopes) and clay loam soil series meet the criteria for Prime 
farmland.  The Sorrento loam (2-9 percent slopes) and silty clay loam (2-9 percent slopes) soil 
series meet the criteria for farmland of Statewide Importance. 

The Anacapa series consists of well-drained sandy loams and gravelly sandy loams 
60 inches or more deep.  These soils are mainly used for vegetables and citrus crops. The 
Natural Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Anacapa sandy loam (0-2, 2-9 
percent slopes) and Anacapa gravelly loam (2-9 percent slopes) meet the criteria for Prime 
farmland.   

The Pico series consists of well-drained and somewhat excessively drained, 
calcareous sandy loams and loams 60 inches or more deep.  These soils are mainly used for 
vegetables, citrus crops, field crops and range. The Natural Resources Conservation Service 
has determined that Pico loam (0-2 percent slopes) meets the criteria for Statewide importance 
farmland.   
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Table 5.2-1.  Soils Classification and Farmland Designation 

Site Soils Classification Farmland Designation 

Proposed Action facility site (Site 2) Mocho loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

Site 4 Alternative facility site Sorrento silty clay loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

Site 7 Alternative facility site 
Mocho loam (0-2% slopes) 

Pico loam (0-2% slopes) 

Prime 

Statewide importance 

Western well site Anacapa sandy loam (2-9% slopes) Prime 

Eastern well site Sorrento silty clay loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

 

5.2.1.2 General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning 

Ventura County.  The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site, 
and both proposed well sites are located in Ventura County, within areas designated as 
“Agriculture” in the Ventura County General Plan.  These facilities would be located on APN 
156-0-180-340 (77.30 acres), which is zoned AE-40 ac.  The proposed western well site would 
be located on APN 156-0-180-140 (57.57 acres), which is also zoned AE-40 ac.  The purpose of 
the County’s AE zone is to preserve and protect commercial agricultural lands as a limited and 
irreplaceable resource, to preserve and maintain agriculture as a major industry in Ventura 
County and to protect these areas from the encroachment of nonrelated uses which, by their 
nature, would have detrimental effects upon the agriculture industry.  

City of Camarillo.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City of 
Camarillo on APN 163-0-071-250 (5.77 acres).  This parcel is zoned as AE (Agriculture 
Exclusive) by the City. 

5.2.1.3 Agricultural Viability 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program operated by the California 
Department of Conservation has classified farmland as "Prime," "Statewide Importance,” 
"Unique" and "Local Importance”.  The basis for this classification is primarily the Soil Survey, 
Ventura Area, California (Edwards et al., 1970).  "Prime" farmlands are defined as farmland with 
the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term production of 
agricultural crops.  This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed 
to produce sustained high yields.  Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at 
some time during the four years prior to the most recent mapping date (2010).   The State 
farmland classification for proposed facility sites is summarized in Table 5.2-1, and illustrated in 
Figure 5.2-1. 

Farmlands within and adjacent to Proposed Action facility site, and Site 4 Alternative 
facility site and eastern well site are in row crop production.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is 
currently in lemon production.  The western well site is currently in orchard production 
(avocado). 
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5.2.1.4 Regulatory Environment 

Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI).  The Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI) 
system is used by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to map and 
classify lands that have agricultural value.  This system divides farmland into classes based 
upon soil type and the productive capability of the land.  These classes are similar to California’s 
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program described above.  The 
County of Ventura uses this system to inventory agricultural lands. 

Ventura County Programs.  Ventura County has adopted four programs to 
preserve farmland: 

 Agricultural land use designation establishing a 40 acre minimum parcel size 
and Agriculture-Exclusive zoning; 

 Greenbelt agreements to prevent urban encroachment; 

 Land Conservation Act (LCA) contracts to provide property tax reductions as 
an incentive to maintain agricultural use; and 

 Participation in water resources development and conservation programs to 
ensure long-term water availability for agriculture. 

General Plan policies relative to farmland protection include the following: 

Policy 1.6.2.1 Discretionary development located on land designated as Prime 
or Statewide Importance shall be planned and designed to remove 
as little land from agricultural production as possible and minimize 
impacts on topsoil. 

Policy 1.6.2.2 Hillside agricultural grading shall be regulated by the Public Works 
Agency through the Hillside Erosion Control Ordinance. 

Policy 1.6.2.3 LCA contracts shall be encouraged on irrigated farmlands. 

Policy 1.6.2.4 The Public Works Agency shall plan transportation capital 
improvements so as to mitigate impacts to important farmlands to 
the extent feasible. 

Policy 1.6.2.5 The County shall preserve agricultural land by retaining and 
expanding the existing Greenbelt Agreements and encouraging 
the formation of additional Greenbelt Agreements. 

Policy 1.6.2.6 Discretionary development adjacent to Agriculture-designated 
lands shall not conflict with agricultural use of those lands. 
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Greenbelt Agreements.  Several cities in Ventura County, the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) and the County have adopted greenbelt agreements between 
jurisdictions to further the objectives of the County’s Guidelines for Orderly Development by 
preserving agriculture and open space between urban areas.  The underlying purpose of a 
greenbelt is to establish a mutual agreement between cities regarding the limit of urban growth 
for each city.  Annexation is discouraged within greenbelts.  Any change to those boundaries 
would require mutual consent between the cities and LAFCO.  These agreements have 
established a policy of non-annexation and retention of open space within parts of Ventura 
County. 

Greenbelts in the project area include the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt (located 
southwest of Camarillo) and the Santa Rosa Valley Greenbelt (located east of Camarillo).  The 
project site is located approximately one mile west of the Santa Rosa Valley Greenbelt. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  A primary tool to preserve farmlands is the 
California Land Conservation Act (LCA) or Williamson Act contract program.  Under the Act, 
landowners may voluntarily enter into a long-term contract (10 year minimum) to maintain their 
property in agriculture or open space in exchange for reduced property tax assessment.  The 
term of an LCA contract is generally 9 years, and automatically renews itself for another 10-
year-period unless a Notice of Non-Renewal is filed.  Since its inception in 1962, the program 
has been the backbone of agricultural preservation efforts statewide.  The Proposed Action and 
alternative facility sites, and adjacent parcels are not involved in any LCA Contracts. 

Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR).   The County of Ventura 
and eight cities in the County (Ventura, Camarillo, Oxnard, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks, 
Moorpark, Santa Paula, Fillmore) have enacted SOAR ordinances or initiatives.   The purpose 
of the SOAR ordinances is to ensure that agricultural, open space, and rural lands located 
beyond urban boundaries are not prematurely or unnecessarily converted to other more 
intensive development uses, unless approved by a majority of voters within the SOAR area.  
The County SOAR ordinance requires voter approval to allow development of lands with 
agricultural, open space and rural land use designations.  The city SOAR ordinances establish a 
City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) and require voter approval for development outside 
the boundary.  SOAR ordinances make it difficult to convert farmlands as it requires voter 
approval and costs of the placing the project on the ballot is the responsibility of the applicant. 

The Proposed Action and Site 4 Alternative facility sites are located just beyond the 
City’s CURB as delineated in the City’s SOAR ordinance.  The selected site would be annexed 
to the City and subject to City ordinances; however, public uses such as water facilities are 
exempt from the City’s SOAR ordinance requirements. 

Ventura County Right-to-Farm Ordinance.  The County of Ventura adopted a 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance for the purpose of preserving and protecting existing agricultural 
operations adjoining new development.  The ordinance only applies to properties located in the 
unincorporated areas of the County and, therefore, the agricultural land located upon and 
adjacent to the Proposed Action and Site 4 Alternative facility sites, and proposed well sites.  
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The Ventura County Right-to-Farm Ordinance states: 

No agricultural activities, operations, or facilities which are consistent with [the zoning 
ordinance] and the [Ventura County] General Plan and with proper and accepted 
customs and standards as established and followed by similar agricultural operations 
in the same locality, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any 
changed condition in or about the locality, after the agricultural uses have been in 
operation for more than one year if they were not a nuisance at the time they began. 

This ordinance effectively protects farmers in established farming areas from legal 
action that new uses or new residents in nearby settings may take against effects associated 
with customary, daily agricultural activities, including dust, odor, noise, and pesticide use.  As 
this is a County ordinance, it applies to the agricultural uses around the City of Camarillo, but 
not agricultural land within the City boundaries. 

City of Camarillo General Plan.  As indicated in the General Plan, the City of 
Camarillo values its agricultural resources and proposed that the agricultural activities be 
encouraged to continue both as a source of economic substance to the community and the 
County and as a physical definition to the urban area of the City.  An Agricultural Use Category 
is included in the Open Space and Conservation Element of the General Plan.  The type of 
classification will permit, in addition to agricultural uses, those residential and industrial activities 
associated with farming, including housing at a density not to exceed one unit per ten acres, the 
processing, packing, and storing of produce raised on the site and such other uses that are 
pertinent to agriculture. 

5.2.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.2.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

For the purposes of this project, the City has adopted the following significance 
thresholds developed by Ventura County (2011) for areas with a General Plan designation of 
“Agriculture”.  Loss of agricultural soils on the project site is considered a significant project-
specific impact if any of the following thresholds are equaled or exceeded. 

 Prime/Statewide Importance Farmland 5 acres 

 Unique Farmland   10 acres 

 Local Importance Farmland  15 acres 

A non-agricultural project would have a potentially significant land use incompatibility 
impact if it would be located within 300 feet (without vegetative screening) of classified farmland 
(Prime/Statewide, Unique, Local Importance).  This buffer distance may be waived for projects 
where individuals are not continuously present. 

A project that would require a Ventura County General Plan amendment and result in 
a loss of agricultural soils greater than indicated above is considered as having a substantial 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact. 
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5.2.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any direct farmland conversion, loss of crop 
production or conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations.  However, in the absence of the 
Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to degrade 
groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to contaminate existing wells located in 
the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and ultimately render local 
groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  Degradation of groundwater quality used to 
irrigate crops may result in substantial crop losses, and may ultimate render some properties 
unusable for agriculture. 

5.2.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Proposed Action would result in the conversion 
of approximately 4.7 acres of Prime farmland (see Table 5.2-2).  The area of farmland 
conversion would not equal or exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for Prime farmland; 
therefore, farmland conversion impacts are considered less than significant. 

Table 5.2-2.  Comparison of Important Farmland Take 

Project Component Proposed Action Site 4 Alternative Site 7 Alternative 

Facility site 4.1 4.1 4.1 

Facility access road/pipeline corridor 0.10 1.65 0.03 

Western well site 0.25 0.25 0.25 

Eastern well site* 0.25 0 0.25 

Total 4.70 6.00 4.63 

*Does not include unpaved access road to well site from Antonio Avenue, which would use an existing farm access road 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Proposed Action.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Proposed Action 
would involve annexing approximately 4.6 acres of land (facility site and two well sites), and 
changing the zoning to a non-agricultural designation.  However, the size of the remaining 
parcels (APN 156-0-180-340, -140) would be above the 40 acre minimum required by the 
existing Ventura County zoning designation.  In addition, the Ventura County Save Open-Space 
Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and the Ventura County Right-to-Farm ordinance 
would prevent conversion or modification of current agricultural practices at this parcel and 
adjacent farmlands. 
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The converted farmland area would be located adjacent to existing farmlands (facility 
site, western well site) and the recently annexed High School site (eastern well site), and would 
not fragment remaining farmlands.  The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a 
minimum 50 foot-wide buffer between treatment components and adjacent farmlands, including 
fencing and landscape screening.  Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing 
agricultural operations an adjacent parcels, including pest management.  As a single-use City-
operated facility, agreements and notification between parties can easily occur prior to pesticide 
use.  Therefore, the project may meet the criteria for a waiver from the 300 foot 
agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s policy. 

Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Proposed Action would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-340 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District to utilize a portion of the City of 
Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of 
imported water to augment local sources, and meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo 
Engineers, 2011).  The City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District are provided 
imported water by the Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas MWD).  The Calleguas 
MWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan indicates that very little surplus water would be 
available in future years, even if additional recycled water and treated groundwater were used to 
supplement potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-related shift in imported water 
allocation is not expected to result in population growth beyond currently forecast levels.  
Therefore, potable groundwater and transfer of imported water provided by the Proposed Action 
would not remove an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or related 
conversion of farmland.       

Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Proposed Action facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The project 
would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The approved High School would be located adjacent to the proposed eastern well 
site, and nearby the Proposed Action facility site.  This High School would permanently displace 
approximately 19.4 acres of Prime farmland, and 8.3 acres of Statewide Importance farmland.  
Full implementation of the City’s Conejo Creek Specific Plan would result in the conversion of 
480 acres of Prime farmland, 110 acres of Statewide Importance farmland, and 30 acres of 
Unique farmland.  Implementation of the City’s Springville Specific Plan would result in the 
conversion of 170 acres of Prime and Statewide Importance farmlands. 

The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR for the 
Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be significant 
and unavoidable.  The Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to the cumulative loss of 
farmland within the County and City.  However, the project’s incremental effect would not be 
“cumulatively considerable”; therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of 
agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.2.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Site 4 Alternative would result in the conversion 
of approximately 6.0 acres of Prime farmland (see Table 5.2-2).  The area of farmland 
conversion would exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for Prime farmland; therefore, farmland 
conversion impacts are considered significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Site 4 Alternative.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Site 4 Alternative 
would involve annexing approximately 4.4 acres of land (facility site and one well site), and 
changing the zoning to a non-agricultural designation.  However, the size of the remaining 
parcels (APN 156-0-180-340, -140) would be above the 40 acre minimum required by the 
existing Ventura County zoning designation.  In addition, the SOAR Initiative and the Ventura 
County Right-to-Farm ordinance would prevent conversion or modification of current agricultural 
practices at this parcel and adjacent farmlands. 
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The converted farmland area would be located adjacent to existing farmlands 
(western well site) and the recently annexed High School site (facility site), and would not 
fragment remaining farmlands.  The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a 
minimum 50 foot-wide buffer between treatment components and adjacent farmlands, including 
fencing and landscape screening.  Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing 
agricultural operations an adjacent parcels, including pest management.  As a single-use City-
operated facility, agreements and notification between parties can easily occur prior to pesticide 
use.  Therefore, the project may meet the criteria for a waiver from the 300 foot 
agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s policy. 

Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Site 4 Alternative would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-340 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District to utilize a portion of the City of 
Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of 
imported water to augment local sources, and meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo 
Engineers, 2011).  The City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District are provided 
imported water by the Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD).  The CMWD 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan indicates that very little surplus water would be available in future 
years, even if additional recycled water and treated groundwater were used to supplement 
potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-related shift in imported water allocation is 
not expected to result in population growth beyond currently forecast levels.  Therefore, potable 
groundwater and transfer of imported water provided by the Proposed Action would not remove 
an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or related conversion of farmland.       

Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Site 4 Alternative facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The project 
would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR for the 
Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be significant 
and unavoidable.  The Site 4 Alternative would incrementally contribute to the cumulative loss of 
farmland within the County and City.  However, the project’s incremental effect would not be 
“cumulatively considerable”; therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of 
agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.2.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Site 7 Alternative would result in the conversion 
of approximately 4.63 acres of Prime farmland and Statewide Importance farmland (see Table 
5.2-2).  The area of farmland conversion would not exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for 
Prime farmland/Statewide Importance farmland; therefore, farmland conversion impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Site 7 Alternative.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Site 7 Alternative 
would involve annexing approximately 4.6 acres of land (facility site and two well sites), and 
changing the zoning to a non-agricultural designation.  Converting approximately 4.1 acres of a 
5.77 acre agricultural parcel (APN 163-0-071-250) would likely make the remaining parcel 
unsuitable for continued agricultural production.  This impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a minimum 50 foot-wide 
buffer between treatment components and adjacent farmlands, including fencing and landscape 
screening.  Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing agricultural operations on 
the adjacent parcel to the north (APN 163-0-071-210, including pest management.  As a single-
use City-operated facility, agreements and notification between parties can easily occur prior to 
pesticide use.  Therefore, the project may meet the criteria for a waiver from the 300 foot 
agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s policy. 
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Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Site 7 Alternative would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-340 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District to utilize a portion of the City of 
Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of 
imported water to augment local sources, and meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo 
Engineers, 2011).  The City of Thousand Oaks and Camrosa Water District are provided 
imported water by the Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD).  The CMWD 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan indicates that very little surplus water would be available in future 
years, even if additional recycled water and treated groundwater were used to supplement 
potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-related shift in imported water allocation is 
not expected to result in population growth beyond currently forecast levels.  Therefore, potable 
groundwater and transfer of imported water provided by the Proposed Action would not remove 
an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or related conversion of farmland.       

Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Site 7 Alternative facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The Site 7 
Alternative would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses.  

Cumulative Impacts 

In combination with implementation of adopted specific plans in the City, the Site 7 
Alternative would incrementally contribute to a significant cumulative loss of farmland.  
However, the project’s incremental effect would not be “cumulatively considerable”; therefore, 
the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.2.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.2.3.1 Proposed Action 

Significant project impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

5.2.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

This Alternative would result in the loss of Prime farmlands exceeding the 
significance threshold.  The following mitigation measures focus on reducing the Prime farmland 
take below 5 acres. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 85 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o   
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  5 .2  Agr i cu l tu ra l  and  Fores t ry  Resources 

Page 5.2-12 
5/1/15 

 Design the groundwater treatment facility to reduce the site area below 4 
acres; 

 Reduce the length of the access road/pipeline corridor by accessing the site 
from Somis Road; and 

 Fully bury pipelines between the facility and Antonio Road to prevent 
farmland take.  

5.2.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Construction of a groundwater treatment facility at this site would likely render the 
remaining parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural production.  Therefore, the City shall 
purchase the entire 5.77 acre parcel (APN 163-0-071-250). 

5.2.4 Residual Impacts 

5.2.4.1 Proposed Action 

Significant project impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required and residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.2.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 5.2.3.2 is anticipated to 
reduce Prime farmland take below 5 acres.  Therefore, residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.2.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of the mitigation measure identified in Section 5.2.3.3 would reduce 
residual impacts to a less than significant level. 
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5.3 AIR QUALITY 

5.3.1 Affected Environment 

5.3.1.1 General Climate and Meteorology 

The Proposed Action site and alternative sites are located in the Oxnard Plain 
Airshed, a sub-basin of the South Central Coast Air Basin.  The Airshed is characterized by cool 
winters and warm, dry summers tempered by cooling sea breezes.  Summer, spring and fall 
weather is generally a result of the movement and intensity of the semi-permanent high 
pressure area located several hundred miles to the west.  Marine influences generally 
predominate during this period and cause afternoon onshore flow and evening off-shore flow.  
Winter weather is generally a result of the size and location of low pressure weather systems 
originating in the north Pacific Ocean.   

Ventura County winds are dominated by a diurnal land-sea breeze cycle.  This cycle 
is broken only by occasional winter storms and infrequent strong Santa Ana winds from the 
northeast.  The sea breeze is generally stronger than the land breeze and results in a net flow 
from west to east.  Westerly sea breezes carry pollutants generated in the coastal areas into the 
inland valleys where dispersion is restricted.  The presence of temperature inversions and 
westerly transport result in meteorological conditions conducive to ozone formation in the inland 
valleys.  In particular, Simi Valley and the Conejo Valley suffer from restricted vertical mixing 
caused by temperature inversions and transport of pollutants from the South Coast Air Basin.  
Consequently, the highest ozone concentrations in Ventura County typically occur in these 
Valleys.  The Simi Valley station records the highest pollutant concentrations, due to adverse 
meteorological conditions and occasional transport of pollutants from the adjacent San 
Fernando Valley.  

5.3.1.2 Effects of Air Pollution 

The primary chemical compounds that are considered pollutants emitted into or 
formed in the atmosphere include ozone, oxides of nitrogen, sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, 
carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. 

Ozone is formed in the atmosphere through a complex series of chemical reactions 
generally requiring light as an energy source.  Ozone is a pungent, colorless gas that is a strong 
irritant and attacks the respiratory system.  Respiratory and cardiovascular diseases are 
aggravated by exposure to ozone.  A healthy person exposed to high concentrations of ozone 
may experience nausea, dizziness, and burning in the chest.  Ozone also damages crops and 
other vegetation.   
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Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) which are considered pollutants include nitric oxide (NO) 
and nitrogen dioxide (NO2).  NO is colorless and odorless and is generally formed by 
combustion processes combining atmospheric oxygen and nitrogen.  NO2 is a reddish-brown 
irritating gas formed by the combination of NO and oxygen in the atmosphere or at the emission 
source.  Both NO and NO2 are considered ozone precursors because they react with 
hydrocarbons and oxygen to produce ozone.  Exposure to NO2 may increase the potential for 
respiratory infections in children and cause difficulty in breathing even among healthy persons 
and especially among asthmatics. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, pungent, irritating gas which affects the upper 
respiratory tract.  Sulfur dioxide may combine with particulate matter and settle in the lungs, 
causing damage to lung tissues.  Sulfur dioxide may combine with water in the atmosphere to 
form sulfuric acid that may fall as acid rain, damaging vegetation. 

Hydrocarbons include a wide variety of compounds containing hydrogen and carbon.  
Many hydrocarbons (known as reactive organic compounds [ROC]) react with NO and NO2 to 
form ozone.  Generally, ambient hydrocarbon concentrations do not cause adverse health 
effects directly, but result in ozone formation. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas generally formed by incomplete 
combustion of hydrocarbon-containing fuels.  Carbon monoxide does not irritate the respiratory 
tract, but does interfere with the ability of blood to carry oxygen to vital tissues. 

Particulate matter consists of a wide variety of particle sizes and composition.  
Generally, particles less than 10 microns (PM10) are considered to be pollutants because they 
accumulate in the lung tissues and may contain toxic materials which can be absorbed into the 
system. 

5.3.1.3 Air Monitoring Data 

The air quality of Ventura County is monitored by a network of six stations, operated 
by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD).  An air quality monitoring station is not located in the vicinity of Camarillo.  
However, the El Rio station is located approximately 7.3 miles west of the Proposed Action site 
and alternative sites, and adequately characterizes the air quality of the Proposed Action area 
(Pleasant Valley). 

Table 5.3-1 lists the monitored maximum concentrations and number of 
exceedances of air quality standards at the El Rio station for the years 2010 through 2012.  As 
shown in Table 5.3-1, ozone concentrations monitored at the El Rio station did not exceed the 
State 1-hour standard, and only exceeded the State 8-hour standard on one day during 2010 
through 2012.  PM10 concentrations monitored at the El Rio station exceeded the State 24-hour 
during only one sampling period per year during 2010 through 2012.   
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5.3.1.4 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  The Federal CAA (as amended in 1990) is the 
federal law that governs air quality, including setting standards for the allowable concentrations 
of air pollutants.  At the federal level, these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has developed two sets 
of standards; one to provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human health and the 
second to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects.  Standards 
have been established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health 
concerns; the criteria pollutants are CO, NO2, O3, inhalable PM, lead, and SO2.  Ventura County 
is classified as a serious non-attainment area for the Federal 8-hour ozone standard, meaning 
ambient air monitoring data indicates this standard is periodically exceeded. 

Table 5.3-1.  Air Quality Summary – El Rio Station 

Parameter Standard 
Year 

2010 2011 2012 

Ozone (O3) – parts per million 

Maximum 1-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.083 0.081 0.082 

Number of days exceeding State 1-hour standard 0.09 ppm 0 0 0 

Maximum 8-hour concentration monitored (ppm)  0.073 0.069 0.065 

Number of days exceeding State 8-hour standard 0.070 ppm 1 0 0 

Number of days exceeding Federal 8-hour standard 0.075 ppm 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter less than 10 microns (PM10) – micrograms per cubic meter 

Maximum sample (g/m3 )  61.5 51.7 56.9 

Number of samples exceeding State standard 50 g/m3 1 1 1 

Number of samples exceeding Federal standard 150 g/m3 0 0 0 

Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) – micrograms per cubic meter 

Maximum sample (g/m3 )  27.7 28.7 30.8 

Number of samples exceeding Federal standard 35 g/m3 0 0 0 

State.  The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for implementing 
the requirements of the Federal CAA, regulating emissions from motor vehicles and consumer 
products, and implementing the California Clean Air Act of 1988 (CCAA).  The CCAA outlines a 
program to attain the State standards for O3, NO2, SO2, and CO by the earliest practical date.  
Since the State standards are generally more stringent than the Federal standards, attainment 
of the State standards may require more emission reductions than required to attain Federal 
standards.  Similar to the Federal system, the state requirements and compliance dates are 
based on the severity of the ambient air quality standard violation within a region.  Ventura 
County has been classified as a severe non-attainment area for the State 1-hour ozone 
standard, and a non-attainment area for the State 24-hour PM10 standard.    
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5.3.1.5 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 

The Federal CAA established clean air plan requirements for areas that exceed the 
NAAQS.  These areas, called nonattainment areas, must develop and implement clean air plans 
to attain the NAAQS by specified dates.  Clean air plans are also called nonattainment plans or 
state implementation plans.  Each state is responsible for implementing the Federal CAA within 
its jurisdiction.  California state law designates the CARB as California’s agency for all purposes 
set forth in the Federal CAA, including preparation of the California State Implementation Plan 
for ozone.   

In July 1997, EPA promulgated an 8-hour NAAQS for ozone.  Based on Ventura 
County’s ozone levels over the previous three years, EPA designated Ventura County a 
moderate nonattainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2004.  Moderate 
ozone nonattainment areas must attain the federal 8-hour ozone standard by June 15, 2010.  
On February 14, 2008, ARB formally requested that EPA reclassify (bump up) Ventura County 
up one classification level to a serious 8-hour ozone nonattainment area.  This means that 
Ventura County must meet the federal 8-hour ozone standard by June 15, 2013.  Although 
Ventura County will have more time to attain the 8-hour standard, the serious classification 
requires Ventura County to meet the requirements for that higher classification, many of which 
are more stringent than for moderate areas.  Accordingly, in anticipation of becoming a serious 
area, the 2007 AQMP was prepared to satisfy the Federal CAA planning requirements for that 
classification.  

Building on previous Ventura County AQMPs, the 2007 AQMP presents a combined 
local and state clean air strategy based on concurrent ROG and NOx emission reductions to 
bring Ventura County into attainment of the federal 8-hour ozone standard.  ROG and NOx 

emitted by both anthropogenic and natural sources react in the atmosphere to produce 
photochemical smog, of which ozone is the principal constituent.  Ventura County was the first 
area in the nation to institute such a strategy for meeting ozone standards.  The local strategy 
includes the 1994 AQMP clean air strategy plus several new and further study emission control 
measures.  

Photochemical modeling results documented in the 2007 AQMP indicate Ventura 
County will meet the Federal 8-hour ozone standard by 2013, the attainment date for serious 
ozone nonattainment areas. 

5.3.1.6 Health Risk Issues 

The combustion of diesel fuel in truck engines (as well as other internal combustion 
engines) produces exhaust containing a number of compounds that have been identified as 
hazardous air pollutants by EPA and toxic air contaminants by the ARB.  Particulate matter 
(PM) from diesel exhaust has recently been identified as a toxic air contaminant, which has 
prompted ARB to develop a Final Risk Reduction Plan (released October 2000) for exposure to 
diesel PM.  Based on ARB Resolution 00-30, full implementation of emission reduction 
measures recommended in the Final Risk Reduction Plan would result in a 75 percent reduction 
in the diesel PM Statewide inventory and the associated cancer risk by 2010, and an 85 percent 
reduction by 2020 in the diesel PM inventory and potential cancer risk. 
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5.3.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.3.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The City of Camarillo has adopted significance thresholds recommended in the Air 
Quality Assessment Guidelines prepared by the Ventura County APCD (2003).  The Guidelines 
indicate that a project would have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 

 Result in daily emissions exceeding 25 pounds of reactive organic 
compounds (ROC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx); 

 Cause a violation or make a substantial contribution to a violation of an 
ambient air quality standard; 

 Directly or indirectly cause the existing population to exceed the population 
forecasts in the most recently adopted AQMP; 

 Be inconsistent with the Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) and emit greater than 2 pounds per day ROC or NOx. 

5.3.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any increase in air pollutant emissions, and would 
not adversely affect local or regional air quality. 

5.3.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Emissions.  Air pollutant emissions generated by construction 
activities would include exhaust emissions and wind-blown (fugitive) dust.  Construction of the 
North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility would involve site preparation and 
excavation, transportation and erection of mechanical, electrical and fluid systems and 
installation of piping and electrical connections. Pipeline installation activities would include 
trenching, pipe laying, trench backfilling, roadway surface repair, and transportation (materials, 
equipment and workers).    

A peak day during construction was used to estimate construction emissions, and is 
defined as site preparation, which would require a dozer, scraper, backhoe, wheeled loader and 
excavator.  Construction exhaust emissions were calculated using activity assumptions, load 
factors and emission factors from Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emissions Study (USEPA, 
1991).  Transportation emissions were estimated using the EMFAC2007 model developed by 
the ARB, and assuming that site preparation activities would occur in 2014.  The trip distance 
was assumed to be 15 miles based on the average home-work trip distance in Ventura County 
from APCD (2003).  The total number of one-way vehicle trips on a peak day was assumed to 
be 30, based on 5 one-way truck trips and 25 one-way construction worker trips.    
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Construction-related PM10 emissions may cause or substantially contribute to local 
exceedances of the State PM10 standard or cumulatively hinder progress towards attainment of 
the State PM10 standard.  In addition, dust generated by construction activities immediately 
adjacent to residences may be considered a nuisance and violates APCD Rule 51.  Rule 51 
prohibits the discharge of air contaminants which “cause injury, detriment, nuisance or 
annoyance to any considerable number of persons…”  However, the following dust control 
measures will be included in the project’s construction specifications to ensure compliance with 
Rule 51: 

 Removal of vegetation and ground disturbance shall be limited to the 
minimum area necessary to complete project construction activities.  
Vegetative cover shall be maintained on all other portions of the project area. 

 Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to be graded 
or excavated before commencement of grading or excavation operations.  
Application of water (preferably reclaimed, if available) should penetrate 
sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust during grading activities.   

 All graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active portions of 
project construction sites, including unpaved on-site roadways, shall be 
treated to prevent fugitive dust.  Treatment shall include, but not necessarily 
be limited to, periodic watering, application of environmentally safe soil 
stabilization material, and/or roll-compaction as appropriate.  Watering shall 
be done as often as necessary and reclaimed water shall be used whenever 
possible.   

 During periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust 
to impact adjacent properties), all clearing, grading, earth-moving, and 
excavation operations shall be curtailed to the degree necessary to prevent 
fugitive dust created by on-site activities and operations from being a 
nuisance or hazard, either off-site or on-site.  The site 
superintendent/supervisor shall use his/her discretion in conjunction with the 
APCD in determining when winds are excessive. 

 Silt containing material excavated, stockpiled or transported during 
construction shall be wetted regularly. 

 On-site construction vehicle speed shall be limited to 15 miles per hour in 
unpaved areas. 

 Trucks transporting backfill material to the project site shall be covered or 
maintain a minimum two-foot freeboard; and 

 Roadways in the vicinity of construction access points shall be swept as 
necessary to prevent the accumulation of silt. 
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Table 5.3-2.  Construction Peak Day Air Pollutant Emissions Summary 

Source 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

Heavy equipment 144.0 144.0 144.0 

On-road vehicles 1.6 1.6 1.6 

Total NOx (pounds/day) 145.6 145.6 145.6 

Heavy equipment 9.9 9.9 9.9 

On-road vehicles 0.2 0.2 0.2 

Total ROC (pounds/day) 10.1 10.1 10.1 

Peak day construction-related NOx and ROC emissions would be 145.6 pounds and 
10.1 pounds, respectively (see Table 5.3-2).  Peak day construction emissions would be same 
for the Proposed Action and the alternative sites, and are not considered significant impacts due 
to their short-term nature.  However, the Proposed Action facility site is located near residences 
and St. John’s Hospital and persons which may be more sensitive to reduced air quality, and 
project emissions may cause or substantially contribute to local exceedances of the State ozone 
standard or cumulatively hinder progress towards attainment of the State ozone standard.  
Therefore, the following measures will be included in the project’s construction specifications: 

 Minimizing idling time; and 

 Maintaining engines in good condition and proper tune. 

 The number of pieces of equipment in operation at any one time shall be 
minimized. 

 Alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas, 
liquefied natural gas, or electric, shall be used if feasible. 

The Proposed Action would generate short-term diesel exhaust emissions 
associated with heavy equipment usage, and truck transportation of construction materials.   
The amount of heavy equipment usage and number of diesel truck trips associated with project 
construction would be short-term and minimal in a regional context, such that the Proposed 
Action would have a less than significant contribution to public health risk.  In a local context, the 
Proposed Action would represent a short-term contribution to public health risk associated with 
exposure to toxic air contaminants.  Therefore, diesel exhaust emissions and associated toxic 
air contaminants are considered a less than significant impact to air quality. 

Operation Emissions.  Emissions associated with operation would be limited to that 
generated by motor vehicles used by City staff operating and maintaining the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility.  Based on three 3 person shifts and two one-way trips per 
person, the Proposed Action would generate up to 18 worker one-way trips per day.  In addition, 
several chemical delivery trips would occur each month.  Peak day operation emissions are 
estimated as 0.6 pounds NOx and 0.1 pounds ROC, and would be the same for the Proposed 
Action and the alternatives.  These peak day emissions are less than the adopted thresholds 
(25 pounds per day), and considered a less than significant impact. 
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Small amounts of mildly odorous compounds would be used at the Groundwater 
Treatment Facility, including sodium hypochlorite and aqueous ammonia.  However, these 
compounds would be stored in sealed containers and used in small quantities (see Table 3-1).  
The closest residence is located on Villamonte Court, approximately 250 feet to the southeast of 
the Proposed Action facility site.  St. John’s Hospital is located approximately 300 feet to the 
southwest.  Project-related odors may be detectable by unusually sensitive individuals at 
adjacent land uses; however, a considerable number of persons would not be affected and Rule 
51 would not be violated.  Therefore, potential odor impacts are considered less than significant. 

The Proposed Action would only generate a few heavy-duty truck trips per month, 
such that long-term diesel exhaust emissions would be negligible.  Therefore, long-term air 
quality impacts associated with toxic diesel exhaust would be less than significant. 

Violation of Air Quality Standards.  State 1-hour ambient standards for CO are 
sometimes exceeded at roadway intersections during times of peak traffic congestion.  These 
localized areas are sometimes called CO “hotspots”.  Due to the relatively low ambient CO 
levels and the lack of major intersections in the region, CO hotspots rarely occur.  The Proposed 
Action would generate only small amounts of traffic, and mostly during the construction period.  
Considering the above, the Proposed Action would not be expected to create or contribute 
substantially to the violation of CO standards. 

Air Quality Management Plan Consistency.  Projects that cause local populations 
to exceed population forecasts in the Ventura County AQMP are considered inconsistent with 
the AQMP, as exceeding population forecasts can result in the generation of emissions beyond 
those which have been projected in the AQMP.  As discussed in Section 6.0, the Proposed 
Action has the potential to be growth-inducing by facilitating the treatment and use of poor 
quality groundwater for potable uses.  However, if project-related growth did occur, the AQMP 
population forecasts are not anticipated to be exceeded because actual population growth in the 
project area (estimated 2013 population of Camarillo: 66,428) has been less than assumed in 
the AQMP (forecast 2005 population of Camarillo: 72,072).  As such, the Proposed Action 
would be consistent with the AQMP. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
emissions and long-term vehicle emissions.  In particular, operational emissions from 
implementation of the Springville Specific Plan, Conejo Creek Specific Plan, Village Gateway 
Project and Camarillo Academy High School would be over 117 520 pounds per day NOx.  In 
addition, these projects would generate air pollutant emissions during construction, and it is 
likely that construction emissions associated with the Proposed Action would occur at the same 
time as one or more of these projects.  Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are considered 
significant.  However, the incremental contribution of the Proposed Action to these impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.3.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

The discussion of project-specific air quality impacts provided for the Proposed 
Action in Section 5.3.2.2 is applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.  However, residences are 
located further from the Site 4 Alternative, approximately 1,400 feet to the southeast along 
Somis Road, and 1,500 feet to the southwest along Fieldgate Drive.  Since these land uses are 
further, project-related odors may be less detectable, as compared to the Proposed Action.   
However, project-related odors are not anticipated to be an annoyance to a considerable 
number of persons, such that a nuisance would not occur.   

Both construction emissions (see Table 5.3-2) and operation emissions would not 
exceed thresholds and are considered a less than significant impact to regional and local air 
quality.  However, emissions reduction measures would be implemented as discussed in 
Section 5.3.2.2. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
emissions and long-term vehicle emissions.  In particular, operational emissions from 
implementation of the Springville Specific Plan, Conejo Creek Specific Plan, Village Gateway 
Project and Camarillo Academy High School would be over 117 520 pounds per day NOx.  In 
addition, these projects would generate air pollutant emissions during construction, and it is 
likely that construction emissions associated with the Site 2 Alternative would occur at the same 
time as one or more of these projects.  Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are considered 
significant.  However, the incremental contribution of the Site 4 Alternative to these impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.3.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

The discussion of project-specific air quality impacts provided for the Proposed 
Action in Section 5.3.2.2 is applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.  However, one residence is 
located near the Site 7 Alternative, approximately 200 feet to the northeast along Seminary 
Road.  Since this residence is closer, project-related odors may be more detectable, as 
compared to the Proposed Action.   However, project-related odors are not anticipated to be an 
annoyance to a considerable number of persons, such that a nuisance would not occur.   

Both construction emissions (see Table 5.3-2) and operation emissions would not 
exceed thresholds and are considered a less than significant impact to regional and local air 
quality.  However, emissions reduction measures would be implemented as discussed in 
Section 5.3.2.2. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
emissions and long-term vehicle emissions.  In particular, operational emissions from 
implementation of the Springville Specific Plan, Conejo Creek Specific Plan, Village Gateway 
Project and Camarillo Academy High School would be over 117 520 pounds per day NOx.  In 
addition, these projects would generate air pollutant emissions during construction, and it is 
likely that construction emissions associated with the Site 7 Alternative would occur at the same 
time as one or more of these projects.  Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are considered 
significant.  However, the incremental contribution of the Site 7 Alternative to these impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.3.3.1 Proposed Action 

No significant air quality impacts have been identified because air emissions 
reduction measures recommended by the Ventura County APCD Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines (revised 2003) have been incorporated into the Proposed Action (see Section 
5.3.2.2).  Therefore, no additional measures are required. 

5.3.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

No significant air quality impacts have been identified because air emissions 
reduction measures recommended by the Ventura County APCD Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines (revised 2003) have been incorporated into the Site 4 Alternative (see Section 
5.3.2.2).  Therefore, no additional measures are required. 

5.3.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

No significant air quality impacts have been identified because air emissions 
reduction measures recommended by the Ventura County APCD Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines (revised 2003) have been incorporated into the Site 7 Alternative (see Section 
5.3.2.2).  Therefore, no additional measures are required. 

5.3.4 Residual Impacts 

5.3.4.1 Proposed Action 

Implementation of the emissions reduction measures identified in Section 5.3.2.2 
would prevent significant air quality impacts.  Therefore, residual impacts associated with the 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

5.3.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Implementation of the emissions reduction measures identified in Section 5.3.2.2 
would prevent significant air quality impacts.  Therefore, residual impacts associated with the 
Site 4 Alternative would be less than significant. 
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5.3.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of the emissions reduction measures identified in Section 5.3.2.2 
would prevent significant air quality impacts.  Therefore, residual impacts associated with the 
Site 7 Alternative would be less than significant. 

5.3.5 Federal Findings 

Section 176 of the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act prohibits the Federal 
government from engaging in any activity that does not conform to the applicable air quality 
implementation plan.  For the purposes of the proposed project, the applicable implementation 
plan is the California State Implementation Plan for Ozone.  Ventura County is classified as a 
serious non-attainment area for the Federal 8-hour ozone standard.  “Determining Conformity of 
General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans” (40 CFR 93.153b) lists de 
minimis thresholds for non-attainment areas, which are emission levels below which a 
conformity determination is not required.  The threshold for serious ozone non-attainment areas 
is 50 tons per year oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (equivalent to 
ROC). 

Table 5.3-3.  Annual Construction Air Pollutant Emissions Summary 

Construction Phase 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

NOx Emissions (tons) 

Site preparation 1.08 1.08 1.08 

Plant and well construction 4.69 4.69 4.69 

Pipeline installation 2.78 5.20 5.58 

Total 8.55 10.97 11.35 

ROC Emissions (tons) 

Site preparation 0.07 0.07 0.07 

Plant construction 0.54 0.54 0.54 

Pipeline installation 0.21 0.40 0.43 

Total 0.82 1.01 1.04 

Annual emissions for the Proposed Action and the alternatives are presented in 
Tables 5.3-3 and 5.3-4 for construction and operation, respectively.  Construction emissions are 
not exempt from general conformity; however, they need only be accounted for (through offsets 
or mitigation) during the construction phase.  As shown in Tables 5.3-3 and 5.3-4, operation-
related and construction-related NOx and VOC emissions would not exceed the 50 tons per 
year de minimis thresholds.  Therefore, a conformity determination would not be required and 
construction emissions would be assumed to be minimal with respect to the emissions budget 
used to develop the State Implementation Plan.    
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Table 5.3-4.  Annual Operations Air Pollutant Emissions Summary 

Component 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

NOx Emissions (tons) 

Worker trips (365 days/year) 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Chemical deliveries (20 per year) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Total <0.03 <0.03 <0.03 

ROC Emissions (tons) 

Worker trips (365 days/year) 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Chemical deliveries (20 per year) <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 

Total <0.02 <0.02 <0.02 
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5.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

5.4.1 Affected Environment 

5.4.1.1 Prehistory 

The project area lies within the historic territory of the Native American Indian group 
known as the Chumash. The Chumash occupied the region from San Luis Obispo County to 
Malibu Canyon on the coast, and inland as far as the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley, 
and the four northern Channel Islands (Grant 1978). The Chumash are subdivided into factions 
based on distinct dialects.  

The Ventureño were the southernmost Chumash group, occupying most of the area 
of present day Ventura County and the southwest corner of Los Angeles County. The name 
Ventureño is derived from the mission with local jurisdiction, San Buenaventura.  

Chumash society developed over the course of some 9,000 years and achieved a 
level of social, political and economic complexity not ordinarily associated with hunting and 
gathering groups (Morrato 1984). The prehistoric Chumash are believed to have maintained one 
of the most elaborate bead money systems in the world, as well as one of the most complex 
non-agricultural societies (King 1990).  Several chronological frameworks have been developed 
for the Chumash region.  One of the most definitive works on Chumash chronology is that of 
King (1990). King postulates three major periods; Early, Middle and Late. Based on artifact 
typologies from a great number of sites, he was able to discern numerous style changes within 
each of the major periods.  

The Early Period (8000 to 3350 Before Present [B.P.]) is characterized by a primarily 
seed processing subsistence economy.  The Middle Period (3350 to 800 B.P.) is marked by a 
shift in the economic/subsistence focus from plant gathering and the use of hard seeds, to a 
more generalized hunting-maritime-gathering adaptation, with an increased focus on acorns. 
The full development of the Chumash culture, one of the most socially and economically 
complex hunting and gathering groups in North America, occurred during the Late Period (800 
to 150 B.P.).  

The Chumash aboriginal way of life ended with Spanish colonization.  As neophytes 
brought into the mission system, they were transformed from hunters and gatherers into 
agricultural laborers and exposed to diseases to which they had no resistance.  By the end of 
the Mission Period in 1834, the Chumash population had been decimated by disease and 
declining birthrates.  Population loss as a result of disease and economic deprivation continued 
into the next century.  

Today, many people claim their Chumash heritage in Ventura County.  In general, 
they place high value on objects and places associated with their past history, especially burials, 
grave goods, and archaeological sites.  
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5.4.1.2 History of the Project Area 

In 1769, the Portola Expedition departed the newly established San Diego settlement 
and marched northward toward Monterey, with the objective to secure that port and establish 
five missions along the route. The closest mission to Camarillo was Mission San Buenaventura, 
founded by Father Serra in 1782.  

In 1822, Mexico gained its independence from Spain, and in 1834 the Missions were 
secularized and their lands granted as rewards for loyal service or in response to an individual’s 
petition.  The project site falls within the historic territory of the Mexican land grant Rancho Las 
Pozas, which was granted to Jose Carrillo in 1834 (Cowan, 1977). The Mexican Period ended 
with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848, which transferred control of 
California, New Mexico, Texas, and other western properties to the United States.  

The small community of Camarillo began to grow with the arrival of the Southern 
Pacific in 1900.  The townsite was laid out by William T. Fulton in 1910 (Triem, 1985). The lands 
around the town yielded rich agricultural crops which provided the early economic support of the 
area.  The City of Camarillo was incorporated in 1964.  

5.4.1.3 Record Search 

Mary Maki of Conejo Archeological Consultants conducted a records search at the 
South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC) on December 2, 2013.  The records search 
included a review of all archaeological site records and investigative reports within a 0.5-mile 
radius of the Proposed Action facility site and included the alternative sites.  In addition, historic 
maps of the project area were inspected.  Fifteen archaeological investigations are recorded 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the Proposed Action facility site.  The Proposed Action facility site and 
alternatives under review fall within a larger area inspected by Robert Lopez in 1986 and 1999.  
However, a review of Lopez’s reports indicates that he did not conduct a systematic survey of 
the specific sites currently being investigated.  In 2008, Conejo Archeological Consultants 
conducted an archeological survey of the Proposed Action facility site, the proposed pipeline 
alignment along Las Posas Road and the proposed western well site.  No cultural resources 
were identified by Conejo Archeological Consultants. 

The Proposed Action facility site and the Site 4 Alternative facility site (including the 
proposed eastern well site) were more recently systematically surveyed as part of a 77 acre 
survey conducted by LSA Associates in 2012, for the Camarillo Academy High School + 
Performing Arts Center Project.  LSA Associates survey transects were spaced at 
approximately 10 meter intervals and ground surface visibility ranged from fair to excellent.  No 
cultural resources were identified by the LSA Associates archaeologists.  However, LSA 
Associates does note in their report that "The project site is within an active depositional setting, 
and buried archaeological materials may be present." (Fulton, 2012).  Therefore, LSA 
Associates recommended that all project grading and excavation within native soil be monitored 
by a qualified archaeologist.  Based on Native American consultation, the Environmental Impact 
Report for the Camarillo High School + Performing Arts Center Project also included mitigation 
requiring a Native American be retained to monitor construction activities (LSA Associates, 
2013).  
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The listings of the National Register of Historic Places (National Park Service, 2013), 
California Historical Landmarks (Office of Historic Preservation, 2013a) and California Points of 
Historical Interest (Office of Historic Preservation, 1992) include no properties within a 0.5-mile 
radius of the Proposed Action facility site and alternative sites.  The California State Historic 
Resources Inventory (Office of Historic Preservation, 2013b) also lists no significant historic 
properties within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site.  There are no Ventura County Historical 
Landmarks within a 0.5-mile radius of the project (Ventura County 1997).  

5.4.1.4 Archeological Field Survey 

Conejo Archeological Consultants (Mary Maki and Gwen Romani) conducted an 
archaeological survey of the Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and 
western well site and the pipeline alignments on December 4, 2013.  Note that the Site 7 
Alternative facility site was not surveyed due to lack of access.  The sites surveyed are located 
on level agricultural land near the southeastern end of the Camarillo Hills in Pleasant Valley.  
The soils within the general project area are of three common types; Pico Loam, which has a 
sandy substratum characterized by a layer of gravelly and stony course sand; Mocho Loam, 
which usually overlays a deep clay strata; Sorrento Silty Clay Loam, which is characterized by 
course silty clay subsoil.  

Survey methodology consisted of walking transects spaced 3 meters apart in a 
systematic pattern across the Proposed Action facility site and Site 4 Alternative facility site, and 
pipeline alignments located within agricultural fields.  Both facility sites are located within level 
agricultural fields near the southeastern end of the Camarillo Hills in what is known as the 
Pleasant Valley.  Ground surface visibility was excellent as the row crops were just beginning to 
sprout.  No evidence of prehistoric or historic resources was observed.  

The proposed eastern well site is located within the Site 4 Alternative facility site, and 
as previously noted, ground surface visibility was excellent in that general area.  The proposed 
western well site is located at the corner of N. Ponderosa Avenue and Antonio Avenue in an 
avocado orchard.  Portions of this location were previously surveyed by Conejo Archeological 
Consultants in 2008 as part of Alternative Site 1.  Survey methodology within the proposed well 
site was opportunistic, because a thick layer of wood chips/mulch covered nearly the entire area 
making systematic transects ineffective.  No evidence of prehistoric or historic resources was 
observed at either proposed well location.  However, ground surface visibility was poor at the 
western well site.  

Survey methodology for the proposed pipeline routes along Las Posas Road and 
Antonio Avenue consisted of walking along each side of the road and inspecting any visible 
ground surface within the landscaped areas bordering the two streets.  Ground disturbances in 
this location included street construction and some trenching for the laying of various utilities 
including sewer, water and gas lines.  No prehistoric or historic resources were noted along the 
proposed pipeline routes.  
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Native American Consultation.  A sacred lands file search with the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) failed to indicate the presence of Native American 
sacred places/site in the project area.  The following NAHC list of recommended Chumash 
contacts were e-mailed or mailed a project description letter dated November 15, 2013, and 
asked to respond with any comments or concerns regarding the project:  

 Alva-Padilla, Adelina, Chair Woman, Santa Ynez Tribal Elders Council;  

 Armenta, Vincent, Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians;  

 Arredondo, Frank;  

 Baker, Crystal, Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation;  

 Banuelos, Raudel Joe Jr., Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians;  

 Cordero, Michael, Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation;  

 Folkes, Beverly Salazar;  

 Garcia, Janet, Chairperson, Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation;  

 Guzman-Folkes, Randy;  

 Miller, Stephen William;  

 Owl Clan;  

 Pappo, Kathleen, Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians;  

 Parra, Charles;  

 Parra-Hernandez, Melissa;  

 Pulido, Carol;  

 Romero, Freddie, Santa Ynez Elders Council;  

 Salas, Ronnie, Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians;  

 Tumamait, Julie, Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians;  

 Tumamait, Patrick;  

 Tribal Administrator, Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians; and 

 Vigil, Chief Mark Steven, San Luis Obispo County Chumash Council. 

As of May 1, 2015, one Native American response has been received. Freddy 
Romero, representing the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians' Elders Council, telephoned on 
November 18, 2013.  Mr. Romero indicated that the group of Chumash who visited the 
Camarillo Academy High School Project site with an Oxnard Union School District 
representative found artifacts, such as chipped stone flakes.  Mr. Romero stated the area 
should be considered highly sensitive for Native American resources and that any earth 
disturbance in that area should be monitored by both an archaeologist and Native American.  
He also wanted to verify that Julie Tumamait, Pat Tumamait, Charles Para, & Beverly Folkes 
were contacted about the proposed project.  
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5.4.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.4.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of an historical resource may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  Adverse changes may include demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of 
the resource or its immediate surroundings.  For the purposes of this document, a substantial 
adverse change to a historically significant resource is considered a significant impact.   

A cultural resource shall be considered to be "historically significant" if the resource 
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (Pub. Res. Code 
SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following:  

 Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; 

 Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method 
of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

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

5.4.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any direct disturbance of cultural resources, or 
increase access to cultural resources, or increase population density that may result in a greater 
potential for disturbance of cultural resources.  No adverse effects to cultural resources would 
occur. 

5.4.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

Based on the records search and archeological field survey results, the Proposed 
Action would not adversely impact any known prehistoric or historic archaeological resource. 
The facility and well sites have been cultivated for at least 100 years and have been extensively 
ripped, disked and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits are expected to occur within the top two 
feet of soil.  However, as the facility site is located within an active depositional setting, there is 
a possibility that buried archaeological materials may be present, which could be potentially 
impacted by project implementation.  Such impacts are considered potentially significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Generally, other projects discussed in Section 3.6 are located in previously 
developed areas and are unlikely to adversely affect intact archeological resources.  However, 
two archeological sites (F-1, CA-VEN-223) may be adversely impacted by build-out of the 
Springville Specific Plan.  In addition, isolated cultural resources may be discovered during 
construction-related ground disturbance associated with the cumulative projects.  Overall, the 
significance of potential cumulative impacts to cultural resources is unknown. 
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The Proposed Action may contribute to this cumulative impact; however, mitigation 
measures are provided to avoid and minimize potential impacts to archeological resources.  
Therefore, the incremental contribution of the Proposed Action would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

5.4.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Based on the records search and archeological field survey results, the Site 4 
Alternative would not adversely impact any known prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resource.  The facility and well sites have been cultivated for at least 100 years and have been 
extensively ripped, disked and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits are expected to occur within 
the top two feet of soil.  However, as the facility site is located within an active depositional 
setting, there is a possibility that buried archaeological materials may be present, which could 
be potentially impacted by project implementation.  Such impacts are considered potentially 
significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Site 4 Alternative may contribute to cumulative impacts; however, mitigation 
measures are provided to avoid and minimize potential impacts to archeological resources.  
Therefore, the incremental contribution of the Site 4 Alternative would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

5.4.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Based on the records search, the Site 7 Alternative would not adversely impact any 
known prehistoric or historic archaeological resource. The facility and well sites have been 
cultivated for at least 100 years and have been extensively ripped, disked and plowed.  
Therefore, no intact deposits are expected to occur within the top two feet of soil.  However, the 
facility site has not been subject to an archeological field survey and is located adjacent to a 
drainage (Arroyo Las Posas) where pre-historic humans typically frequented.  Project-related 
ground disturbance may adversely affect buried archaeological materials, and such impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Site 7 Alternative may contribute to cumulative impacts; however, mitigation 
measures are provided to avoid and minimize potential impacts to archeological resources.  
Therefore, the incremental contribution of the Site 7 Alternative would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
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5.4.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.4.3.1 Proposed Action 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially significant archaeological 
resources, and to address the Chumash community's concerns, the following measures should 
be fully implemented during construction.  

1. An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be retained to monitor all 
project-related earth disturbances that extend below 2 feet from the ground 
surface, within the facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the archaeological monitor 
shall give all workers associated with earth-disturbing procedures an 
orientation regarding the probability of exposing cultural resources and 
directions as to what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect 
project construction in the event that potentially significant cultural resources 
are exposed.  Based on monitoring observations and the actual extent of 
project disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority to refine 
the monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or 
halt monitoring) in consultation with the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of construction and 
provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

2. In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are exposed during 
project construction, all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must 
be temporarily suspended until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the nature 
and significance of the find.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  A 
Chumash representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated 
with Native American materials.  

3. If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

5.4.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

See measures listed in Section 5.4.3.1. 

5.4.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially significant archaeological 
resources, and to address the Chumash community's concerns, the following measures should 
be fully implemented during construction.  
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1. The facility site shall be subject to a Phase 1 Archaeological Investigation as 
early in the planning process as possible, and the facility design shall be modified 
to avoid any intact cultural resources to the extent feasible.  

2. An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be retained to monitor all 
project-related earth disturbances that extend below 2 feet from the ground 
surface, within the facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the archaeological monitor 
shall give all workers associated with earth-disturbing procedures an 
orientation regarding the probability of exposing cultural resources and 
directions as to what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect 
project construction in the event that potentially significant cultural resources 
are exposed.  Based on monitoring observations and the actual extent of 
project disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority to refine 
the monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or 
halt monitoring) in consultation with the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of construction and 
provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

3. In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are exposed during 
project construction, all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must 
be temporarily suspended until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the nature 
and significance of the find.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  A 
Chumash representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated 
with Native American materials.  

4. If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

5.4.4 Residual Impacts 

5.4.4.1 Proposed Action 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce potential impacts to 
cultural resources to a level of less than significant. 

5.4.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce potential impacts to 
cultural resources to a level of less than significant. 
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5.4.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce potential impacts to 
cultural resources to a level of less than significant. 

5.4.5 Federal Findings 

The proposed project may be Federally funded (in part), such that findings with 
regard to compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act must be made.  Full 
implementation of mitigation measures provided would result in a finding of compliance. 
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5.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

5.5.1 Affected Environment 

5.5.1.1 Introduction 

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are defined as any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in 
the atmosphere.  These gases lead to the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere near 
the earth’s surface, commonly known as the Greenhouse Effect.  There is increasing evidence 
that the Greenhouse Effect is leading to global climate change.  The heat trapping potential of a 
GHG is referred to as the “Global Warming Potential” (GWP).  Each GHG has a GWP value 
based on the heat trapping properties of the GHG relative to CO2.  This is commonly referred to 
as CO2 equivalent (e).   

5.5.1.2 Greenhouse Gases of Concern 

Unlike criteria air pollutants, which are of regional and local concern, GHGs 
emissions are a global issue, as climate change is not a localized phenomenon.  Eight 
recognized GHGs are described below.  The first six are commonly analyzed for projects, while 
the last two are often excluded for reasons described below.   

 Carbon Dioxide (CO2):  natural sources include decomposition of dead organic 
matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from 
oceans; and volcanic degassing; anthropogenic sources of CO2 include burning 
fuels such as coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.  

 Methane (CH4): natural sources include wetlands, permafrost, oceans and 
wildfires; anthropogenic sources include fossil fuel production, rice cultivation, 
biomass burning, animal husbandry (fermentation during manure management), 
and landfills.  

 Nitrous Oxide (N2O): natural sources include microbial processes in soil and 
water, including those reactions which occur in nitrogen-rich fertilizers; 
anthropogenic sources include industrial processes, fuel combustion, aerosol 
spray propellant, and use of racing fuels.  

 Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs): no natural sources, synthesized for use as 
refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents.    

 Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs):  no natural sources, synthesized for use in 
refrigeration, air conditioning, foam blowing, aerosols, and fire extinguishing.    

 Sulfur Hexaflouride (SF6):  no natural sources, synthesized for use as an 
electrical insulator in high voltage equipment that transmits and distributes 
electricity.  SF6 has a long lifespan and high GWP potency. 

 Ozone:  unlike the other GHGs, ozone in the troposphere is relatively short-lived 
and, therefore, is not global in nature.  Due to the nature of ozone, and because 
this project is not anticipated to contribute a significant level of ozone, it is 
excluded from consideration in this analysis.  
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 Water Vapor: the most abundant and variable GHG in the atmosphere.  It is not 
considered a pollutant and maintains a climate necessary for life.  Because this 
project is not anticipated to contribute significant levels of water vapor to the 
environment, it is excluded from consideration in this analysis.  

The primary GHGs that would be emitted during construction and operation of the 
proposed project are CO2, CH4 and N2O.  The project is not expected to have any associated 
use or release of HFCs, CFCs or SF6.  The GWP of the three primary GHGs associated with the 
project are defined by the EPA and were recently revised (effective January 1, 2014): CO2 – 
GWP of 1, CH4 – GWP of 25, and N2O – GWP of 298. 

5.5.1.3 Regulatory Framework 

California Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 32).  AB 32 
focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California.  GHG as defined under AB 32 include: water 
vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride.  AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt rules and 
regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020.  
In addition, two State-level Executive Orders have been enacted by the Governor (Executive 
Order S-3-05, signed June 1, 2005, and Executive Order S-01-07, signed January 18, 2007) 
that mandate reductions in GHG emissions.   

In June 2008, CARB developed a Draft Scoping Plan for Climate Change, pursuant 
to AB-32.   The Scoping Plan was approved at the Board hearing on December 12, 2008.  The 
Scoping Plan proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon 
emissions in California, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our 
energy sources, save energy, and enhance public health while creating new jobs and enhancing 
the growth in California’s economy.  Key elements of the Scoping Plan for reducing California’s 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 include: 

 Expansion and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs and building 
and appliance standards; 

 Expansion of the Renewables Portfolio Standard to 33 percent; 

 Development of a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western 
climate Initiative Partner programs to create a regional market system; 

 Implementation of existing State laws and policies, including California’s clean 
car standards, goods movement measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard; 
and 

 Targeted fees to fund the State’s long-term commitment to AB 32 administration. 

The Climate Change Scoping Plan was updated in May 2014, and confirms that 
California is on target for meeting the 2020 GHG emissions reduction goal.  
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GHG and CEQA.  From 2007 to 2009, CARB has promulgated several discrete early 
action measures to reduce GHG emissions prior to the full and final adoption of a plan to reduce 
aggregate California GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Senate Bill 97, enacted in 2007, 
amends the CEQA statute to clearly establish that greenhouse gas emissions and the effects of 
GHG emissions are appropriate for CEQA analysis.  It directs the California Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) to develop guidelines "for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or 
the effects of greenhouse gas emissions as required by this division." (Pub. Res. Code § 
21083.05(a)). 

In December of 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, Cal. Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.) to 
comply with the mandate set forth in Public Resources Code §21083.05.  These revisions 
became effective March 18, 2010.  According to GHG amendments to the CEQA Guidelines, 
each public agency that is a CEQA lead agency needs to develop its own approach to 
performing a climate change analysis for projects that generate GHG emissions.  A consistent 
approach should be applied for the analysis of all such projects, and the analysis must be based 
on best available information.   

Climate Change Action Plans.  Many California counties have developed a climate 
change action plan focusing on reducing GHGs from local sources, to facilitate meeting the 
State reduction targets of AB 32.  To date, Ventura County has not published any draft 
documents related to GHG emissions reduction in the County.  

5.5.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.5.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

To date, GHG thresholds of significance have not been adopted by the City of 
Camarillo or Ventura County.  On November 8, 2011, the Ventura County APCD completed a 
staff report assessing several options and strategies in developing GHG thresholds for land 
development projects.  Although no GHG thresholds were developed, the November 8, 2011 
staff report stated that consistency with any GHG thresholds developed by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is preferred.  On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD 
governing board adopted an interim GHG significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year 
CO2 equivalent (including amortized construction emissions) for industrial projects.  Due to the 
lack of any other applicable threshold, this value will be used in this EIR to determine the 
significance of the contribution of the project to global climate change. 

5.5.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any increase in greenhouse gas emissions, and 
would not adversely affect global climate. 
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5.5.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction.  Site preparation, groundwater 
treatment facility construction and pipeline and well installation would result in greenhouse gas 
emissions, primarily in the form of CO2 exhaust emissions from the use of off-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles.  Emissions of greenhouse gases from construction-related 
sources were estimated using CARB’s EMFAC2007 Model and emission factors provided in the 
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.  Estimated emissions of 
greenhouse gases associated with construction of the Proposed Action is 414.8 metric tons of 
CO2 equivalent (MTCO2E) and are presented below in Table 5.5-1.    GHG emissions amortized 
over the 25 year pumping life of the project would be 16.6 MTCO2E. 

Table 5.5-1.  Annual Construction GHG Emissions Summary 

Source 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

CO2 Emissions (tons) 

Site preparation 57.6 57.6 57.6 

Plant and well construction 254.2 254.2 254.2 

Pipeline installation 141.6 264.6 283.9 

Total 453.4 576.4 595.7 

N2O Emissions (tons) 

Site preparation 0.0014 0.0014 0.0014 

Plant construction 0.0064 0.0064 0.0064 

Pipeline installation 0.0036 0.0067 0.0072 

Total 0.0114 0.0145 0.0150 

CH4 Emissions (tons) 

Site preparation 0.0033 0.0033 0.0033 

Plant construction 0.0144 0.0144 0.0144 

Pipeline installation 0.0080 0.0150 0.0161 

Total 0.0257 0.0327 0.0338 

MT CO2e (metric tons) 414.8 527.4 545.1 

Amortized MT CO2e (metric tons) 16.6 21.1 21.8 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operation.  GHG emissions associated with 
operation would be generated by motor vehicles used by City staff operating and maintaining 
the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility, chemical/supply delivery trucks and GHG 
emissions associated with electricity consumption.  Motor vehicle annual GHG emissions are 
based on 18 worker one-way trips per day, 365 days per year.  GHG emissions estimates 
assume two chemical delivery one-way trips per day, 20 days per year.  The project engineer 
estimates total project annual electricity consumption would be approximately 27,700 kilowatt-
hours, including the contribution of the solar panels.  GHG emissions associated with electricity 
consumption were estimated using emission factors for the WECC California grid from Table 
C.2 of the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol.  Table 5.5-2 provides 
a summary of GHG emissions associated with project operation, and would be the same for the 
Proposed Action and alternatives.   

Table 5.5-2.  Summary of Operation GHG Annual Emissions 

Pollutant 

Daily Emissions 
(pounds) 

Annual Emissions 
(tons) 

Annual Emissions (tons) 

Motor Vehicles Electricity Consumption 

CO2 336.4 41.4 3660.4 

N2O 0.036 0.006 0.04 

CH4 0.031 0.005 0.15 

 MT CO2e 39.2 3335.0 

Total GHG Emissions.  Total project GHG emissions include both construction and 
operational emissions.  Typically, construction GHG emissions are amortized over the life of the 
project and added to operational emissions for comparison to thresholds (see Table 5.5-3).  
Total project emissions would be less than the 10,000 MTCO2E per year interim threshold 
suggested by the SCAQMD, and because the VCAPCD has not yet set a threshold, GHG 
impacts are considered less than significant.   

Table 5.5-3.  Proposed Action Total GHG Emissions 

Source 
Total GHG Emissions 

(MT CO2e) 

Motor Vehicles 39.2 

Electricity Consumption 3335.0 

Construction (amortized over 25 years) 16.6 

Total 3390.8 

 

Consistency with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans.  The Proposed 
Action would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated under the State 
cap and trade program, or other plans or policies regulating these emissions. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
GHG emissions and long-term GHG vehicle emissions.  However, GHG emissions and their 
potential effect on global climate change is a cumulative phenomenon.  Therefore, project 
impacts of GHG emissions also represent cumulative impacts.   

5.5.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction.  Site preparation, groundwater 
treatment facility construction and pipeline and well installation would result in greenhouse gas 
emissions, primarily in the form of CO2 exhaust emissions from the use of off-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles.  Estimated emissions of GHGs associated with construction of 
the Site 4 Alternative are 527.4 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2E) and are summarized in 
Table 5.5-1.  Construction GHG emissions amortized over the 25 year pumping life of the 
project would be 21.1 MTCO2E. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operation.  Table 5.5-2 provides a summary of 
GHG emissions associated with project operation, and would be the same for the Proposed 
Action and the Site 4 Alternative.   

Total GHG Emissions.  Total project GHG emissions include both construction and 
operational emissions.  Typically, construction GHG emissions are amortized over the life of the 
project and added to operational emissions for comparison to thresholds (see Table 5.5-4).  
Total project emissions would be less than the 10,000 MTCO2E per year interim threshold 
suggested by the SCAQMD, and because the VCAPCD has not yet set a threshold, GHG 
impacts are considered less than significant.   

Table 5.5-4.  Site 4 Alternative Total GHG Emissions 

Source 
Total GHG Emissions 

(MT CO2e) 

Motor Vehicles 39.2 

Electricity Consumption 3335.0 

Construction (amortized over 25 years) 21.1 

Total 3395.3 

Consistency with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans.  The Site 4 
Alternative would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated under the 
State cap and trade program, or other plans or policies regulating these emissions. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
GHG emissions and long-term GHG vehicle emissions.  However, GHG emissions and their 
potential effect on global climate change is a cumulative phenomenon.  Therefore, project 
impacts of GHG emissions also represent cumulative impacts.   

5.5.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction.  Site preparation, groundwater 
treatment facility construction and pipeline and well installation would result in greenhouse gas 
emissions, primarily in the form of CO2 exhaust emissions from the use of off-road construction 
equipment and on-road vehicles.  Estimated emissions of GHGs associated with construction of 
the Site 7 Alternative are 545.1 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2E) and are summarized in 
Table 5.5-1.    Construction GHG emissions amortized over the 25 year pumping life of the 
project would be 21.8 MTCO2E. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operation.  Table 5.5-2 provides a summary of 
GHG emissions associated with project operation, and would be the same for the Proposed 
Action and the Site 7 Alternative.   

Total GHG Emissions.  Total project GHG emissions include both construction and 
operational emissions.  Typically, construction GHG emissions are amortized over the life of the 
project and added to operational emissions for comparison to thresholds (see Table 5.5-5).  
Total project emissions would be less than the 10,000 MTCO2E per year interim threshold 
suggested by the SCAQMD, and because the VCAPCD has not yet set a threshold, GHG 
impacts are considered less than significant.   

Table 5.5-5.  Site 7 Alternative Total GHG Emissions 

Source 
Total GHG Emissions 

(MT CO2e) 

Motor Vehicles 39.2 

Electricity Consumption 3335.0 

Construction (amortized over 25 years) 21.8 

Total 3396.0 

Consistency with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans.  The Site 7 
Alternative would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated under the 
State cap and trade program, or other plans or policies regulating these emissions. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
GHG emissions and long-term GHG vehicle emissions.  However, GHG emissions and their 
potential effect on global climate change is a cumulative phenomenon.  Therefore, project 
impacts of GHG emissions also represent cumulative impacts.   

5.5.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.5.3.1 Proposed Action 

No significant GHG impacts have been identified; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. 

5.5.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

No significant GHG impacts have been identified; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. 

5.5.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

No significant GHG impacts have been identified; therefore, mitigation measures are 
not required. 

5.5.4 Residual Impacts 

Since significant GHG impacts were not identified, residual impacts associated with 
the Proposed Action and the alternatives would be less than significant. 
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5.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section addresses the potential for impacts related to the presence and use of 
hazardous materials within the project area. Impacts associated with the project were based on 
a review of existing literature and a search of environmental records for hazardous materials 
sites. 

5.6.1 Affected Environment 

The following information was taken from Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
completed for the project by Padre Associates, Inc. 

5.6.1.1 Project Area Description 

The project area lies within the western portion of the Transverse Ranges 
Geomorphic Province of California.  The Transverse Ranges extend eastward from Point 
Arguello to the Chuckawalla Mountains, and are characterized by a series of east-west trending 
mountain ranges and valleys which are transverse to the northwest trend of most geologic 
structures in the state.  The province ranges from 10 to 50 miles wide and contains rock units 
from nearly all major geologic eras and periods beginning with the Precambrian. 

Project facilities would be located in Pleasant Valley, which is underlain by recent 
alluvial deposits (surficial sediments).  Historically, the project area has been used for 
agriculture, with little industrial activity.  Areas with known hazardous materials contamination 
issues in the region include the Camarillo Airport (former Oxnard Air Force Base); however, this 
site is located approximately 3 miles to the southwest of the project site. 

5.6.1.2 Historical Property Use 

Based on a review of readily available historical information, the project area was 
developed as orchards prior to 1945.  Between 1945 and until approximately 1977, the project 
area remained developed for agricultural use as orchards.  By approximately 1977, many of the 
areas historically utilized as orchards had been replaced with row crop production.  From 
approximately 1977 through 2008, no change in land use at the project site has occurred. 

5.6.1.3 Environmental Records Search 

An environmental records search was conducted for the project site by 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) on June 16, 2008.  The EDR report was utilized to 
identify known or suspected areas of contamination, underground storage tank locations, solid 
waste management facilities, and hazardous waste treatment, storage, and/or disposal 
locations.  The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  The only reported hazardous materials site in 
close proximity to the project site is an underground fuel storage tank at St. John’s Pleasant 
Valley Hospital, located across Antonio Avenue from the project site.  The tank site was the 
former location of an unauthorized release of diesel fuel to the soil.  The case (No. C99048) was 
closed in 2000.  No areas of contamination were identified near the project site by the EDR 
database search. 
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5.6.1.4 Regulatory Setting 

The following section provides a brief description of some of the applicable state and 
federal regulations relating to the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous substances and 
petroleum. 

Federal Laws/Regulations.  Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (Clean 
Water Act). The Clean Water Act governs the control of water pollution in the United States. 
This Act includes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, which 
requires that permits be obtained for point discharges of wastewater. This Act also requires that 
storm water discharges be permitted, monitored, and controlled for public and private entities. 

Resource Control and Recovery Act of 1974 (RCRA). RCRA was enacted as the first 
step in the regulation of the potential health and environmental problems associated with solid 
hazardous and non-hazardous waste disposal. RCRA, and the formation of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to implement the Act, provide the framework for 
national hazardous waste management, including tracking hazardous wastes from point of 
origin to ultimate disposal.  

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA). Under CERCLA, owners and operators of real estate where there is hazardous 
substances contamination may be held strictly liable for the costs of cleaning up contamination 
found on their property. No evidence linking the owner/operator with the placement of the 
hazardous substances on the property is required. CERCLA, also known as Superfund, 
established a fund for the assessment and remediation of the worst hazardous waste sites in 
the nation. Exceptions are provided for crude oil wastes that are not subject to CERCLA. 

In 1986, Congress established the “innocent landowner defense” in the 1986 
amendments to CERCLA known as the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. To 
establish innocent landowner status, the landowner “must have undertaken, at the time of 
acquisition, all appropriate inquiry into the previous ownership and uses of the property 
consistent with good commercial and customary practice in an effort to minimize liability.” In an 
effort to clarify what constitutes “all appropriate inquiry,” the ASTM has developed a standard 
that provides specific definition of the steps one should take when conducting a “due diligence” 
environmental site assessment for commercial real estate.   

Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act (Brownfields Act).  
This Act was enacted in 2002 to create new exemptions from Superfund liability, authorizes 
brownfields revitalization funding, and provides assistance to state and local site clean-up 
programs. The EPA has released draft All Appropriate Inquiry standards in accordance with the 
Federal Brownfields which would replace the current ASTM standard for environmental due 
diligence for protection of potential purchasers of contaminated property. 
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Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA). The HSWA law was 
enacted to close RCRA loopholes and regulated leaking underground storage tanks (USTs) 
specifically.  The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), the Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the local County Division of 
Environmental Health, as a Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) program, oversee UST 
regulations and cleanup of leaking USTs. 

Clean Air Act.  The regulatory programs that govern stationary sources of air 
pollution apply to any facility that emits or has the potential to emit conventional pollutants: 
oxides of nitrogen and sulfur, carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or 
particulate matter. It may also apply to emission sources of certain toxic chemicals.  In addition 
to the existing air district permitting programs required by state law and district rules, a new 
federal operating permit program must be implemented to meet federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) regulations adopted pursuant to Title V of the 1990 amendments of 
the Clean Air Act.   Locally the Clean Air Act regulations are implemented and enforced by the 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). 

California Laws/Regulations.  Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Division 7 
of the California Water Code). The Porter-Cologne Act established a regulatory program to 
protect water quality and protect beneficial uses of the state’s waters. The Porter-Cologne Act 
also established the State Water Resources Control Board and nine regional boards as the 
main state agencies responsible for water quality in the state. Discharges of wastes (including 
spills, leaks, or historical disposal sites) where they may impact the waters of the state are 
prohibited under the Porter-Cologne Act, including the discharge of hazardous wastes and 
petroleum products. The assessment and remediation of these waters are regulated by the 
regional boards, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board administers such 
waters in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

Title 22, California Code of Regulations.  Title 22 of the California Code of 
Regulations regulates the use and disposal of hazardous substances in California.  It contains 
regulatory thresholds for hazardous wastes which are more restrictive than the federal 
hazardous waste regulations. 

California Health and Safety Code Sections 25500 et seq.  The California community 
right-to-know hazardous material law applies to any facility that handles any hazardous material 
(chemical, chemical-containing products, hazardous wastes, etc.) in a quantity that exceeds 
reporting thresholds. The most common thresholds that trigger regulation based on that state 
statute are 500 pounds of solid, 55 gallons of liquid, and 200 cubic feet of compressed gas, 
based on the presence of individual chemicals. The basic requirements of hazardous materials 
and community right-to-know regulations for covered facilities include: 

 Determining whether the facility handles hazardous materials; 

 Immediate reporting of releases of hazardous materials; 
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 Submission and update of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (including a 
accurate chemical inventory, site map showing hazardous materials storage 
locations, emergency response plan, and notification procedures) as required 
by the local administering agency; 

 Notification of the local administering agency of the handling of specified 
quantities of acute hazardous materials and submission of a Risk 
Management Plan (RMP) as required; 

 Annual submission for manufacturing facilities of a Toxic Chemical Release 
Report (Form R) if threshold amounts of certain toxic chemicals are made, or 
processed for use; and, 

 Requirements for hazardous materials storage imposed by local 
administering agencies, fire departments, and California Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards. 

California Air Resources Board – Air Toxics Control Measure.  Under the California 
Air Resources Board Air Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, 
and Surface Mining Operations, prior to construction permit issuance, a geologic evaluation is 
required to determine the presence or absence of naturally-occurring asbestos.  If naturally 
occurring asbestos is found at the site, the applicant must comply with all requirements outlined 
in the Asbestos ATCM before grading may begin.  These requirements may include, but are not 
limited to, 1) preparation of an “Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan,” which must be approved by 
APCD before grading begins; and 2) an “Asbestos Health and Safety Program”, as determined 
necessary by APCD. 

5.6.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.6.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

For the purposes of the EIR, a potential impact related to the presence of hazardous 
materials and/or risk of upset impact of hazardous materials is identified as significant based on 
the following thresholds: 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials; 

 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment; 

 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school; and 

 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) and, 
as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
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5.6.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in the creation, use, handling, transportation or 
storage of hazardous waste or hazardous materials, or increase the exposure of the public to 
these hazards.  No adverse effects related to hazardous materials would occur.  

5.6.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Impacts.  The project includes excavation within areas that have been 
in agricultural production for over 60 years.  It is possible that soil contaminated with hazardous 
materials such as petroleum hydrocarbons or residual concentrations of organo-chlorine 
pesticides may be encountered, which may result in exposure of construction workers and the 
public.  Elevated concentrations of now-banned historically-applied pesticides such as DDT are 
known to occur in soils of Pleasant Valley (Fugro West, 1996) and may occur at the proposed 
facility site and/or pipeline alignments in agricultural areas.  Public or worker exposure of 
pesticides or other hazardous materials in soils during project excavation is considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

Operational Impacts.  The Proposed Action would use treatment-related chemicals, 
including sulfuric acid, sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia and sodium hydroxide (see 
Table 3-1).  The Proposed Action facility site is located within one-quarter mile of a proposed 
school (Camarillo Academy High School).  These treatment chemicals are not acutely 
hazardous and would be properly contained and used at the site.  Hazardous emissions would 
not occur. 

Treatment chemicals would be transported and stored according to State and 
Federal requirements.  In addition, the City would be required to develop a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan to address potential hazards and submit the Plan to the Ventura County 
Environmental Health Department.  The City would implement the Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan, which would minimize the potential for accidental release of treatment-related 
chemicals.  The transportation and use of these chemicals is unlikely to result in a hazard to the 
public or the environment.  Operational hazardous materials impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects recently approved or under review within the City include excavation 
of actively or formerly cultivated farmlands, and hazardous materials may be discovered.  
During the construction period, the proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative 
hazardous materials impacts associated with exposure of the public or construction workers to 
historic pesticides or other hazardous materials.  However, mitigation measures are provided to 
avoid and minimize these impacts.  Therefore, the project contribution to hazardous materials 
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.6.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Impacts.  This alternative would also involve excavation within 
actively cultivated farmlands, and soil contaminated with hazardous materials such as 
petroleum hydrocarbons or residual concentrations of organo-chlorine pesticides may be 
encountered.  Public or worker exposure of pesticides or other hazardous materials in soils 
during project excavation is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Operational Impacts.  The Site 4 Alternative would have the same operational 
impacts as the Proposed Action.  Operational hazardous materials impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects recently approved or under review within the City include excavation 
of actively or formerly cultivated farmlands, and hazardous materials may be discovered.  
During the construction period, the proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative 
hazardous materials impacts associated with exposure of the public or construction workers to 
historic pesticides or other hazardous materials.  However, mitigation measures are provided to 
avoid and minimize these impacts.  Therefore, the project contribution to hazardous materials 
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.6.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Impacts.  This alternative would also involve excavation within 
actively cultivated farmlands, and soil contaminated with hazardous materials such as 
petroleum hydrocarbons or residual concentrations of organo-chlorine pesticides may be 
encountered.  Public or worker exposure of pesticides or other hazardous materials in soils 
during project excavation is considered a potentially significant impact. 

Operational Impacts.  The Site 7 Alternative would have the same operational 
impacts as the Proposed Action.  Operational hazardous materials impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects recently approved or under review within the City include excavation 
of actively or formerly cultivated farmlands, and hazardous materials may be discovered.  
During the construction period, the proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative 
hazardous materials impacts associated with exposure of the public or construction workers to 
historic pesticides or other hazardous materials.  However, mitigation measures are provided to 
avoid and minimize these impacts.  Therefore, the project contribution to hazardous materials 
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.6.3 Mitigation Measures  

5.6.3.1 Proposed Action 

Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously cultivated areas affected by project 
excavation, prior to project-related excavation.  Pipeline alignments located on farmlands shall 
be sampled every 1,000 feet.    The soil samples shall be collected at a depth of one-foot and 
three-feet.   The number and depth of samples at each site may be adjusted based on field 
conditions, anticipated depth of soil disturbance and preliminary analytical results.  

Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine pesticides and total petroleum 
hydrocarbons according to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control.  Soils with contaminant concentrations above the applicable Preliminary 
Remediation Goals established by U.S. EPA for non-residential land uses shall be considered 
contaminated and segregated in a stockpile.  Contaminated soil shall be covered with 
impervious materials to prevent wind erosion and exposure to rainfall and storm run-off.  These 
materials may be used as backfill, provided they are covered with at least one foot of non-
contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

When excavated, contaminated soil shall be handled by workers properly trained in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal OSHA).  A Health and Safety Plan shall be developed and implemented by 
qualified individuals to minimize exposure of workers.  Contaminated soils should be treated as 
hazardous materials and proper precautions taken to prevent inhalation (dust control) and 
dermal (skin) contact by construction workers. 

5.6.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

See measures listed in Section 5.6.3.1. 

5.6.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

See measures listed in Section 5.6.3.1. 

5.6.4 Residual Impacts 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided is expected to reduce impacts to a 
level of less than significant.  Therefore, residual impacts are less than significant.   
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5.7 WATER RESOURCES 

The following section has been substantially modified since the public circulation of 
the March 2014 Draft EIR, primarily as a result of the changes in the environmental baseline as 
discussed in Section 5.7.2. Therefore, text changes are not shown in strike-out/underline format.  

5.7.1 Affected Environment 

5.7.1.1 Regulatory and Public Policy Framework 

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).  The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 and 1987, collectively known as the Clean Water Act (33 United States 
Code [USC] §§1251 et seq.), establish the principal Federal statutes for water quality protection.  
The Clean Water Act (CWA)’s intent is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the nation’s water, to achieve a level of water quality which provides for 
recreation in and on the water, and for the propagation of fish and wildlife.”  

According to the 1998 National Water Quality Inventory (Inventory), a biennial 
summary of State surveys of water quality mandated by CWA, approximately 40 percent of the 
nation’s waters that were assessed did not meet water quality standards that have been 
established by the Federal and State governments.  The Inventory lists 21,845 water bodies as 
“impaired”, or not meeting water quality standards, including over 5 million acres of lakes and 
estuaries, and over 300,000 river and shoreline miles.  Approximately 218 million Americans live 
within 10 miles of a water body designated as impaired.   

CWA Section 303(d) requires States, territories, and tribes to develop lists of 
impaired waters within their jurisdictions every two years.  Impaired waters are those that do not 
meet water quality standards.  States, territories, and tribes are also required to establish priority 
rankings for waters on their respective lists.  Water bodies in a given State or territory are 
prioritized by comparing their existing degrees of pollution, and the sensitivity and importance of 
beneficial uses that are being threatened.  The water bodies that are deemed most important 
are designated as “high priority”.   

Section 303(d) also requires States, territories, and tribes to develop Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLs) for all water bodies on their respective lists of impaired waters.  In 
essence, TMDLs are plans by which impaired water bodies would be restored such that they 
consistently meet the established water quality standard(s) that are currently being violated.  
TMDLs specify the maximum amount of pollutants that a water body can receive and still meet 
water quality standards, and allocates pollutant loads among point and non-point sources in the 
subject watershed.  The intent of CWA is for the TMDL program to work hand in hand with the 
impaired waters lists; impaired waters are identified, and then restored to meet water quality 
standards.  Based upon a March 22, 1999 consent decree between the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), Heal the Bay, Inc. and Baykeeper, TMDLs must be prepared for all 
impaired waters within 13 years.   
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The Proposed Action site is located within the Calleguas Creek watershed, 
approximately 0.3 miles west of Calleguas Creek (Arroyo Las Posas segment).  Each of the 
major waterbodies of the Calleguas Creek watershed have been listed under Section 303(d) as 
impaired.  Table 5.7-1 lists these waterbodies in the project area, and the pollutants contributing 
to impairment.  

Table 5.7-1.  Impaired Waters of the Calleguas Creek Watershed 

Waterbody Pollutant 

Mugu Lagoon 
(Calleguas Creek, 
Reach 1) 

Chlordane, copper, DDT, dieldrin, endosulfan, mercury, nickel, nitrogen, PCBs, 
sediment toxicity, siltation, toxaphene, zinc 

Calleguas Creek, 
Revolon Slough, Arroyo 
Simi, Arroyo Las Posas 
(Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 2-8) 

Ammonia, ChemA, chlordane, copper, DDT, dieldrin, endosulfan, fecal coliform, 
nitrogen, PCBs, sediment toxicity, siltation, toxaphene, trash, chloride, nitrate and 
nitrite, total dissolved solids, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, selenium, toxicity, sulfates, 
boron, indicator bacteria, organophosphorus pesticides  

Conejo Creek 
(Calleguas Creek 
Reach 9) 

ChemA, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, endosulfan, fecal coliform, 
lindane, nitrate, nitrogen, PCBs, sulfates, total dissolved solids, chloride, 
toxaphene, toxicity, trash, ammonia, indicator bacteria 

Arroyo Conejo 
(Calleguas Creek 
Reaches 10-13) 

Ammonia, chlordane, chloride, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, endosulfan, 
fecal coliform, nitrate, PCBs, sulfates, chloride, total dissolved solids, toxaphene, 
trash, siltation, ChemA, toxicity   

California Porter-Cologne Act.  The Porter-Cologne Act (California Water Code 
Section 13000) is the principal law governing water quality regulation in California.  It 
establishes a comprehensive program to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water.  
The Porter-Cologne Act applies to surface waters, wetlands, and groundwater, and to both point 
and non-point sources of pollution.  Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, it is the policy of the 
State:  

 The quality of all the waters of the State shall be protected;  

 All activities and factors affecting the quality of water shall be regulated to attain 
the highest water quality within reason;  

 The State must be prepared to exercise its full power and jurisdiction to protect 
the quality of water in the State from degradation; and 

 The State shall undertake all possible steps to encourage development of water 
recycling facilities to help meet the growing water requirements of the State. 
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Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, the responsibility for protection of water quality 
in California rests with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The SWRCB 
administers Federal and State water quality regulations for California’s ocean waters, and also 
oversees and funds the State’s nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).  The 
RWQCBs prepare water quality control plans, establish water quality objectives, and carry out 
Federal and State water quality regulations and permitting duties for inland water bodies, 
enclosed bays, and estuaries within their respective regions.  The Porter-Cologne Act gives the 
SWRCB and RWQCBs broad powers to protect water quality by regulating waste dischargers to 
water and land, and requiring clean up of hazardous wastes.   

The RWQCBs regulate discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act primarily through 
issuance of NPDES and waste discharge report permits.  Anyone discharging or proposing to 
discharge materials that could affect water quality (other than to a community sanitary sewer 
system regulated by an NPDES permit) must file a report of waste discharge.  The Porter-
Cologne Act provides RWQCBs with several options for enforcing regulations, including cease 
and desist orders, cleanup and abatement orders, administrative civil liability orders, civil court 
actions, and criminal prosecutions. 

The Calleguas Creek watershed is within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), which includes coastal drainages from Rincon Point 
(western boundary of Ventura County) to the eastern Los Angeles County boundary. 

Per the requirements of the CWA and the California Porter-Cologne Act, LARWQCB 
has prepared a Water Quality Control Plan for the watersheds under its jurisdiction.  The Water 
Quality Control Plans from all nine of the RWQCBs and the California Ocean Plan (prepared 
and implemented by SWRCB) collectively constitute the State Water Quality Control Plan.  
Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region has been designed to support the intentions of 
the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act by: (1) characterizing watersheds within the Los Angeles 
Region; (2) identifying beneficial uses that exist or have the potential to exist in each water 
body; (3) establishing water quality objectives for each water body to protect beneficial uses or 
allow their restoration, and; (4) providing an implementation program that achieves water quality 
objectives.  Implementation program measures include monitoring, permitting, and enforcement 
activities.  Per the requirements of CWA Section 303(c), the Water Quality Control Plan is 
reviewed every three years and revised as necessary to address problems with the plan, and 
meet new legislative requirements.   

Beneficial uses designated by LARWQCB in the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Calleguas Creek watershed are listed in Table 5.7-2.  Beneficial uses are potential uses of 
surface waters and groundwater that could be supported, including water supply, recharge of 
groundwater supplies, recreation and wildlife habitat.  Consistent with the requirements of CWA 
Section 303(d), LARWQCB identifies impaired waters and prepares TMDLs for impaired waters 
within its jurisdiction.   TMDLs completed to date for the Calleguas Creek Watershed include: 

 Nitrogen compounds: in effect July 16, 2003 (waste load allocations updated, 
effective 2009); 

 Toxicity, chlorpyrifos and diazinon: in effect March 24, 2006; 
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 Organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls and siltation: in effect 
March 24, 2006; 

 Metals: in effect March 26, 2007; 

 Boron, chloride, sulfate and total dissolved solids (TDS) (salts): in effect 
December 2, 2008; and 

 Trash (Revolon Slough and Beardsley Wash): in effect March 6, 2008. 

Each of the above approved TMDLs have compliance deadlines of 15 to 20 years, 
along with implementation plans or necessary technical studies needed to bring waterbodies 
into compliance with TMDL requirements. 

Table 5.7-2.  Beneficial Uses of Surface Waters of the Calleguas Creek Watershed 

Resource Beneficial Uses 

Mugu Lagoon 

Navigation, water-contact recreation (potential), non-water contact recreation, 
commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, marine habitat, wildlife habitat, 
preservation of biological habitats, rare, threatened or endangered species 
habitat, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning habitat, shellfish harvesting, 
wetland habitat 

Calleguas Creek 
(Arroyo Simi, Arroyo 
Las Posas) 

Municipal water supply (potential), industrial water supply, industrial process 
supply, agricultural supply, groundwater replenishment, water-contact 
recreation, non-water contact recreation, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife 
habitat, wetland habitat 

Conejo Creek 

Municipal water supply (potential), industrial water supply, industrial process 
supply, agricultural supply, groundwater replenishment, water-contact 
recreation, non-water contact recreation, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife 
habitat 

Arroyo Conejo 

Municipal water supply (potential), groundwater replenishment (intermittent), 
freshwater replenishment (intermittent),  water-contact recreation (intermittent), 
non-water contact recreation (intermittent), warm freshwater habitat 
(intermittent), wildlife habitat 

Salts (TDS, chloride and sulfates) are a critical factor affecting water quality in the 
watershed.  The connection between salts and water supply are inextricably linked in 
watersheds where imported water supplies are extensively utilized.  The evolution of the Salts 
TMDL reflects a growing understanding of how water supply management, wastewater 
management, and surface water quality standards are linked. 
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Even during average to slightly above average rainfall years, more salts enter the 
watershed on an average daily basis through imported water supplies, than is transported off 
the watershed in surface waters.  While wet and dry weather patterns follow a generally cyclical 
pattern, there can be significant variation in the length of dry weather patterns (Hanson et al., 
2003).  The accumulation of salts during these relatively dry periods and the subsequent 
release during wet weather cycles complicates the instantaneous management of chlorides and 
salts on the watershed by stockpiling salts that once in solution would exceed the assimilative 
capacity of other contributing sources to the surface waters.  Unless salts are actively managed, 
stranded salts will continue to accumulate and periodically impair surface waters.  They also 
have the potential to further degrade groundwater sources.  The proposed project would remove 
salts from the watershed by treating brackish groundwater and discharging the resulting brine 
directly to the ocean. 

Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) for Calleguas Creek 
Watershed.  In the period from June to July 2005, the Calleguas Creek Watershed 
Management Plan Steering Committee, the Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas 
MWD); the City of Camarillo, the City of Thousand Oaks, the City of Simi Valley, the Camarillo 
Sanitary District, the Santa Monica Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, the 
Ventura County Resource Conservation District, and the Camrosa Water District’s respective 
governing bodies adopted an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) for the 
Calleguas Creek Watershed.  The integrated plan is a milestone in a watershed planning effort 
that began in 1996 and has included a broadly based group of stakeholders representing 
federal, state, and local public agencies, water and sanitary districts, environmental NGOs, 
business interests, and agricultural interests.  The Proposed Action is described as a priority 
project in Volume II of the 2006 Calleguas Creek Watershed Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan, and considered part of the 2014 Integrated Regional Water Management 
Plan.   

5.7.1.2 Surface Water Characteristics 

Watershed Overview.  The Calleguas Creek Watershed is approximately 30 miles 
long and 14 miles wide, with a surface area of about 343 square miles.   The northern boundary 
of the watershed is formed by the Santa Susana Mountains, South Mountain and Oak Ridge, 
the southern boundary is formed by the Simi Hills and Santa Monica Mountains.  Primary 
surface water features of the watershed include Calleguas Creek, Arroyo Las Posas, Arroyo 
Simi, Conejo Creek, Arroyo Conejo, Arroyo Santa Rosa, Revolon Slough and Mugu Lagoon. 

The Watershed was historically characterized as an ephemeral stream system that 
supported substantial surface flow only during the wet season.  Importation of State Water 
Project water began in 1963, and over time, the watershed began to support perennial surface 
water.  Since 1962, dry weather flows on Conejo Creek above U.S. Highway 101 increased 
from an average of 0.5 cfs to 15 cfs (Hanson et al., 2003).  These flows are a result of rising 
groundwater generated by percolation of applied imported water, discharge of treated municipal 
wastewater to streams and urban run-off.  Currently, natural surface flow in the Watershed is 
augmented by: 
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1. Discharge of groundwater from the Simi Valley dewatering wells to Arroyo 
Simi; 

2. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Simi Valley Water Quality 
Control Plant (Simi Valley WQCP) to Arroyo Simi; 

3. Occasional wet weather discharge of treated wastewater from the Moorpark 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (MWTP) to Arroyo Las Posas; 

4. Occasional wet weather discharge of treated wastewater from the Camrosa 
Water District Water Reclamation Facility (Camrosa WRF) to Calleguas 
Creek; 

5. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Hill Canyon Wastewater 
Treatment Plant to Arroyo Conejo; 

6. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Camarillo Sanitary District 
Water Reclamation Plant (Camarillo WRP) to Conejo Creek; and 

7. Agricultural irrigation run-off and tiled drain discharge. 

The first three discharges listed above are located upstream of the Proposed Action 
facility site and augment natural surface flow in the adjacent Arroyo Las Posas.  Note that a 
portion of effluent discharged by the Camarillo WRP to Conejo Creek originates as potable 
water provided to City residents by Well B.  As a result of the Proposed Action, the source of 
this water would shift from mostly imported water to mostly treated groundwater.   

Currently, a portion of the Simi Valley WQCP effluent is reclaimed for irrigation 
purposes.  The amount of effluent reclaimed is expected to increase over time, reducing the 
amount discharged to Arroyo Simi.  However, this effect may be offset by the overall increase in 
wastewater production as the City’s population grows.   

Arroyo Las Posas.  The flow of Arroyo Las Posas as it crosses the boundary 
between the Las Posas Groundwater Basin (LP Basin) and the NPV Basin is one of the most 
important components of the water balance for the Proposed Action.  Since the 1990’s, base-
flow has entirely percolated into groundwater in the upstream quarter-mile or so of the arroyo as 
it flows into the NPV Basin (Bachman, 2015 2013).  Current base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas is a 
mixture of natural dry-weather flows, discharges from wastewater treatment plants, discharge 
from dewatering wells in Simi Valley, and agricultural tail waters.  The terminus of the base-flow 
has moved downstream over the past decades as groundwater basins adjacent to Arroyo Las 
Posas have filled, with spillage across the LP Basin-NPV Basin boundary occurring in the early 
1990s, and will continue unless stakeholders along Arroyo Las Posas reduce these discharges 
to surface waters.  If upstream desalters (i.e., Moorpark) are constructed in the future, flows into 
the NPV Basin would be substantially reduced.   
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In contrast, storm flows percolate into a longer reach of Arroyo Las Posas than base-
flow.  The extent of storm flow percolation in the NPV Basin is not known with certainty.  Aquifer 
testing in City of Camarillo wells A and B indicate that confined aquifer conditions exist at those 
locations, somewhat limiting the potential extent of percolation of storm flow into the Fox 
Canyon Aquifer.  The possible downstream limit of significant percolation may occur where the 
arroyo changes from a wider braided stream to a narrow channel.  

Arroyo Las Posas base-flow reaching the NPV Basin can be estimated by the 
difference between recorded daily base-flow at the Hitch Boulevard stream gage and estimated 
daily losses.  Within rounding errors, the base-flow reaching the NPV Basin is 8,300 acre-
feet/year (1994-2010 average) (Bachman, 2015 2013). 

Storm flow percolation from Arroyo Las Posas into the NPV Basin must be calculated 
using a different technique.  Percolation rates can be estimated from base-flow percolation, 
based on about 23 acre-feet per day (8,300 acre-feet per year divided by 365 days/year) over 
the measured length of the streambed where percolation occurs (1,400 feet).  This equates to 
an infiltration rate of about 0.02 acre-feet per day per foot of arroyo length.  If the same 
infiltration rate (0.02 acre-feet per day per foot) is used over the 5,500 feet reach where storm 
flow can infiltrate, a maximum of 89 acre-feet per day of storm water can be infiltrated.  When 
this infiltration rate is applied during days when storm flow reaches the NPV Basin (averages 54 
days/year), percolated storm flow is estimated as 2,200 acre-feet per year (Bachman, 2015 
2013).  

5.7.1.3 Groundwater Environment 

Regional.  The project area lies within the Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit.  
The Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit covers most of Ventura County, part of northern Los 
Angeles County, and small parts of Santa Barbara and Kern Counties; comprising a total 
drainage area of 1,760 square miles.  The Santa Clara River and Calleguas Creek are the major 
streams in this area, draining the San Gabriel Mountains, Santa Susana Mountains, Oak Ridge, 
South Mountain, Simi Hills, Sawmill, Liebre and Frazier Mountains.  Large reserves of 
groundwater exist in alluvial aquifers underlying the Oxnard Plain and along valleys of the Santa 
Clara River and its tributaries (LARWQCB, 1994). 

Specific groundwater quality problems for the Ventura Central Groundwater Basins 
include overdraft, degradation, and contamination.  Overdraft is defined as the condition of a 
groundwater basin in which the amount of water withdrawn by pumping exceeds the amount of 
water that recharges the basin over a period of years during which water supply conditions are 
about average (California Department of Water Resources [DWR], 1999).   
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The Oxnard Plain, the western portion of the Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit, 
began experiencing seawater intrusion into its groundwater supply as early as 1930.  In the Port 
Hueneme area, seawater in the aquifer system reached its farthest point inland in the early 
1980’s.  Following high rainfall in 1983, chloride levels began to decrease in many of the area’s 
wells.  This improving trend was accelerated in the 1990’s as aquifer pressures were restored 
and seawater was pushed back towards the coast.  The over pumping of the aquifers that led to 
seawater intrusion also led to land subsidence of up to 2.2 feet in the Pleasant Valley area as 
dewatered clay layers between aquifer zones collapsed from reduced hydrostatic pressures.  
This subsidence is permanent, as refilling the sand and gravel aquifers does not force water 
back into the dry clay layers.  

The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) was created to 
moderate the use of groundwater within the area.  Two major aquifer systems have been 
identified; the Upper Aquifer System (Oxnard and Mugu aquifers) and the Lower Aquifer System 
(Hueneme, Fox and Grimes Canyon aquifers).  In 1985, the FCGMA summed all water inputs 
and outputs to determine how much could be extracted from the basins in the region.  Since that 
initial analysis, basin yield in the area has been recalculated several times.  It has been found 
that many of the inland basins which do not abut the coastline are hydrologically connected to 
the coastal basins, evidenced by the continuity of groundwater elevation contours across their 
boundaries (FCGMA, 2007).  This allows seawater to intrude further inland, degrading large 
volumes of groundwater with high concentrations of chloride.  In addition, nutrients and other 
dissolved constituents in irrigation return-flows are seeping into shallow aquifers and degrading 
groundwater in these shallow unconfined basins.  Furthermore, degradation and cross-
contamination is occurring as degraded or contaminated groundwater travels between aquifers 
through abandoned and improperly sealed wells and corroded active wells.  

Despite efforts to artificially recharge groundwater and to control efforts of pumping, 
groundwater in several of the Ventura Central basins has been, and continues to be, 
overdrafted.  In the project area, the Lower Aquifer System of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Basin exhibits a large pumping depression that has been below sea level for several decades 
despite groundwater recharge and direct delivery of mitigation water by the United Water 
Conservation District (UWCD).  At the peak of the local drought in the early 1990’s, groundwater 
elevations in this pumping depression dropped as deep as 160 feet below sea level (UWCD, 
2003).  However, percolation of surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas has sufficiently recharged the 
Lower Aquifer System that the pumping depression in the northern Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin developed into a recharge mound by 2011 (Bachman, 2015 2013).  
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Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  The City’s source of groundwater is 
composed of four wells, with two wells in the north Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Wells A 
and B), and two wells in the central Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Wells D and Airport 
#3).  A generalized groundwater basin map of the project area is provided as Figure 5.7-1.  The 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin is comprised of approximately 21,600 acres, with an 
estimated storage capacity of about 1.9 million acre-feet.  Although the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin is in a state of overdraft, the basin is not adjudicated.  The FCGMA 
Ordinance established reductions in extraction allocations as a method to reduce overdraft of 
the groundwater basin.  The reductions were scheduled to reduce groundwater pumping by 25 
percent over a 15 year period.  In 2010, the reduction was set to 75 percent of historical 
allocation (4,082 acre-feet/year).  After including transfers and the 25 percent reduction, the 
City’s “adjusted allocation” for 2010 was 4,279 acre-feet/year.   

For confined aquifers within the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin, existing 
beneficial uses include municipal and domestic supply, industrial service supply, industrial 
process supply, and agricultural supply.  For unconfined and perched aquifers, existing 
beneficial uses include industrial service supply, industrial process supply, and agricultural 
supply; and potential beneficial uses include municipal and domestic supply (LARWQCB, 1994).  

North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (NPV Basin) – Geology.  The 
Proposed Action well sites and City Wells A and B are located within the northeastern portion of 
the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  Faulting and accompanying folding in the NPV Basin is 
largely controlled by regional stresses associated with the rotation and movement of the 
Transverse Ranges.  Compressional forces dominate, with the major faults in the area having a 
significant component of north-south thrusting.  The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone is associated 
with anticlinal folding, and located just north of the Proposed Action facility site.  The NPV Basin 
is located in a syncline that trends south-southwest (Bachman, 2015 2013).  

The water-bearing units of the Lower (LAS) and Upper (UAS) Aquifer Systems rest 
on both older sedimentary units and Conejo Volcanics.  The UAS and LAS together reach a 
thickness of as much as 1,500 feet in the NPV Basin (see Figure 5.7-2).  The basal LAS 
consists of the Grimes Canyon Aquifer overlain by the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  The Fox Canyon 
Aquifer is the primary water-producing unit in the NPV Basin.  The UAS is present in the NPV 
Basin, but is not a major water-producing unit.  Overlying the UAS and LAS is an alluvial unit 
deposited along Arroyo Las Posas.  Drillers’ logs indicate that this alluvial unit, herein 
designated as the Shallow Aquifer, consists of sand and gravel, with finer-grained units in 
overbank locations.  The maximum thickness of this Shallow Aquifer unit in the NPV Basin is 
about 200 feet.  Where the sand and gravel of the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon 
Aquifer, there is a ready conduit for recharge from Arroyo Las Posas to the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  
This occurs in a limited area, but appears to be the main recharge area for the NPV Basin 
(Bachman, 2015 2013).   
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 North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (NPV Basin) – Hydrogeology.  The 
NPV Basin has experienced rapid changes in both water levels and water quality over a two-
decade period.  The trigger for these changes appears to be the advent of overflow of dry-
weather flow from the LP Basin, with the dual effect of rapidly raising groundwater elevations 
from this new source of recharge and deterioration of water quality from the poorer-quality base-
flow in Arroyo Las Posas.  

Groundwater Elevation Changes.  Hydrographs constructed in the northern portion of 
the NPV Basin exhibit the rapid rise (over 200 feet) in groundwater elevations that began in the 
early 1990s.  Based on a contour map prepared by Bachman (20152013), groundwater 
elevations rose by 200 to 225 feet at the Proposed Action facility site from 1994 to 2011 (see 
Figure 5.7-3).  South across Highway 101, there was a less substantial rise in groundwater 
elevations, with water level trends complicated by recovery from drought pumping in the late 
1980s and early 1990s, increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by the United Water 
Conservation District, and the initiation of operation of the Conejo Creek Diversion Project 
(removal of treated wastewater-derived flow from Conejo Creek) (Bachman, 20152013).  

There was a significant pumping depression in the NPV Basin, with groundwater 
elevations as low as 120 feet below sea level in 1994.  The additional percolation from the dry-
weather flow (base flow) of Arroyo Las Posas had sufficiently recharged the LAS of the NPV 
Basin that by 2011 the pumping depression was eradicated and a recharge mound (locally high 
groundwater elevations) created. 

Groundwater Quality.  The effect of the recharge of the poor quality base-flow of 
Arroyo Las Posas is evident in the wells closest to the area of recharge in the northernmost 
wells in the NPV Basin.  Table 5.7-3 illustrates the decline in groundwater quality at the City’s 
wells A and B, while groundwater quality in wells in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley 
Basin (including 2N/21W-34G1 and Well D) did not change substantially.  Historical and recent 
water quality data from Well B appear to indicate the mineral composition of groundwater has 
become more similar to surface water (Hopkins, 2008), which indicates surface water 
percolation results in groundwater quality degradation.   

Table 5.7-3.  Groundwater Quality Changes in the Pleasant Valley Basin 

Well Sub-Basin 
Total Dissolved Solids (mg/l) Chloride (mg/l) 

1980-1985 1995 2011 1980-1985 1995 2011 

Camarillo Well A North 700 1000 1800 80 110 350 

Camarillo Well B North 500 500 1500 35 50 300 

2N/21W-34G1 Central 1100 1150 1200 150 160 180 

Camarillo Well D Central 620 600 800 50 50 75 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to reduce the concentrations of total dissolved 
solids (TDS), sulfate, chloride, iron and manganese from groundwater produced by City wells, 
which would allow the treated groundwater to be used directly, without blending with imported 
water. 
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5.7.1.4 City of Camarillo Water Division 

The City of Camarillo Water Division provides potable water to approximately 75 
percent of the City’s incorporated area.  Approximately sixty percent of the Service Area is 
currently provided imported water supplied by the Calleguas MWD.   This water is supplied from 
both the 36-inch Oxnard-Santa Rosa Feeder and the 39-inch Camarillo Feeder.  

The City’s existing water distribution system consists of approximately 190 miles of 
6-inch through 20-inch diameter pipelines, which include eight (U.S. 101) freeway crossings.  
Other components of the City's water distribution system include six reservoirs (four above 
ground and two underground) with a total combined capacity of 13.4 million gallons, four 
groundwater wells, three pumping stations, and 11 pressure reducing valve locations.  

Between 1995 and 2009, the City’s local groundwater supply met about 39 percent 
of the overall demand (City of Camarillo, 2011).  The City pumps approximately 4,000 acre-
feet/year of groundwater, which is just below the allotment set by the FCGMA of 4,279 acre-
feet/year.  Due to poor water quality, groundwater is blended with imported water prior to 
delivery to consumers.   

The City of Camarillo Water Division currently operates four wells: Well A, Well B, 
Well D and Airport #3, each one is rated for a maximum production capability of approximately 
1,500 gallons per minute.  Well A and Well B are located in the northeast portion of the 
distribution system, and within the NPV Basin.  Well D and Airport #3 are located near the 
Ponderosa Corridor in the southwest portion of the distribution system, and within the central 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  Due to elevated TDS, sulfate, chloride, iron and 
manganese concentrations in the northeastern portion of its service area, the City is blending 
water from Well A or Well B with imported water from the Calleguas MWD to meet drinking 
water quality standards. 

The City of Camarillo Water Division annexed the Camarillo Utility Enterprise in 
2006, which delivers potable water to the Camarillo Airport for both municipal supply purposes 
and for fire suppression.  Groundwater pumped from Airport #3 is currently combined with the 
City’s other wells.  Airport #3 provides a maximum supply rate of 1,200 gallons per minute to 
one storage tank.  

Table 5.7-4 provides estimates of potable water demand from the City, based on the 
City’s 2010 Urban Water Master Plan.  Note that planned water conservation measures would 
reduce the per capita water consumption over time. 

Table 5.7-4.  Camarillo Water Service Area Demand Estimates 

Year 
Per Capita 

Consumption 
(gallons/day) 

Total 
(acre-feet/year) 

2015 201 10,564 

2020 179 9,652 

2025 179 9,875 
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Figure 5.7-1.  Groundwater Basins Map 
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Figure 5.7-2.  North Pleasant Valley Basin Geology Map 

 

Figure 5.7-3.  North Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Elevation Map 
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5.7.1.5 Floodplain 

Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 
Panel 06111C0932E, effective January 20, 2010, the Proposed Action facility site is located 
partially within a Special Flood Hazard Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% probability 
storm), and partially within an Other Flood Area (X).  The Site 4 Alternative facility site is not 
located within the 100-year floodplain.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within an 
Other Flood Area (X).  Both the proposed western and eastern well sites are not located within 
the 100-year floodplain.   

5.7.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Most of the water resources impact analysis presented in this EIR is taken from a 
groundwater study prepared by Steven Bachman, titled “Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter 
Groundwater Analysis and Modeling” (see Appendix A).  This study was peer-reviewed by 
HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. under contract to the City Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency, and revised in response to their comments.  A fundamental part of the 
analysis is the establishment of a baseline for comparison to the effects of the proposed project 
(and alternatives) as groundwater is pumped and treated.  Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requires an EIR to include a description of the environmental setting as it exists at 
the time the notice of preparation is published, and will normally constitute the baseline physical 
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.   

The description of the affected water resources environment in Section 5.7.1 meets 
the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines with regard to the environmental setting.  
However, the groundwater modeling presented in this EIR does not use conditions present in 
September 2013, when the Notice of Preparation was published as the environmental baseline.  
Groundwater conditions are dynamic and the effects of the proposed project can be modeled 
over time; therefore, future conditions in the absence of the project are used as the 
environmental baseline.  This approach allows the characterization and disclosure of the full 
effects of the project on groundwater conditions over time to the public, affected agencies and 
the decision-makers.  The groundwater modeling includes 30 years of project operation to 
identify the maximum impact on groundwater conditions.  However, it is anticipated that 25 
years of operation would be required to meet the project objectives, and these data are 
presented in the impact analysis. 

The groundwater impact analysis is based on the assumption that groundwater 
elevations in the NPV Basin will continue to rise as described in Section 5.7.1.3.  This continued 
rise (also known as mounding) can be predicted and was included in the groundwater modeling.  
Therefore, future groundwater conditions without project-related pumping is considered the 
environmental baseline, and compared to modeled future post-project conditions to determine if 
significant project-specific impacts would occur.   
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A second environmental baseline is used for cumulative impacts, which is based on 
the assumption that pumping of poor quality groundwater and treatment by the proposed 
Moorpark Desalter in the South Las Posas Basin would begin in 2023.  It is assumed this 
cumulative project would initially remove 5,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater originating as 
base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas that would have infiltrated into the NPV Basin.  By 2028, it is 
assumed that the balance of the base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas would be removed by the 
Moorpark Desalter, leaving only storm flow entering the NPV Basin (same as pre-1994 
conditions).  The proposed Moorpark Desalter would reduce the rate of mounding, which would 
exacerbate project-related effects on groundwater elevations.   

5.7.2.1 Significance Thresholds  

Construction Water Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality 
objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.   

Surface Water Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality 
objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.  By complying 
with this Plan, it is expected that surface waters are protected for aquatic life, wildlife, water 
contact recreation, and other designated beneficial uses.  In addition, any reduction in water 
quantity that may threaten beneficial uses is considered a significant impact. 

Water quality standards from the California Toxics Rule (Federal Register Vol. 65 
No. 97, pp. 31682-31719, May 18, 2000) are used as thresholds of significance for priority toxic 
pollutants in surface waters.  

Surface Water Quantity.  Any project-related reduction in surface flow that would 
substantially reduce the potential for the affected waterbody to support identified beneficial uses 
is considered a significant impact.  

Groundwater Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality 
objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.  By complying 
with this Plan, it is expected that groundwaters are protected for designated beneficial uses.   

Groundwater Quantity.  Any project-related activity that would substantially 
increase groundwater production from an overdrafted basin is considered a significant impact.  
Overdraft is defined as a long-term decline in groundwater in storage caused by extraction rates 
exceeding recharge rates. 

5.7.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would consist of continuing the operation of existing facilities, 
including blending groundwater from Wells A and B with imported water for delivery to City 
customers.  In the long-term, existing pumping in the NPV Basin may be terminated due to 
water quality concerns.  Groundwater pumping may need to be moved to other parts of the City 
where water quality meets drinking water standards. 
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Local groundwater quality would continue to be impaired for salts and the existing 
disparity between salt inputs and outputs would allow the accumulation of salts in the 
watershed.  In the absence of the Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las 
Posas would continue to degrade groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to 
contaminate existing wells located in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Basin and ultimately render local groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes.    A particle 
tracking analysis was conducted as part of the groundwater modeling conducted for the project, 
which simulates brackish groundwater movement in the aquifer.  The results of this analysis 
indicate that the mound of brackish groundwater would continue to expand in the absence of the 
project, and extend into groundwater production areas located south of U.S. Highway 101 in the 
future.  

 

Figure 5.7-4.  Future No Action/No Project Groundwater Elevations 

The City of Camarillo’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan includes treated 
groundwater provided by the Proposed Action as an important water supply for City residents.  
The No Action Alternative would deprive the City of this water supply. 

Groundwater elevation contours projected 25 years into the future are shown in 
Figure 5.7-4, and indicates the pumping depression (see circular contours in center of Figure) 
would deepen and widen to the north, largely caused by the City’s shift to its Airport #3 well as 
the NPV Basin is affected by the continued mounding of brackish water.  Figure 5.7-4 also 
shows the elevation of the poor quality groundwater mound as it increases and reaches 200 feet 
above mean sea level in the future (see contours in upper right corner). 
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5.7.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Impacts.  Run-off of storm water during construction of the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility, and during installation of wells and pipelines may transport 
sediment and other pollutants to Calleguas Creek.  The Proposed Action would be subject to 
the Statewide General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, 
and would need to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to eliminate or reduce non-
storm discharges to storm water systems and other waters of the U.S.   

Suspended sediment generated by construction activity adjacent to surface waters 
and storm run-off would result in an increase in turbidity that would likely exceed water quality 
objectives.  The use of concrete near surface waters (trench slurry backfill) may result in 
discharge of concrete residue or concrete-contaminated run-off to surface waters.  Such an 
event would likely cause an exceedance of the pH water quality objective.  Overall, construction 
activities may result in exceedances of water quality objectives, which is considered a significant 
water quality impact. 

Surface Water Quality.  The Proposed Action would serve to improve drinking water 
quality in the City of Camarillo.  However, the project would generate brine as part of the 
reverse osmosis process, which would be discharged to the Calleguas MWD Salinity 
Management pipeline and would be ultimately discharged to the Pacific Ocean near Port 
Hueneme.  Project-related brine flows were included in the design flows analyzed in the EIR/EA 
for the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project – Hueneme Outfall Replacement 
Project (Padre Associates, 2007).  This EIR/EA concluded that the ocean outfall diffuser design 
would provide sufficient dilution of wastewater with ocean water to meet the water quality 
standards of the California Ocean Plan. 

The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater, and offshore 
disposal of salts would benefit the Calleguas Creek watershed by removing accumulated salts.  
The treated groundwater provided to the City’s service area would have lower chloride, sulfate 
and TDS concentrations than existing water.  Since source water would have lower chloride, 
sulfate and TDS concentrations, treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek by the 
Camarillo WRP would also have lower chloride, sulfate and TDS concentrations, and more 
available for use as recycled water.  Overall, the project would improve surface water quality in 
Conejo Creek, and beneficially contribute to meeting the Salts TMDL in the Calleguas Creek 
watershed. 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The Proposed Action would harvest groundwater from the NPV 
Basin and could prevent it from becoming full, and could reverse the trend of base-flow 
extension in Arroyo Las Posas.  However, proposed groundwater production rates are less than 
current surface flow infiltration rates, and it is anticipated that surface flow rates in Arroyo Las 
Posas would not be substantially affected by the Proposed Action.   
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Groundwater Quality.  Groundwater quality in the NPV Basin is currently influenced 
by surface water infiltration and not seawater intrusion.  An area of concern raised by the Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency is the potential for project-related groundwater 
pumping to generate a cone of depression and result in a hydraulic gradient that may draw in 
saline groundwater from the coast (seawater intrusion).   

The groundwater elevations predicted by groundwater modeling at the completion of 
the project indicate: 1) the current pumping depression near the boundary between the Pleasant 
Valley and Oxnard Plain basins would not alter its location (compare Figure 5.7-4 to 5.7-5); 2) 
the magnitude of the landward gradient from the coast to the pumping depression would be 
decreased with the project; and 3) there would continue to be a westward groundwater gradient 
from the project area to the pumping depression.  These modeling results indicate that 
conditions for intrusion of seawater would not be exacerbated by the Proposed Action. 

 

Figure 5.7-5.  Future (End of Project) Proposed Action Groundwater Elevations 

A particle tracking analysis was included as part of the groundwater modeling 
conducted for the project, which simulates brackish groundwater movement in the aquifer in 
response to pumping.  The results of this analysis indicate that the mound of brackish 
groundwater would be substantially reduced as a result of project operation.  This would 
improve groundwater quality in most wells in the NPV Basin located north of U.S. Highway 101, 
and is considered a beneficial impact of the Proposed Action. 
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The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater, and offshore 
disposal of salts would benefit the Calleguas Creek watershed by removing accumulated salts.  
The treated groundwater provided to the City’s service area would have lower salts (chloride, 
sulfate and TDS) concentrations than existing water.  Since source water would have lower 
salts concentrations, treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek by the Camarillo WRP 
would also have lower salts concentrations.   Therefore, surface water percolating into the 
Upper Aquifer System in the lower Calleguas Creek watershed would contribute less salts, 
resulting in an improvement in groundwater quality.   

The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater would also prevent 
further migration of this low quality groundwater plume into the central portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin.  The proposed extraction of brackish groundwater from the NPV 
Basin would remove an artificial source of salts in the watershed and allow space for natural 
replenishment (by rainfall, storm flow) of the Basin.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would 
reduce the potential for further groundwater quality degradation, which is considered a 
beneficial impact. 

Drinking Water Quality.  Most of the groundwater to be pumped and treated 
originates as surface water in Arroyo Las Posas, which readily percolates to the NPV Basin.  
Based on the 2012 Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL Monitoring Program Annual Report, 
pesticides (DDE, toxaphene, chlorpyrifos, bifenthrin, cyfluthrin, cypermethrin) have been 
detected in samples of surface water taken from Arroyo Las Posas.  Therefore, the potential 
exists that these pesticides would be present in groundwater treated at the proposed facility, 
and be present in drinking water supplied to City residents.  However, the City is currently 
pumping this same groundwater from Well B, blending with imported water and serving it as 
drinking water to City residents.  Note that all groundwater would be treated using RO prior to 
use as drinking water, which is highly effective in removing pesticides (EPA, 2011).  In addition, 
all water would be tested for organic compounds (including pesticides) as required by the 
existing water supply permit issued by the California Department of Public Health.  Treated 
water not meeting pesticide standards would not be served to City residents as drinking water. 

Groundwater Quantity.  In the absence of proposed groundwater pumping and 
treatment, modeling indicates that poor quality groundwater will continue to migrate towards and 
into the agricultural areas of the central Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Bachman, 2015).  
The Proposed Action includes groundwater production of up to 9,000 acre-feet/year from the 
NPV Basin (an increase from the current 2,250 acre-feet/year from Well B) and producing up to 
7,500 acre-feet/year of treated groundwater.  The project would result in an increase in total 
groundwater pumping from the NPV Basin from approximately 4,250 to 11,000 acre-feet/year.  

Bachman (2015) used the MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas model to 
evaluate the effect of project-related groundwater pumping on groundwater elevations in the 
three groundwater production areas shown in Figure 5.7-6.  Future groundwater elevations 
predicted from the modeling after 25 years of pumping is summarized in Table 5.7-5, including 
the baseline (no project), Proposed Action and pumping rate alternatives. 
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Table 5.7-5.  Projected Future Groundwater Elevations from Modeling 
(feet above mean sea level) 

Area Well No. Historical 

Existing 
(2014) 

Model 
Starting 

Point 

Future (Post-Project) Conditions 

No Project 
4,500 ac-
feet/year 

Alternative 

Proposed 
Action: 

9,000 ac-
feet/year 

11,800 ac-
feet/year 

Alternative 

1 Monitoring Well 1 -170 95 125 105 -5 -75 

2 
2N/20W-1B5 

1N/21W-1B5 
-160 25 70 65 10 -30 

3 2N/21W-34G3 -175 -10 35 40 0 -25 

 

 
Figure 5.7-6.  Groundwater Production Areas Assessed in the Modeling 

Table 5.7-5 indicates that groundwater elevations will continue to rise after 2014 (see 
Future No Project column), and project-related pumping would reduce groundwater levels, but 
not below historic levels.   Near proposed pumping wells (see Area 1 in in Figure 5.7-6 and 
Table 5.7-5), the effects would be greatest, as groundwater elevation reductions would be 
approximately 130 feet (125’ reduced to -5’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions 
(no project).  Therefore, the effect on these nearby wells is an increased pumping lift, but there 
would be no negative effect on the wells themselves – groundwater elevations would remain 
within historical fluctuations.  Nearby well owners would also benefit over time from improved 
water quality, potentially more than offsetting any increased pumping lift.  

  

Project Site 
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Southwest of the proposed pumping wells (see Area 2 in Figure 5.7-6 and Table 5.7-
5), the effects would be less, as groundwater elevation reductions would be approximately 60 
feet (70’ reduced to 10’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions.  West-southwest of 
the proposed pumping wells (see Area 3 in in Figure 5.7-6 and Table 5.7-5), the effects would 
be even less, as groundwater elevation reductions would be approximately 35 feet (35’ reduced 
to 0’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions.  The potential overall decrease in 
groundwater elevations is in the range of the semi-annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations 
from wet to dry portions of the year.  Well owners in these areas would also likely avoid the 
arrival of the mound of brackish water that is predicted to degrade their water quality in the 
future if the project is not implemented.  Overall, impacts of the Proposed Action on 
groundwater quantity are considered less than significant. 

Subsidence.  Land subsidence can occur when groundwater pumping causes 
groundwater elevations to drop sufficiently to dewater sediments in the basin or to create 
pressure gradients where water flows out of the sediments.  It is the fine-grained sediments 
(e.g., mudstone) which may be present both within the aquifers and as low-permeability layers 
between the aquifers that cause land subsidence, water lost from these sediments is permanent 
and causes compaction of the material.  In contrast, water lost from coarser-grained sediments 
(e.g., sand and gravel) causes minimal compaction and water can re-enter the pore spaces 
when water levels rise.  Repeated cycling of groundwater elevations caused by drought/wet 
periods or pumping/recharge periods is less likely to cause further subsidence as long as 
groundwater elevations remain above historical lows.   

Potential subsidence caused by historical lowering of groundwater elevations has not 
been measured in the NPV Basin area, although there are no reported surface indications of 
subsidence (e.g., offset roads or parking lots, foundation cracking, etc.).  There may have been 
some loss of volume of fine-grained sediments within and between the aquifers by dewatering 
during historical lowered groundwater elevations, but the pore space in sand and gravel aquifers 
is largely unaffected by lowered groundwater elevations.  Because groundwater elevations 
dropped significantly by the early 1990s, any subsidence related to those lowered water levels 
has likely already occurred (Bachman, 2015).  The potential for project-related land subsidence 
would be minimized if groundwater elevations remain above historical low elevations.  Modeling 
conducted by Bachman (2015) and summarized in Table 5.7-5 indicates project-related 
groundwater pumping would not draw down groundwater elevations below historical low levels.  
Therefore, subsidence impacts of the Proposed Action are considered less than significant. 

Flooding.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would be occupied by 
operators.  The Proposed Action facility site is partially located within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% probability storm), and partially within an Other Flood 
Area (X).  Therefore, the facility site and on-site operators may be adversely affected by 
flooding.  Flood-related impacts are considered potentially significant, but could be mitigated to 
a level of less than significant as part of final design of the project. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service.  The 
Proposed Action would provide water to these City water customers, and included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.7-4.   

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Proposed Action may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize 
impacts to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The cumulative projects (Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter) 
would remove base-flow and reduce the volume and linear extent of dry season surface flow in 
Arroyo Las Posas.  However, most infiltration of surface flow to groundwater occurs in the Las 
Posas Basin, such that cumulative impacts on the volume and extent of base-flow would be 
primarily a result of operation of the proposed Moorpark Desalter. The incremental effect of the 
Proposed Action on base-flows in Arroyo Las Posas would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Groundwater Quantity.  Future groundwater elevations predicted from the modeling 
after 25 years of cumulative pumping (Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter) is summarized in 
Table 5.7-6, including the baseline (No Project, Moorpark Desalter only), Proposed Action and 
pumping rate alternatives.  Table 5.7-6 indicates that baseline groundwater elevations would 
drop after the Moorpark Desalter begins operation (see Future No Project column), and 
cumulative pumping would reduce groundwater levels, potentially below historic levels.   Near 
proposed pumping wells (see Area 1 in Table 5.7-6), the incremental cumulative effect of the 
Proposed Action would be greatest, as groundwater elevation reductions would be 205 feet (30’ 
reduced to -175’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions.  The potential exists to 
interfere with groundwater production in nearby wells (such as 2N/20W-19E1) by drawing down 
groundwater elevations below historic levels, potentially increasing pumping costs (i.e., 
electrical consumption) and requiring well modifications.  This cumulative impact is considered 
potentially significant if not mitigated. 
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Table 5.7-6.  Projected Cumulative Future Groundwater Elevations from Modeling 
(feet above mean sea level) 

Area Well No. Historical 

Existing 
(2014) 

Model 
Starting 

Point 

Future (Post-Project) Conditions 

No Project
(Moorpark 
Desalter 

only) 

4,500 ac-
feet/year 

Alternative 

Proposed 
Action: 

9,000 ac-
feet/year 

11,800 ac-
feet/year 

Alternative 

1 Monitoring Well 1 -170 95 30 -60 -175 <-200 

2 
2N/20W-1B5 

1N/21W-1B5 
-160 25 10 -20 -75 -110 

3 2N/21W-34G3 -175 -10 -25 -15 -55 -85 

        

Subsidence.  Since the Proposed Action may incrementally contribute to reducing 
groundwater elevations below historic levels, subsidence may occur.  This cumulative impact is 
considered potentially significant if not mitigated. 

5.7.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Groundwater and Surface Water Quality.  Impacts identified for the Proposed 
Action are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    

Flooding.  The Site 4 Alternative facility site and well site would not be located within 
the 100-year floodplain, and would not be adversely affected by flooding. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    

Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service.  The 
Site 4 Alternative would provide water to these land uses, and have been included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.7-4.   

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Site 4 Alternative may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize 
impacts to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Cumulative 
impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    
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5.7.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Groundwater and Surface Water Quality.  Impacts identified for the Proposed 
Action are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    

Flooding.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site would be located within an Other Flood 
Area (X), and may become inundated in a 100-year storm event.  Therefore, the facility site and 
on-site operators may be adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-related impacts are considered 
potentially significant, unless mitigation is incorporated into the design of the facility. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    

Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service.  The 
Site 7 Alternative would provide water to these land uses, and have been included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.7-4.   

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Site 7 Alternative may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize 
impacts to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Cumulative 
impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    

5.7.2.6 Pumping Rate Alternatives 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The pumping rate alternatives would harvest groundwater from 
the NPV Basin and could prevent it from becoming full, and could reverse the trend of base-flow 
extension in Arroyo Las Posas.  As the groundwater production rates under the 11,800 acre-
feet/year Alternative would exceed estimated surface flow infiltration rates, and it is possible that 
the volume and linear extent of dry season surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas would be 
substantially affected by this alternative.  The potential reduction in dry season flow in Arroyo 
Las Posas associated with the 11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative may also result in indirect 
impacts to biological resources dependent on surface waters. 

Groundwater Quantity.  The North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis 
and Modeling Report by Bachman (2015) (see Appendix A) included an analysis of various 
rates of groundwater to be pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000 and 11,800 acre-
feet/year.   Two scenarios from this study are used as alternatives to the Proposed Action, 
including: 
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 Scenario 1a: 4,500 acre-feet/year pumped from Wells A and B, and treated at 
the proposed groundwater treatment facility; and 

 Scenario 1d: 11,800 acre-feet/year pumped from Wells A and B, and three 
other wells and treated at the proposed groundwater treatment facility. 

Note that the Proposed Action is very similar to Scenario 1c: 9,000 acre-feet/year 
pumped from Wells A and B, and two new wells and treated at the proposed groundwater 
treatment facility.  Modeled groundwater elevation data is provided in Table 5.7-5 for these two 
alternatives.  Following up to 25 years of operation at lowered rates of groundwater pumping 
(4,500 acre-feet/year), the mound of brackish water in the NPV Basin would be reduced below 
baseline conditions (future no project) but not eliminated.  Likewise, there would likely be 
“stranded brackish water” under the City of Camarillo at this lower pumping rate that would 
continue moving southward into the Central PV Basin.  At higher rates of project-related 
groundwater pumping (e.g., 11,800 acre-feet/year), there becomes a trade-off between salt 
removal and lowered groundwater elevations.   

Near proposed pumping wells (see Area 1 in Table 5.7-5), the effect would be 
greatest, as project groundwater elevation reductions (after 25 years) would be approximately 
20 feet for the 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative and 200 feet for the 11,800 acre-feet/year 
Alternative as compared to baseline conditions.  Similar to the Proposed Action (see Scenario 
2c in Appendix A), the potential overall decrease in groundwater elevations is in the range of the 
semi-annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations from wet to dry portions of the year.  Well 
owners in these areas would also likely avoid the arrival of the mound of brackish water that is 
predicted to degrade their water quality in the future if the project is not implemented.  Overall, 
impacts of these alternatives on groundwater quantity are considered less than significant. 

Subsidence.  Since neither pumping rate alternative would reduce groundwater 
elevations below historic levels, significant subsidence impacts are not anticipated.   

Cumulative Impacts 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The cumulative projects (11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative + 
Moorpark Desalter) would remove base-flow and reduce the volume and linear extent of dry 
season surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas.  However, most infiltration of surface flow to 
groundwater occurs in the Las Posas Basin, such that cumulative impacts on the volume and 
extent of base-flow would be primarily a result of operation of the proposed Moorpark Desalter. 
However, the incremental effect of the 11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative on base-flows in Arroyo 
Las Posas may be cumulatively considerable.  

Groundwater Quantity.  Future groundwater elevations predicted from the modeling 
after 25 years of cumulative pumping (Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter) is summarized in 
Table 5.7-6, including the pumping rate alternatives (see Scenarios 2a and 2d in Appendix A). 
Table 5.7-6 indicates that baseline groundwater elevations would drop after the Moorpark 
Desalter begins operation (see Future No Project column), and cumulative pumping would 
reduce groundwater levels, potentially below historic levels.    
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Near proposed pumping wells (see Area 1 in Table 5.7-6), the incremental 
cumulative effect of the pumping rate alternatives would be greatest, as groundwater elevation 
reductions (after 25 years) would be approximately 90 feet for the 4,500 acre-feet/year 
Alternative and greater than 230 feet for the 11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative as compared to 
baseline conditions.  The cumulative groundwater quantity impact of the 4,500 acre-feet/year 
Alternative would be less than significant.  However, this lower pumping rate would not fully 
address the mounding of brackish groundwater and stranded salts would remain within the NPV 
Basin after 25 years of pumping. 

The potential exists for the cumulative impacts of the 11,800 acre-feet/year 
Alternative to interfere with groundwater production in nearby wells, by drawing down 
groundwater levels and potentially increasing pumping costs (i.e., electrical consumption) and 
requiring well modifications.  This cumulative impact is considered potentially significant. 

Subsidence.  The cumulative subsidence impact of the 4,500 acre-feet/year 
Alternative would be less than significant.  Since the 11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative may 
incrementally contribute to reducing groundwater elevations below historic levels, subsidence 
may occur.  This cumulative impact is considered potentially significant. 

5.7.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.7.3.1 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Stormwater.  The following measures shall be included in the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and implemented by the construction contractor in 
coordination with the City to minimize erosion and siltation of surface waters, and reduce the 
potential for hydrocarbon discharge from construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation below the water table and include 
discharge to a sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering storm drains, 
creeks or other surface water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts. This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth 
and absorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained properly to prevent leakage. If 
maintenance must occur onsite, a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts shall be used. This designated area shall include a drain pan 
or drop cloth and adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved when feasible to 
minimize erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be applied during or immediately prior 
to periods of precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas isolated from surface water, and 
any groundwater affected by concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters.  
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Flooding.  Flood walls shall be designed and constructed around the facility 
perimeter to minimize the potential for property damage and loss of human life during a 100-
year storm event. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Groundwater Elevations.  The following measures are taken from the North 
Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Report by Bachman (2015).  
Three new monitoring wells shall be installed in the northern Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Basin to establish baseline information, track the progress of the project as it pulls salts from the 
basin, and identify any conflicts with existing wells.  Recommended general locations of new 
monitoring wells are provided in Figure 5.7-7.  The locations of the new monitoring wells shall 
be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to 
project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.    

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.  
Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for each of the three 
areas (A, B and C) shown in Figure 5.7-7 in Table 10 of Appendix A.  The actual screened 
intervals shall be determined after a geophysical log is run between the time the well is drilled 
and it is cased.  Each screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet 
below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at the 
bottom of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data logger shall 
be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.   

The groundwater elevation of three existing groundwater production wells shall also 
be monitored, including one Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well (2N/20W-19M5 or -
19E1), one Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well located further east.  The project-
proposed wells shall also be monitored. 

Baseline regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., 
drought conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at 
wells affected by the Proposed Action.  A set of existing monitoring wells in the Pleasant Valley 
Basin that are far enough away to be unaffected by the project shall be utilized.   

Collected data from the monitoring wells (groundwater elevation, water quality), 
production wells (groundwater elevation) and regional monitoring wells shall be assembled into 
an annual report and analyzed to determine any project-related adverse effects on water quality, 
existing well production, and the potential to reduce groundwater elevations below historic 
levels.  The report shall also include regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to 
document the effects of the Proposed Action on the PV Basin. 
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To avoid groundwater elevations from reaching historic low levels, action shall be 
initiated when monitored groundwater elevations approach within 16 feet (margin of error in 
model calibration) of the historic low groundwater elevation (168 feet below sea level) in a 
nearby well (2N/20W-19F4 or -19L5), or 152 feet below mean sea level.  Actions would involve 
developing a mitigation plan in coordination with each affected well owner/operator which may 
include reimbursement for well modifications, reduction in project pumping rates of 10 percent 
for 6 months, and then evaluate effects on groundwater elevation.  If needed, reduce project 
pumping an additional 10 percent for 6 months and re-evaluate effects.  Additional reductions in 
pumping would be conducted as needed to minimize adverse effects on local wells.   

Subsidence.  The location and elevation of the new monitoring wells shall be 
surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure detection of any subsidence, 
both the wellhead and the nearby ground surface shall be surveyed.  The monitoring wells and 
adjacent ground surfaces shall be resurveyed every 10 years to detect any changes in elevation 
related to subsidence.  The City shall annually evaluate available survey information for areas 
surrounding the facility and well sites, and compare to baseline conditions and monitoring well 
data to identify any changes in ground elevation that may be related to subsidence.    

If subsidence exceeding 0.5 feet is detected, project pumping shall be reduced 
immediately by 10 percent, and the monitoring well surveying frequency increased to every 6 
months.  A subsidence study shall be prepared to determine the rate and cause of subsidence 
in the project area.  The study shall include contingency measures in the event the project is 
determined to be the cause of subsidence, and would include changes in pumping rates.  If the 
project is not found to cause or substantially contribute to any observed subsidence, restrictions 
on project pumping rates shall be lifted. 

5.7.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation measures related to construction storm water, groundwater elevations and 
subsidence identified for the Proposed Action are applicable to this alternative. 

5.7.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Action are applicable to this 
alternative. 

5.7.3.4 Pumping Rate Alternatives 

Construction Stormwater, Cumulative Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  
Mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Action are applicable to the 11,800 acre-
feet/year Alternative. 

Surface Water Quantity.  A surface flow monitoring program shall be developed in 
coordination with the operators of the Moorpark Desalter to detect changes in dry season 
surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas associated with groundwater pumping of the 11,800 acre-
feet/year Alternative and the Moorpark Desalter.  A contingency plan shall be developed and 
implemented if needed to reduce these changes to the extent feasible and offset any potential 
impacts to biological resources associated with any project-related loss of dry season surface 
flow. 
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5.7.4 Residual Impacts 

Full implementation of identified mitigation measures would reduce water resources 
impacts below the level of significance for each of the alternatives.  

 

Figure 5.7-7.  Recommended Areas (circles) for Selection of New Wells for Monitoring 

 

A

B 

C 
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5.8 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

5.8.1 Affected Environment 

5.8.1.1 Site Description 

A land use summary is provided in Table 5.8-1 for each site considered for the 
project.  Adjacent land uses include: 

 Proposed Action facility site: row crops, with St. John’s Hospital across 
Antonio Avenue, and a residential area along Villamonte Court to the 
southeast; 

 Site 4 Alternative facility site and eastern well site: row crops, with the 
approved Camarillo Academy High School site immediately to the south; 

 Site 7 Alternative facility site: citrus orchard to the north, residential area 
south across Upland Road, and Arroyo Las Posas to the east; and 

 Western well site: avocado orchard to the north, commercial land uses across 
Antonio Avenue to the south. 

Table 5.8-1.  Land Use Summary 

Site Current Land Use 
Area 

(acres) 
APN Jurisdiction 

Land Use 
Designation 

Zoning 

Proposed Action facility site Row crops 4.1 156-0-180-340 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Site 4 Alternative facility site Row crops 4.1 156-0-180-340 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Site 7 Alternative facility site Citrus orchard 4.1 163-0-071-250 Camarillo Agriculture AE 

Western well site Avocado orchard 0.25 156-0-180-140 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Eastern well site Row crops 0.25 156-0-180-340 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

5.8.1.2 Zoning Ordinance Compliance 

The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and both proposed 
well sites are currently located with the municipal jurisdiction of Ventura County and subject to 
the County’s Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed project (public service/utility office 
and service yard) is not an allowed use under the current AE-40 ac (agricultural exclusive) 
zoning.  The Ventura County Save our Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) 
Initiative prevents changing the agricultural zoning without a vote of people, unless the Board of 
Supervisors makes certain findings regarding the proposed zone change. 
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5.8.1.3 Camarillo Urban Restriction Boundary 

The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and both proposed 
well sites are located outside the City’s Urban Restriction Boundary, as delineated by the City’s 
SOAR Ordinance.  The purpose of this Urban Restriction Boundary is to ensure that the 
purposes and principles set forth in the Camarillo General Plan relating to Land Use (Chapter 
IV) and Open Space and Conservation (Chapter IX) are inviolable against transitory short-term 
political decisions and that agricultural, watershed and open space lands are not prematurely or 
unnecessarily converted to other non-agricultural or non-open space uses without public debate 
and a vote of the people.  The proposed project is a potable water facility and exempt from the 
City’s SOAR Ordinance. 

5.8.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.8.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The following thresholds are taken from the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment 
Guidelines and have been adopted by the City for this project: 

 Any project that is inconsistent with a specific environmental policy of the 
General Plan is considered as having a significant environmental impact.  

 The above criterion is not applicable if the project includes a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) that would eliminate the inconsistency, and the GPA itself 
would not have a significant impact on any other environmental issue nor be 
inconsistent with any other environmental policy or goal of the General Plan.  

5.8.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any changes in land use, or otherwise result in 
conflicts with land uses, or policies of the Ventura County General Plan or City of Camarillo 
General Plan. 

5.8.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

The Proposed Action facility site and proposed well sites are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest and 
contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.  As all three sites are located outside the City’s 
municipal boundaries, the City would request approval from LAFCO for a reorganization.  The 
reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site and well sites; 

 Annexation of the sites to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site and well sites; 

 Annexation of the three sites to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  
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 Detachment of the facility site and well sites from the Ventura County 
Resource Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, 
County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal) and County Service 
Area no. 33 (recreation and park services); 

 Lot line adjustment to provide legal lots for the facility site and two well sites; 
and 

 City of Camarillo General Plan amendment/pre-zone to ensure General Plan 
consistency for the three new lots. 

The City would pre-zone the sites to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and amend the City’s 
General Plan to reflect a “Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.  A lot line adjustment for the 
affected parcel would be requested from the Ventura County Resource Management Agency.  
The proposed project is an allowed use under the City’s R-E zoning (Municipal Code Chapter 
19.12.020G, public buildings and other facilities).   

The Proposed Action is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and General Plan Amendment, 
the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan.  
Overall, no impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following proposed municipal 
reorganization and General Plan amendment. 

The facility site and well sites are located in an agricultural area, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically divide 
an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Proposed Action would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 

5.8.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

The Site 4 Alternative facility site and proposed western well site are located outside 
the City boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest and 
contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.  As both sites are located outside the City’s 
municipal boundaries, the City would request approval from LAFCO for a reorganization.  The 
reorganization proposal would be the same as discussed in Section 5.8.2.3. 

The Site 4 Alternative is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and General Plan Amendment, 
the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan.  
Overall, no impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following proposed municipal 
reorganization and General Plan amendment. 

The facility site and well site are located in an agricultural area, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically divide 
an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Site 4 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 

5.8.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Although the Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City, the proposed 
well sites are located outside the City boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within 
the City’s Area of Interest and contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.  As the well sites 
are located outside the City’s municipal boundaries, the City would request approval from 
LAFCO for a reorganization.  The reorganization proposal would be the same as discussed in 
Section 5.8.2.2. 

The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
two well sites; 

 Annexation of the two well sites to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the well sites; 

 Annexation of the three sites to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the two well sites from the Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, County 
Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal) and County Service Area 
no. 33 (recreation and park services); 

 Lot line adjustment to provide legal lots for the two well sites; and 

 City of Camarillo General Plan amendment/pre-zone to ensure General Plan 
consistency for the two new lots. 

The Site 7 Alternative is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and General Plan Amendment, 
the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan.  
Overall, no impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following proposed municipal 
reorganization and General Plan amendment. 

The facility site and well sites are located in an agricultural area, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically divide 
an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Site 7 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 
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5.8.3 Mitigation Measures 

Significant impacts were not identified; therefore, mitigation measures are not 
necessary. 
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5.9 NOISE 

5.9.1 Affected Environment 

5.9.1.1 Noise Measurement Scales 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound.  Noise levels are 
measured on a logarithmic scale because of physical characteristics of sound transmission and 
reception.  Noise energy is typically reported in units of decibels (dB).  Noise levels diminish (or 
attenuate) as distance to the source increases according to the inverse square rule, but the rate 
constant varies with the type of sound source.  The typical sound attenuation rate from point 
sources such as industrial facilities is about 6 dB per doubling of distance.  Heavily traveled 
roads with few gaps in traffic approximate continuous line sources and attenuate at 3 dB per 
doubling of distance.  Noise from more lightly traveled roads is attenuated at 4.5 dB per 
doubling of distance. 

Community noise levels are typically measured in terms of the A-weighted decibel 
(dBA).  A-weighting is a frequency correction that correlates overall sound pressure levels with 
the frequency response of the human ear.  Equivalent noise level (Leq) is the average noise 
level on an energy basis for a specific time period.  The duration of noise and the time of day at 
which it occurs are important factors in determining the impact of noise on communities.  Noise 
is more disturbing at night and noise indices have been developed to account for the time of day 
and duration of noise generation.  The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-
Night Average Level (DNL or Ldn) are such indices.  These indices are time-weighted average 
values equal to the amount of acoustic energy equivalent to a time-varying sound over a 24-
hour period.  The CNEL index penalizes night-time noise (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) by adding 10 dB 
and evening noise (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) by adding 5 dB to account for increased sensitivity of the 
community after dark.  The Ldn index penalizes night-time noise the same as the CNEL index, 
but does not penalize evening noise.  The following Table 5.9-1 summarizes typical community 
noise exposure and acceptability for various land uses.   

5.9.1.2 Regulatory Environment 

Chapter 10.34 of the City’s Municipal Code provides noise standards for four noise 
zones, including agricultural/open space, residential, commercial/office and industrial.   
Construction activities are exempt from these noise standards provided they are limited to 7 
a.m. to 7 p.m. 

5.9.1.3 Current Noise Environment 

Land uses adjacent to the sites under consideration include residential, commercial, 
institutional (hospital, churches) and agricultural.  As such, existing noise levels can be 
attributable to a number of sources, including but not limited to motor vehicles, air traffic from 
the Camarillo Airport, railroad transportation, and agricultural operations.  In particular, existing 
vehicular traffic on Las Posas Road and Lewis Road, and railroad traffic along Lewis Road 
contribute substantially to existing noise levels in the project area.   

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 159 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  5 .9  No ise  

Page 5.9-2 
5/1/15 

Table 5.9-1.  Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments 

 
Land Use Category 

Community Noise Exposure 
Ldn or CNEL, dBA 

             55              60              65             70               75              80 

Residential: Low-density 
Single Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential: Multiple  
Family 

       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging: Motels, Hotels        

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 
Nursing Homes 

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports        

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks        

        

        

       

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial 
and Professional 

       

         

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

       

       

       

       

Source: California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control 

 
INTERPRETATION: 

 Normally Acceptable: specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

 Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should only be undertaken after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features included in the design. 

 Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new development is to 
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features included in the 
design. 

 Clearly Unacceptable: New development or construction should not be undertaken. 
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Noise sensitive uses are defined as residences, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, 
churches and libraries for the purposes of this analysis.  Noise sensitive receptors near the sites 
under consideration include St. John’s Hospital and residential areas. 

Noise levels were measured at two sensitive receptor locations near the Proposed 
Action facility site and western well site on December 4, 2013 using a Larson & Davis LXT 
Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter.  Leq noise measurements were taken for 20-minute 
periods.  Table 5.9-2 identifies the noise measurement location and the ambient Leq value.  
However, it is important to realize that existing noise data presented in Table 5.9-2 are short-
term monitoring values and may not adequately characterize the existing noise environment 
within the project area.  Note that a six foot-high masonry block wall is located along the north 
side of Villamonte Court and east side of Antonio Avenue near the Proposed Action facility site, 
and serves to attenuate noise at the ground floor of these two-story homes. 

Table 5.9-2.  Existing Noise Levels in the Project Area 

5.9.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.9.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

Noise impacts associated with the project would include short-term construction 
noise, and long-term operation noise (treatment plants and wells).  City of Camarillo Municipal 
Code Chapter 10.35 establishes noise standards for land use compatibility, but exempts 
construction activity conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  Noise generated by construction 
outside of these hours would be subject to residential exterior noise standards of 55 dBA (7 am 
to 9 pm) and 45 dBA (9 pm to 7 am).  As the City has not established exterior noise standards 
for institutional land uses, the residential noise standard is used as a significance threshold for 
St. John’s Hospital.  

5.9.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any noise generation, or cause a change in 
existing groundwater pumping or treating activities that would increase noise levels.  No noise 
impacts would occur with implementation of the No Action/No Project Alternative. 

  

Monitoring Location Monitoring 
Period 

Dominant Noise Source 
dBA 
Leq 

Antonio Avenue across from St. John’s Hospital 8:44-9:04 a.m. Traffic, pumps at Well B 49.1 

Antonio Avenue near western well site 9:12-9:32 a.m. Traffic, distant railroad horn 53.0 
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5.9.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Proposed Action would generate noise as a result of 
construction (site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and 
pipeline installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise 
generation would be generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, 
some nighttime work may be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway 
Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise 
levels at the nearest sensitive receptors (see Table 5.9-3).  Noise modeling indicates site 
preparation activities at the facility site would generate noise levels of 67.3 dBA Leq at St. 
John’s Hospital and at the nearest residence (Villamonte Court).  Construction noise levels 
would exceed the residential noise standard of 55 dBA.  Noise associated with pipeline 
installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at residences along Las Posas Road.  
However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities would be conducted between 7 a.m. 
and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise regulations.   

Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.9 dBA Leq 
at the caretaker residence near the western well site, and 37.1 dBA Leq at the nearest 
residences to the eastern well site.  Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary noise 
barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well drilling at the 
proposed western well site would exceed the 55 dBA daytime noise standard at one residence 
(caretaker), and the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at numerous residences west of the site.  
This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result 
in some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (300 feet) 
and small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Table 5.9-3.  Construction Noise Modeling Results 

Site Nearest Sensitive Receptor 
Distance 

(feet) 
Modeled Activity 

Modeled 
Noise Level 
(dBA Leq) 

Proposed Action facility 
site 

St. John’s Hospital, residences on 
Villamonte Court 

300 Site preparation 67.3 

Site 4 Alternative Facility 
site 

Residences along Somis Road 1400 Site preparation 54.8 

Site 7 Alternative facility 
site 

Adjacent caretaker residence 200 Site preparation 70.4 

Western well site Adjacent caretaker residence 150 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
55.9 

Eastern well site Residences along Somis Road 1400 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
37.1 
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Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  However, nighttime noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at St. John’s Hospital and residences located southeast of the facility site.  Although 
nighttime noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater treatment facility may be very 
similar to existing ambient noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered potentially 
significant. 

Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply 
with the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential and commercial land uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Proposed Action would contribute to cumulative traffic 
noise, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the proposed project is 
not located in close proximity to other projects and would not have a detectable incremental 
contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less 
than one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

5.9.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Site 4 Alternative would generate noise as a result of 
construction (site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and 
pipeline installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise would 
be generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, some nighttime work 
may be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway 
Construction Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors (see Table 5.9-3).  Noise modeling indicates site preparation activities at the 
facility site would generate noise levels of 54.8 dBA Leq at the nearest residence (on Somis 
Road).  These levels would not exceed the City’s 55 dBA daytime residential noise standard.  
Noise associated with pipeline installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at residences 
along Las Posas Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities would be 
conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise regulations.   
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Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.9 dBA Leq 
at the caretaker residence near the western well site.  Note that the noise modeling assumes 
temporary noise barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well 
drilling at the proposed western well site would exceed the 55 dBA daytime noise standard at 
one residence (caretaker), and the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at numerous residences 
west of the site.  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result 
in some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (1,200 
feet) and small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  Due to the lack of nearby noise sensitive land uses, nighttime noise generated 
by operation of the facility would not exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard, and is 
considered a less than significant impact. 

Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply 
with the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential and commercial land uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Site 4 Alternative would contribute to cumulative traffic 
noise, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the Site 4 Alternative 
is not located in close proximity to other projects and would not have a detectable incremental 
contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less 
than one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  
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5.9.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Site 7 Alternative would generate noise as a result of 
construction (site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and 
pipeline installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise would 
be generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, some nighttime work 
may be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway 
Construction Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors (see Table 5.9-3).  Noise modeling indicates site preparation activities at the 
facility site would generate noise levels of 70.4 dBA Leq at the nearest residence (on-site 
caretaker).  Construction noise levels would exceed the City’s 55 dBA daytime residential noise 
standard.  Noise associated with pipeline installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at 
residences along Las Posas Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities 
would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise 
regulations.   

Noise associated with pipeline installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at 
residences along Las Posas Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities 
would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise 
regulations.   

Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.9 dBA Leq 
at the caretaker residence near the western well site, and 37.1 dBA Leq at the nearest 
residences to the eastern well site.  Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary noise 
barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well drilling at the 
proposed western well site would exceed the 55 dBA daytime noise standard at one residence 
(caretaker), and the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at numerous residences west of the site.  
This impact is considered potentially significant. 

Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result 
in some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (200 feet) 
and small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  However, nighttime noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at the caretaker residence and residences located south of the facility site.  Although 
nighttime noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater treatment facility may be very 
similar to existing ambient noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered potentially 
significant. 
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Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply 
with the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential and commercial land uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.6 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Site 7 Alternative would contribute to cumulative traffic 
noise, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the Site 7 Alternative 
is not located in close proximity to other projects and would not have a detectable incremental 
contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less 
than one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

5.9.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.9.3.1 Proposed Action 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all 
residents located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site 
during all drilling operations. 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all 
noise-producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise 
reduction measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound 
wall. 
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5.9.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all 
residents located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site 
during all drilling operations. 

5.9.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all 
residents located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site 
during all drilling operations. 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all 
noise-producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise 
reduction measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound 
wall. 

5.9.4 Residual Impacts 

5.9.4.1 Proposed Action 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce operational noise 
impacts to a level of less than significant.  However, due to the close proximity of the caretaker 
residence to the western well site, it may not be feasible to reduce nighttime noise generated by 
well drilling below the 45 dBA noise standard.  Therefore, residual nighttime well drilling noise 
impacts would be potentially significant. 
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5.9.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Due to the close proximity of the caretaker residence to the western well site, it may 
not be feasible to reduce nighttime noise generated by well drilling below the 45 dBA noise 
standard.  Therefore, residual nighttime well drilling noise impacts would be potentially 
significant. 

5.9.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce operational noise 
impacts to a level of less than significant.  However, due to the close proximity of the caretaker 
residence to the western well site, it may not be feasible to reduce nighttime noise generated by 
well drilling below the 45 dBA noise standard.  Therefore, residual nighttime well drilling noise 
impacts would be potentially significant. 
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5.10 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

5.10.1 Affected Environment 

5.10.1.1 Existing Conditions 

The quality of traffic service provided by a roadway system can be described through 
the Level of Service (LOS) concept.  LOS is a standardized means of describing traffic 
conditions by comparing traffic volumes in a roadway system with the system's capacity.  An 
LOS rating of A, B or C indicates that the roadway is operating efficiently.  Minor delays are 
possible on an arterial with a LOS of D.  Level E represents traffic volumes at or near the 
capacity of the highway, resulting in possible delays and unstable flow.   

Regional access to the proposed facility and well sites would be from State Route 
(SR) 34 (Lewis Road/Somis Road), SR 118 (Los Angeles Avenue) and U.S. 101.  Year 2012 
traffic volumes provided by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) indicate 
12,500 average daily trips occur on SR 34, and 18,400 average daily trips occur on SR 118 
(east of the SR 34 intersection).  Based on the Ventura County LOS thresholds for conventional 
state highways, SR 34 and SR 118 operate at LOS E.  Based on the Ventura County Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines, the minimum acceptable LOS for these two roadways is LOS E.    

The SR 118/SR 34 intersection operates at LOS F at a.m. and p.m. peak hour, which 
is considered unacceptable.  Note that Caltrans plans to improve this intersection, but the 
implementation schedule is unknown.  

5.10.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.10.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The following significance thresholds were taken from the Ventura County Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines and have been adopted by the City for this project. 

 Cause the existing LOS on a roadway segment to fall to an unacceptable 
level (LOS F in this case); and 

 An increase of one peak hour trip at an intersection operating at LOS F. 

5.10.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not generate vehicle trips, or change the number or routing of 
existing vehicle trips associated with operation of the City’s water system.  Implementation of 
the No Action/No Project Alternative would not result in any adverse impacts to traffic or 
circulation. 
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5.10.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

Construction activities may generate up to 30 round trips per day (light and heavy-
duty vehicles), over the 12 to 18 month construction period.   Project construction traffic would 
utilize roadways operating at acceptable LOS.  Based on the relatively small number of project-
related trips as compared to existing volumes, construction traffic would not cause affected 
roadways to operate at unacceptable LOS.  However, during the construction period, the 
Proposed Action may contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, 
which currently operates at unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, 
and would conflict with Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 

Operation of the proposed facilities would involve employee transportation, periodic 
maintenance and monitoring of site operations, and deliveries of chemical supplies.  It is 
estimated that project operations would generate up to approximately 18 daily vehicle one-way 
trips, and is not considered a substantial increase in traffic volumes.  Based on the relatively 
small number of project-related trips as compared to existing volumes, operational traffic would 
not cause affected roadways to operate at unacceptable LOS.  However, operation of the 
Proposed Action may contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, 
which currently operates at unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, 
and would conflict with Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative projects listed in Section 3.6 are relatively small and dispersed, such 
that substantial traffic volume increases on regional roadways are not anticipated.  However, 
these projects may also contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 34/SR 118 intersection, 
resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  Following implementation of mitigation, the project’s 
incremental contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.10.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Action, construction of the Site 4 Alternative may contribute 
at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, which currently operates at 
unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, and would conflict with 
Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 

Similar to the Proposed Action, operation of the Site 4 Alternative may contribute at 
least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, which currently operates at 
unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, and would conflict with 
Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative projects listed in Section 3.6 are relatively small and dispersed, such 
that substantial traffic volume increases on regional roadways are not anticipated.  However, 
these projects may also contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 34/SR 118 intersection, 
resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  Following implementation of mitigation, the project’s 
incremental contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.10.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Similar to the Proposed Action, construction of the Site 7 Alternative may contribute 
at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, which currently operates at 
unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, and would conflict with 
Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 

Similar to the Proposed Action, operation of the Site 7 Alternative may contribute at 
least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, which currently operates at 
unacceptable LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant, and would conflict with 
Policy 4.2.2-3 of the Ventura County General Plan. 

The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located adjacent to Somis Road (SR 34), and 
project-related construction traffic may access the site directly from SR 34, which may cause 
safety concerns associated with potential collisions with vehicles entering the highway.  
However, the City would require the construction contractor to develop a traffic control plan to 
establish safe traffic patterns and minimize any contribution to traffic congestion.  
Implementation of the traffic control plan would prevent significant traffic hazards. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative projects listed in Section 3.6 are relatively small and dispersed, such 
that substantial traffic volume increases on regional roadways are not anticipated.  However, 
these projects may also contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 34/SR 118 intersection, 
resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  Following implementation of mitigation, the project’s 
incremental contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.10.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.10.3.1 Proposed Action 

Construction.  The intent of these mitigation measures is to avoid or offset the 
project-related contribution to existing traffic congestion.  Therefore, two mitigation options are 
considered: 

1. The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily trips 
and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the time construction is implemented.  These 
fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 
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2. The project specifications shall limit the construction contractor to off-peak trips 
only, through the scheduling of worker hours and materials deliveries.  

Operation.  The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily trips and the rates 
($/trip) in effect at the time operation of the facility is initiated.  These fees would be used for 
roadway improvements to offset the contribution of the project to level of service impacts. 

5.10.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

See measures listed in Section 5.10.3.1. 

5.10.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

See measures listed in Section 5.10.3.1. 

5.10.4 Residual Impacts 

Implementation of the mitigation measures provided above would mitigate traffic 
impacts of any of the alternatives to a level of less than significant. 
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5.11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

This analysis is provided as required by Federal regulations and guidelines, and 
compliance with NEPA.  Impact analysis required under CEQA identifies and assesses 
environmental impacts to the public at large, and does not distinguish between differing 
populations and communities that may be adversely affected.   

5.11.1 Affected Environment 

5.11.1.1 Definitions 

Environmental justice has its origins with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which 
states "No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin be 
excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under 
any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance." 

Environmental justice has been defined by a variety of organizations interested in the 
topic.  EPA's Office of Environmental Justice offers the following definition:  

"The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, 
and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  Fair treatment 
means that no group of people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group 
should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences 
resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of 
federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies."  

The goal of this "fair treatment" is not to shift risks among populations, but to identify 
potential disproportionately high and adverse effects and identify alternatives that may mitigate 
these impacts.  

Definitions of races, minority populations and low-income populations used in this 
analysis are taken from the 2010 Census: 

 White: persons having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, Middle 
East or North Africa; 

 Black or African-American: persons having origins in any of the black racial 
groups of Africa; 

 Hispanic: persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South 
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race; 

 Asian: persons having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 
Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent; 

 American Indian and Alaskan Native: persons having origins in any of the 
original peoples of North and South America who maintain cultural 
identification through tribal affiliation or recognition.  

 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: persons having origins in any of 
the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa or other Pacific islands; 
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 Low-Income: people whose income in the past 12 months is below the 
poverty level as established by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services.  

A minority population is considered present in the affected area if the minority 
population percentage is “meaningfully greater” than the minority population percentage in the 
general population or other “appropriate unit of geographic analysis” (EPA, 1998).  

5.11.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal.  In 1994, Executive Order 12898 was issued and gave a renewed emphasis 
to Title VI and added low-income populations to those protected by the principles of 
environmental justice.  Executive Order 12898 and its accompanying memorandum have the 
primary purpose of ensuring that "each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations ..."  The Executive Order also explicitly called 
for the application of equal consideration for Native American programs.  To meet these goals, 
the Order specified that each agency develop an agency-wide environmental justice strategy.  

Federal guidance concerning incorporation of environmental justice into NEPA 
analysis is provided by Final Guidance for Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in 
EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis, with the purpose of assisting EPA personnel in identifying 
and evaluating disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects in 
minority communities and low-income communities within the context of NEPA documents 
prepared by EPA, including instances where EPA satisfies its NEPA compliance obligation as a 
cooperating agency.  

State of California.  Environmental justice has become a central concern in 
California, particularly after the passage in 1999 of legislation mandating that the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) and related agencies and departments administer 
and enforce their programs in a way that “ensures fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and income levels, including minority populations and low-income populations.” (Public 
Resources Code [PRC] section 71110(a)).  The adoption of environmental justice legislation at 
the State level places California in a leadership role nationally in environmental justice 
policymaking.  This is due to leadership within State government but also to active organizing by 
environmental justice organizations and a growing body of research that has demonstrated that 
many of California’s environmental disamenities, including hazardous facilities and toxic air 
emissions, are disproportionately in lower-income communities of color. 
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The State of California has enacted two statutes addressing environmental justice:  
SB 115 (Solis, Chapter 690, Statutes of 1999) and SB 89 (Escutia, Chapter 728, Statutes of 
2000).  SB 115 established the statewide definition for environmental justice, as well as broad 
requirements for the Integrated Waste Management Board (now renamed CalRecycle) to 
participate with Cal/EPA in developing a mission statement and to incorporate environmental 
justice considerations into all of its programs and activities.  As required by SB 89, Cal/EPA 
established an Interagency Working Group in 2002, consisting of the Secretary for 
Environmental Protection, the Chairs of the Air Resources Board, Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and State Water Resources Control Board, and the Directors of Toxics, 
Pesticide Regulation, Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and Planning and Research, to 
develop an interagency environmental justice strategy.  Cal/EPA is required by statute to report 
to the Legislature every three years on progress made in its current environmental justice 
efforts. 

In April 2013, Cal/EPA released CalEnviroScreen, a new science-based tool for 
identifying California communities most burdened by pollution from multiple sources and most 
vulnerable to its effects.  On June 28, 2013, Cal/EPA announced the formation of a new 
agency-wide Working Group to improve compliance with State environmental laws in California 
communities most burdened by pollution.  The Working Group will utilize CalEnviroScreen to 
establish priority areas for coordinated compliance and enforcement efforts. 

5.11.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.11.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The following thresholds used in this analysis were taken from the Federal Highway 
Administration and documented in the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Handbook: 

A disproportionally high and adverse effect on minority and low income populations 
is considered an effect that would be: 

 Predominantly borne by a minority population and/or low income population; 

 Suffered by the minority and/or low income population and is appreciably 
more severe or greater in magnitude than suffered by the non-minority and/or 
non-low income population. 

5.11.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

With the No Action/No Project Alternative, the proposed groundwater treatment 
facility and new wells would not be constructed.  The City of Camarillo would continue to rely on 
imported water to blend with poor quality groundwater to serve its residents, which may become 
more limited in the future.  Adverse effects (if any) would be limited to City residents, which are 
not considered a minority or low income population, such that disproportional effects could not 
occur. 
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5.11.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

A summary of 2010 Census data is provided in Table 5.11-1 for the project area (City 
of Camarillo) and Ventura County.   The Proposed Action facility site and two proposed well 
sites are located within Ventura County immediately adjacent to the City of Camarillo.  Most 
impacts would affect these sites and immediately adjacent areas, including aesthetics, farmland 
take, construction-related air emissions, disturbance of unreported cultural resources, potential 
exposure of contaminated soils, and noise.  Impacts that may affect areas throughout the City 
and adjacent portions of Ventura County include reductions in groundwater elevations.  All 
persons served by the City’s water system would benefit by the treated groundwater provided 
by the Proposed Action.  

Table 5.11-1.  Summary of 2010 Census Data 

Geographic Area Population 
Hispanic 

(%)1 
Minority 

(%)2 

Persons below 
Poverty Level 

(%) 

Ventura County 823,318 40.3 50.0 9.9 

City of Camarillo 65,201 22.9 35.8 5.9 

1 The race category of “Hispanic” is not considered a race by the Census Bureau; therefore, one can identify themselves 
as white and Hispanic or Asian and Hispanic 

2 Minority includes African-American, Asian, American Indian, Hawaiian/pacific islander and Hispanic 

As indicated by 2010 Census data, the local population affected by the Proposed 
Action (primarily the City of Camarillo) has substantially lower percentages of Hispanics, 
minorities and persons living below the property level, as compared to Ventura County as a 
whole.  Therefore, the affected population is not considered minority or low income, such that 
disproportional effects would not occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Proposed Action would not incrementally contribute to cumulative environmental 
justice impacts (if any) associated with the projects listed in Section 3.6. 

5.11.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Implementation of this alternative would affect the same population and result in very 
similar impacts as the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the discussion in Section 5.11.2.3 applies to 
the Site 4 Alternative, and disproportional effects would not occur. 

5.11.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of this alternative would affect the same population and result in very 
similar impacts as the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the discussion in Section 5.11.2.3 applies to 
the Site 7 Alternative, and disproportional effects would not occur. 
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5.11.3 Mitigation Measures 

No impacts related to environmental justice would occur; therefore, mitigation 
measures are not needed. 
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5.12 SOCIOECONOMIC EFFECTS 

5.12.1 Affected Environment 

Sections 15054 and 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines state that economic or 
social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.   However, economic or social changes may be used to determine the significance 
of a physical effect on the environment.  For example, a new roadway (physical change) may 
reduce access to existing businesses, and may have an adverse economic effect.  Under 
CEQA, the economic effect would be used to determine the significance of the physical change.  
The proposed project could have a social or economic impact, with regard to making new water 
sources available for consumption.  However, the significance of physical changes associated 
with the project have been determined based on other resources (water quality, biology, growth 
inducement), such that socioeconomics is not needed as a factor to determine significance. 

NEPA does not exempt social or economic effects from consideration as 
environmental impacts.  Although the proposed project is unlikely to have significant social or 
economic effects, a discussion of socioeconomic effects is provided in compliance with NEPA.  

The socioeconomic concerns of the Proposed Action area (City of Camarillo and 
adjacent Ventura County) include jobs and tax base associated with agricultural production, 
commercial operations (mostly retail) and light industrial operations. 

5.12.2 Environmental Consequences 

5.12.2.1 No Action/No Project Alternative 

The No Action/No Project Alternative would avoid loss of farmland and agricultural 
production associated with constructing the proposed groundwater treatment facility and wells, 
and installing pipelines.  In the absence of the Proposed Action or alternatives, the City may 
become more reliant on imported water, which may become more costly and have an adverse 
socioeconomic effect on City residents. 

5.12.2.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would result in the conversion of approximately 4.7 acres of 
Prime farmland, and result in a temporary loss of crop production along the pipeline corridor to 
the proposed eastern well site.  The loss of crop production would be up to 6 months, as crops 
would be removed and planting delayed. 

5.12.2.3 Site 4 Alternative 

The Site 4 Alternative would result in the conversion of approximately 6.0 acres of 
Prime farmland, and result in a temporary loss of crop production along the access road/pipeline 
corridor to the facility site.  The loss of crop production would be up to 6 months, as crops would 
be removed and planting delayed. 
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5.12.2.4 Site 7 Alternative 

The Site 7 Alternative would result in the conversion of approximately 4.6 acres of 
Prime and Statewide Importance farmland, and result in a temporary loss of crop production 
along the pipeline corridor to the proposed eastern well site.  The loss of crop production would 
be up to 6 months, as crops would be removed and planting delayed. 
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5.13 INDIAN TRUST ASSETS 

This analysis is provided as required by Federal regulations and guidelines, and 
compliance with NEPA.   

5.13.1 Affected Environment 

U.S. Department of Interior policy (Secretary of the Interior Order 3175) requires that 
actions reviewed under NEPA consider potential effects on Indian Trust Assets, which are 
defined as legal interests in property held in trust by the Federal government for the benefit of 
Indian tribes or individuals.  Examples of such assets include lands, mineral rights, hunting and 
fishing rights, and water rights.  Reclamation policy requires activities to be carried out in a 
manner that protects Indian Trust Assets and avoids adverse impacts when possible.     

5.13.2 Environmental Consequences 

The Southern California office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs was contacted to 
identify any Indian Trust Assets in the project area.  No such assets were identified; therefore, 
there would be no affect. 
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6.0 GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR assess the growth-inducing impacts 
of a project, particularly the potential for a project to: 

". . . foster economic or population growth or the construction of new housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Included in this are projects which would 
remove obstacles to population growth."  

In California, water supply may limit population growth and projects that increase 
water supplies may be viewed as growth inducing.  The proposed project would affect water 
supplies in the following ways: 

 Currently under-used, poor quality groundwater from City Wells A and B would 
be treated and introduced into City’s potable water distribution system; 

 Two new wells would be developed and put in service, increasing groundwater 
production rates; 

 The City’s use of imported water would decrease as the rate of groundwater 
production increases, potentially making such water available to the City of 
Thousand Oaks and the Camrosa Water District (serving the eastern portion of 
the City of Camarillo, Santa Rosa Valley, Channel Islands State University and 
adjacent areas).   

The principal source of water in the project area (Camarillo and Thousand Oaks) is 
imported from the State Water Project, and supplied by Calleguas MWD which obtains water 
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).   Calleguas MWD currently 
supplies high quality drinking water to over 630,000 people, comprising about three-quarters of 
Ventura County residents.  Calleguas MWD’s sole connection to MWD is the West Valley 
Feeder No. 2 Pipeline.  The West Valley Feeder No. 2 Pipeline is capable of delivering up to 
300 cfs of water to the East Portal of the Perliter Tunnel.  This capacity is insufficient during 
peak summer demands and storage provided at Lake Bard is utilized to supplement water 
demand during these periods.  Water demand (average year) within the Calleguas MWD 
service area is expected to increase from approximately 171,776 to 202,160 acre-feet per year 
from 2010 to 2035, with about 75 percent of the demand met by imported water (Black & 
Veatch, 2011). 

The Ventura Council of Governments projects an average annual population growth 
rate of 0.9 percent through 2030.  The population of the City of Camarillo is anticipated to grow 
from 65,201 in 2010 to 76,218 in 2020.  Population growth is based on socioeconomic factors 
such as housing and employment, and not water supply.   

The Calleguas MWD Urban Water Management Plan (Black & Veatch, 2011) 
determined that adequate imported water supplies are available to meet future demand under 
average year, dry year and multiple dry year conditions.   
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The City of Camarillo’s 2010 Urban Water Master Plan also indicates adequate water 
supplies are available to meet the City’s current and future demands.  The proposed project was 
designed to meet the City’s water supply demands as listed in Table 5.7-4, by increasing 
groundwater production and decreasing imported water use. 

Overall, water supplies are adequate for projected growth.  Water supply is not 
limiting growth, such that the small amount of groundwater made available by the proposed 
project would not remove an impediment to growth.  Therefore, the project would not induce 
growth. 
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7.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

7.1 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED 

Farris, Rick.  Ecologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Hubner, Gerhardt.   Deputy Director, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

Bergh, Eric.  Calleguas Municipal Water District 

7.2 SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

As part of the CEQA process, a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study were 
prepared according the State CEQA Guidelines and distributed to responsible and trustee 
agencies on September 27, 2013 (see Appendix A).  The City received 15 comment letters in 
response to the Notice of Preparation.  In addition, the proposed project has been discussed at 
numerous watershed meetings over the past 15 years, and included as an implementation 
project in the Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan and the Watershed Coalition of 
Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 2006.  The proposed project is 
also included in the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Plan, and is considered a beneficial 
strategy to prevent water quality degradation in the northern Pleasant Valley Basin and reduce 
pumping within the largest pumping depression in the Basin. 

7.3 SECTION 7 CONSULTATION UNDER THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The Notice of Preparation and CEQA Initial Study was sent to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service on September 27, 2013.  In addition, a request for early consultation was sent 
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and an official species list was received on November 26, 
2013, identifying listed species known to occur in the project area.  The CEQA Initial Study 
included an assessment of biological impacts, and determined that adverse impacts to listed 
species would not occur as the project sites are agricultural fields.   

This document may serve as the Biological Assessment for the proposed project as 
required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  The Biological Assessment provides 
sufficient information for the Federal lead agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
determine the potential to affect threatened or endangered species, based on one of three 
possible findings for each species potentially affected: 

 No effect: the proposed action would not affect the listed species or critical 
habitat; 

 Not likely to adversely affect: effects of the listed species are expected to 
be discountable (extremely unlikely to occur), insignificant (minimal impact 
without take), or beneficial; and 

 Likely to adversely affect: adverse effect may occur as a direct or indirect 
result of the proposed action, and the effect is not discountable, insignificant 
or beneficial. 
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Table 7-1 provides a summary of the status and project finding for each listed 
species included on the official species list for the project.  The findings in Table 7-1 apply to the 
Proposed Action and alternatives.   Note that designated critical habitat does not occur in 
proximity to the Proposed Action facility site, proposed well sites or alternative facility sites. 

Table 7-1.  Summary of Endangered Species Act Findings 

Species Status Nearest Reported Location* 
Suitable 
Habitat 

Finding 

California Orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia californica) 

Endangered 
Moorpark area, 9.1 miles to 

the east 
Vernal pools 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

California red-legged frog 
(Rana draytonii) 

Threatened 
Ventura River, 18.7 miles to 

the northwest 
Stream pools 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

California gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica) 

Threatened 
Moorpark area, 8.0 miles to 

the east 
Coastal scrub 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Gambel’s watercress 
(Nasturtium gambellii) 

Endangered 
Casmalia area, 93 miles to 

the north-northwest 
Marshes, 

streambanks 
No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Least Bell’s vireo 
(Vireo bellii pusillus) 

Endangered 
Arroyo Santa Rosa, 5.0 miles 

to the east 

Riparian 
woodland, 

riparian scrub 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Marbled murrelet 
(Brachyramphus marmoratus) 

Threatened 
Big Basin Redwoods, 270 

miles to the north-northwest 
Redwood forest 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Marsh sandwort 
(Arenaria paludicola) 

Endangered 
Oso Flaco Lake, 106 miles to 

the northwest 
Freshwater 

marsh 
No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Riverside fairy shrimp 
(Streptocephalus woottoni) 

Endangered 
Moorpark area, 9.1 miles to 

the east 
Vernal pools 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus) 

Endangered 
Near Gibraltar Reservoir, 

39.5 miles to the northwest 
Riparian forest 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Spreading navarretia 
(Navarretia fossalis) 

Threatened 
Cruzan Mesa, 36 miles to the 

northeast 
Vernal pools 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

Threatened 
Lockwood Valley, 36 miles to 

the northwest 
Vernal pools 

No effect: suitable 
habitat not affected 

*Nearest location from the California Natural Diversity Data Base 

A copy of the Draft EIR/EA was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The 
Federal lead agency will request concurrence with its effect determinations on listed species 
and critical habitat for the proposed project as listed above.   
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7.4 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT 

The focus of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 was the “Establishment of a 
Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt 
to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for 
shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for transportation, transport, cause to be 
transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatever, receive for shipment, 
transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included 
in the terms of this Convention for the protection of migratory birds, or any part, nest or egg of 
any such bird” (16 USC 703).  

A list of migratory birds protected under the Act is contained in 50 CFR 10.13, and 
includes hundreds of game and non-game species.  Dozens of these species nest within the 
watershed, and many could nest within or in close proximity to project components. 

Federal agencies are required to avoid or minimize adverse effects of their actions 
on migratory birds, and should take active steps to protect migratory birds and their habitat. 

The Act clearly prohibits the removal of vegetation containing active nests of 
migratory bird species.  However, the Proposed Action and alternatives would not involve 
removal of native vegetation that may support migratory bird nests.  Adverse effects on 
migratory birds are not anticipated. 

7.5 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 

This Order requires Federal agencies to “… avoid to the extent possible the long- 
and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and 
to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands whenever there is a 
practicable alternative…”. 

The Proposed Action and alternatives would not involve destruction or modification 
of wetlands.  Therefore, adverse effects on wetlands are not anticipated. 

7.6 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 states that fish and 
wildlife conservation shall receive equal consideration with other project purposes and would be 
coordinated with other features of water resources development projects.  The Notice of 
Preparation and CEQA Initial Study was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
California Department of Fish & Wildlife on September 27, 2013.  In addition, a request for early 
consultation was sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and an official species list was 
received on November 26, 2013, identifying listed species known to occur in the project area.  
However, the project does not involve modification of any stream or other waterbody; therefore, 
the Fish & Wildlife Coordination Act does not apply. 
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7.7 SECTION 106 CONSULTATION UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION ACT 

Native American consultation was conducted as part of preparation of the Draft 
EIR/EA (see Section 5.4).  Consultation with Native American tribes and interested parties will 
continue throughout the Section 106 process, including the development and implementation of 
mitigation measures (if needed).  Section 106 consultation with the California State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) will be initiated by the Federal lead agency.   
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8.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES/ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

The following is a summary of mitigation measures and environmental commitments 
made on behalf of the Proposed Action.  This Section also comprises a Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program as required by Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines and 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code.  The City of Camarillo would be responsible for 
implementation of each measure/commitment. 

MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially significant archaeological 
resources, and to address the Chumash community's concerns, the following 
measures should be fully implemented during construction.  

 An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be retained to monitor all 
project-related earth disturbances that extend below 2 feet from the ground 
surface, within the facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the archaeological monitor shall 
give all workers associated with earth-disturbing procedures an orientation 
regarding the probability of exposing cultural resources and directions as to 
what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect project 
construction in the event that potentially significant cultural resources are 
exposed.  Based on monitoring observations and the actual extent of project 
disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority to refine the 
monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or halt 
monitoring) in consultation with the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of construction and 
provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

 In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are exposed during 
project construction, all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must 
be temporarily suspended until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the 
nature and significance of the find.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  A 
Chumash representative should monitor any archaeological field work 
associated with Native American materials.  

 If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be of 
Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified 
archeologists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and 
review of monitoring 
reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously cultivated areas affected by project 
excavation, prior to project-related excavation.  Pipeline alignments located on 
farmlands shall be sampled every 1,000 feet.    The soil samples shall be 
collected at a depth of one-foot and three-feet.   The number and depth of 
samples at each site may be adjusted based on field conditions, anticipated depth 
of soil disturbance and preliminary analytical results.  

Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine pesticides and total petroleum 
hydrocarbons according to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control.  Soils with contaminant concentrations 
above the applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals established by U.S. EPA for 
non-residential land uses shall be considered contaminated and segregated in a 
stockpile.  Contaminated soil shall be covered with impervious materials to 
prevent wind erosion and exposure to rainfall and storm run-off.  These materials 
may be used as backfill, provided they are covered with at least one foot of non-
contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

When excavated, contaminated soil shall be handled by workers properly trained 
in accordance with the requirements of the California Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (Cal OSHA).  A Health and Safety Plan shall be developed 
and implemented by qualified individuals to minimize exposure of workers.  
Contaminated soils should be treated as hazardous materials and proper 
precautions taken to prevent inhalation (dust control) and dermal (skin) contact by 
construction workers. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified hazardous 
materials specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and 
review of laboratory 
testing results.  

WATER RESOURCES - Construction 

The following measures shall be included in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan and implemented by the construction contractor in coordination with the City 
to minimize erosion and siltation of surface waters, and reduce the potential for 
hydrocarbon discharge from construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation below the water table and 
include discharge to a sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering storm 
drains, creeks or other surface water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts. This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth 
and absorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained properly to prevent leakage. If 
maintenance must occur onsite, a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts shall be used. This designated area shall include a drain pan 
or drop cloth and adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved when feasible 
to minimize erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be applied during or immediately prior 
to periods of precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas isolated from surface water, and 
any groundwater affected by concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters. 

 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified storm water 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Elevations 

Three new monitoring wells shall be installed in the northern Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin to establish baseline information, track the progress of the project 
as it pulls salts from the basin, and identify any conflicts with existing wells.  
Recommended general locations of new monitoring wells are provided in Figure 5.7-
7.  The locations of the new monitoring wells shall be identified by a qualified 
hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to project-related 
groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.    

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of 
the well.  Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for 
each of the three areas (A, B and C) shown in Figure 5.7-7 in Table 10 of Appendix 
E.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a geophysical log is run 
between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each screened interval shall be 
continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet 
above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at the bottom of the hole and 
between each screened interval.  The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a 
transducer can be installed and a submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well 
for sampling.  A transducer/data logger shall be installed in each screened casing, 
with data downloaded periodically.   

The groundwater elevation of three existing groundwater production wells shall also 
be monitored, including one Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well (2N/20W-
19M5 or -19E1), one Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well located further 
east.  The project-proposed wells shall also be monitored. 

Baseline regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., 
drought conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater 
conditions at wells affected by the Proposed Action.  A set of existing monitoring 
wells in the Pleasant Valley Basin that are far enough away to be unaffected by the 
project shall be utilized.   

Collected data from the monitoring wells (groundwater elevation, water quality), 
production wells (groundwater elevation) and regional monitoring wells shall be 
assembled into an annual report and analyzed to determine any project-related 
adverse effects on water quality, existing well production, and the potential to reduce 
groundwater elevations below historic levels.  The report shall also include regional 
maps of groundwater elevation contours to document the effects of the Proposed 
Action on the PV Basin. 

To avoid groundwater elevations from reaching historic low levels, action shall be 
initiated when monitored groundwater elevations approach within 16 feet (margin of 
error in model calibration) of the historic low groundwater elevation (168 feet below 
sea level) in a nearby well (2N/20W-19F4 or -19L5), or 152 feet below mean sea 
level.  Actions would involve developing a mitigation plan in coordination with each 
affected well owner/operator which may include reimbursement for well 
modifications, reduction in project pumping rates of 10 percent for 6 months, and 
then evaluate effects on groundwater elevation.  If needed, reduce project pumping 
an additional 10 percent for 6 months and re-evaluate effects.  Additional reductions 
in pumping would be conducted as needed to minimize adverse effects on local 
wells.   

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Subsidence 

The location and elevation of the new monitoring wells shall be surveyed to serve 
as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure detection of any subsidence, both 
the wellhead and the nearby ground surface shall be surveyed.  The monitoring 
wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be resurveyed every 10 years to detect 
any changes in elevation related to subsidence.  The City shall annually evaluate 
available survey information for areas surrounding the facility and well sites, and 
compare to baseline conditions and monitoring well data to identify any changes in 
ground elevation that may be related to subsidence.    

If subsidence exceeding 0.5 feet is detected, project pumping shall be reduced 
immediately by 10 percent, and the monitoring well surveying frequency increased 
to every 6 months.  A subsidence study shall be prepared to determine the rate 
and cause of subsidence in the project area.  The study shall include contingency 
measures in the event the project is determined to be the cause of subsidence, 
and would include changes in pumping rates.  If the project is not found to cause 
or substantially contribute to any observed subsidence, restrictions on project 
pumping rates shall be lifted. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified staff and 
consultants.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
survey data 

WATER RESOURCES - Flooding 

Flood walls shall be designed and constructed around the facility perimeter to 
minimize the potential for property damage and loss of human life during a 100-
year storm event. 

 

This measure 
would be 
implemented 
during design and 
construction of the 
facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified engineers 
and contractors.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections. 

NOISE – Well Drilling 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts 
associated with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents 
located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site 
during all drilling operations. 

Due to the close proximity of the caretaker residence to the western well site, it 
may not be feasible to reduce nighttime noise generated by well drilling below the 
45 dBA noise standard.  Therefore, residual nighttime well drilling noise impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
during well drilling 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
the construction 
contractor.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections.  

NOISE - Operation 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts 
associated with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all 
noise-producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise reduction 
measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound wall. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented prior 
to construction, and 
during initial 
operation 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified engineers 
and noise specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections of noise 
reduction measures 
and review of the 
noise study.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

TRANSPORTATION – Construction 

The intent of these mitigation measures is to avoid or offset the project-related 
contribution to existing traffic congestion.  Therefore, two mitigation options are 
considered: 

 The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily 
trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the time construction is implemented.  
These fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution 
of the project to level of service impacts. 

 The project specifications shall limit the construction contractor to off-peak 
trips only, through the scheduling of worker hours and materials deliveries. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented prior 
to construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees and/or 
preventing peak hour 
trips.  Compliance 
would be verified by 
field inspections.  

TRANSPORTATION – Operation 

The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily trips 
and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the time operation of the facility is initiated.  These 
fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 

This measure 
would be 
implemented prior 
to operation 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees.  
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9.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

This document was prepared for the City of Camarillo by Padre Associates, Inc. and 
Conejo Archeological Consultants, with support by Black & Veatch Corporation.  Persons 
involved in its preparation include: 

9.1 CITY OF CAMARILLO 

Lucia McGovern, Project Manager 

9.2 PADRE ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Simon Poulter: Project Supervisor; Quality Control: B.A., M.R.P. with 30+ years of 
professional experience 

Matt Ingamells: Project Manager and Primary Analyst; B.S., M.A. with 30+ years of 
professional experience 

9.3 CONEJO ARCHEOLOGICAL CONSULTANTS 

Mary Maki: Cultural Resources section: B.A., M.A., S.O.P.A. with 20+ years of 
professional experience 

9.4 BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION 

Andrew Stanton, Project Manager 

Sunny Wang, Senior Process Engineer 

Valerie Ratto 
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11.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

11.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

11.2 STATE AGENCIES 

State Clearinghouse (CEQA) 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Department of Public Health 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

California Department of Transportation 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Native American Heritage Commission 

11.3 COUNTY AGENCIES 

Local Agency Formation Commission 

Resource Management, Planning Division 

Public Works, Transportation Department 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 

Agricultural Commissioners Office 

Farm Bureau 

Watershed Protection District 

Air Pollution Control District 

11.4 LOCAL AGENCIES 

Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Camrosa Water District 

City of Thousand Oaks 

United Water Conservation District 

Pleasant Valley County Water District 

Oxnard Union High School District 
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11.5 OTHER ENTITIES 

Southern California Gas Company 

Sierra Club 

11.6 NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

Chumash – Owl Clan 

11.7 LIBRARIES 

Camarillo (Ventura County) 
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12.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides an opportunity for the public and 
agencies to review the Draft EIR and submit comments regarding its adequacy.  All comment 
letters received during the original public comment period (March 31 through May 16, 2014) and 
the recirculated comment period (March 2 through April 20, 2015) are presented with written 
responses.  Comments on the Draft EIR/EA received during one or both public comment 
periods were submitted by the agencies and persons listed below.  Late comment letters were 
received from the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (dated June 9, 2014) and the Ventura 
Local Agency Formation Commission (dated April 23, 2015).  These letters are listed below and 
responses are provided as a courtesy.   

In accordance with the requirements of Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
responses to comments are provided in this section.  Note that responses to multiple 
comment letters from the same agency or party are grouped together.  

12.1 ORIGINAL COMMENT PERIOD 

 Southern California Edison (May 15, 2014). 

 Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (May 15, 2014). 

 Ventura County Resources Management Agency, Planning Division (May 13, 
2014). 

 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (May 14, 2014). 

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning & Regulatory Division 
(May 14, 2014). 

 Ventura County Public Works Agency, Engineering Services (May 13, 2014). 

 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (May 15, 2014). 

 Desal Water Co., LLC (May 12, 2014). 

 Camrosa Water District (April 10, 2014). 

 California Department of Fish & Wildlife (June 9, 2014). 
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12.2 RECIRCULATION COMMENT PERIOD 

 California Department of Fish & Wildlife (April 16, 2015). 

 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (April 13, 2015). 

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning & Regulatory Division 
(April 8, 2015). 

 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (April 20, 2015). 

 Desal Water Co., LLC (April 20, 2015). 

 Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division (April 20, 
2015) 

 Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (April 23, 2015). 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 200 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 201 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  Response to  Comments  

 

Commenter: Nancy Williams, Southern California Edison  

Date: May 15, 2014 

Response: 

At this time, the precise alignment of project pipelines has not been determined, and conflicts 
with utility lines could occur.  However, the City plans to work closely with utility providers during 
engineering design to minimize conflicts with utility lines.  This would include submittal of plans 
as requested in the comment letter.  The City does not anticipate needing the relocation of 
electrical transmission lines at or above 50 kV.  However, if relocation of transmission lines is 
required, the EIR/EA would be amended as needed to address environmental impacts 
associated with relocation. 
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April 23, 2015 
 
Ms. Lucia McGovern          SENT VIA E-MAIL 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA  93010 
 
Subject:  Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – North 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility.  
 
Dear Ms. McGovern: 
  
Thank you for providing the above-referenced Notice of Availability to Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo) staff for review.  We realize that our comments are being submitted three 
days after the date identified in the Notice of Availability; however, we encourage the City to 
address LAFCo staff’s concerns so that the City’s environmental document may be used by LAFCo 
if and when the Commission is required to take action regarding the proposal. 
 
Project Description 
 
Pursuant to the Recirculated Draft EIR, the document contains only revisions to the analysis of 
water resources pertaining to the project.  The City states that it will address all comments 
regarding the draft environmental document at one time (including LAFCo staff’s comments 
submitted on May 15, 2014).  Our comments below focus on the analysis of water resources, as 
requested by the City, however they also document new information that may affect the City’s 
overall environmental analysis.   
 
According to the Recirculated Draft EIR, the project description remains the same as initially 
evaluated in the March 2014 Draft EIR, as follows:   
 
The City’s treatment facility would treat brackish groundwater from two existing and two 
proposed wells.  Brine removed from the groundwater at the treatment facility through a reverse 
osmosis system would be discharged to the Calleguas Municipal Water District’s (CMWD) Regional 
Salinity Management Project pipeline.  The facility as proposed would have the ability to treat 
9,000 acre-feet per year of locally-extracted groundwater, yielding 7,500 acre-feet per year of 
treated, potable water for use by City customers.  Combined, it appears that the treatment facility 
and new well sites (including all access roads, buildings, equipment, storage areas, landscaping, 
and agricultural buffers) would occupy approximately five acres within the City boundary.  
Pipelines would be installed underneath existing public roads and agricultural land.  Pipelines 
located in farmland would be installed at a depth of five feet so that the land could continue to be 
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used for crop production.  The facility would operate 24 hours per day and would be staffed by 
two to three employees during each 8-hour shift.   
 
Note that in July 2014, the Gold Coast Transit District (a special district subject to LAFCo authority) 
was formed.  The project description for any alternative involving annexation to the City should 
also acknowledge the necessary detachment of currently-unincorporated land from the Gold 
Coast Transit District. 
 
Map Exhibits 
 
All map exhibits of the project alternatives should be updated to accurately represent existing City 
jurisdictional boundaries.  Specifically, the listed maps should acknowledge the change in city 
limits resulting from the February 2014 City annexation of the Camarillo Academy High School 
property, which is adjacent to the Site 4 alternative.   
 
Water Resources  
 
The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) is responsible for monitoring the 
quality and quantity of groundwater in the Fox Canyon aquifer, controlling extraction of 
groundwater from the aquifer, and controlling supply of water into the aquifer.  As of May 
2015, the FCGMA is expected to become a Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the 
basins under its jurisdiction, pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act which 
took effect in California in January 2015.   
 
FCGMA staff provided its comments to the City regarding the Recirculated Draft EIR on April 20, 
2015.  Please note that when LAFCo evaluates a proposal for the subject sphere of influence 
amendments and reorganization, it will consider comments on the environmental document by 
other responsible agencies under CEQA, such as the FCGMA.  As explained in the FCGMA letter, 
the City’s predicted groundwater levels for the life of the project are based on above-average 
rainfall assumptions, which suggests that more water would be available for extraction than will 
actually be present.  Additionally, the project would represent a 45% increase in pumping 
above reported extractions in 2013 and could potentially result in subsidence (which is 
permanent), degraded groundwater quality, and sustained drought conditions in the Pleasant 
Valley Basin.  The EIR should address these concerns related to groundwater quality and 
quantity. 
 
Section 5.7.1.3 of both the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR (Groundwater Environment) 
state that in 2010, the City was allocated a maximum of 4,279 acre-feet of groundwater per 
year (AFY), in response to a FCGMA Ordinance that mandated reductions in groundwater 
extraction due to groundwater basin overdraft.  On April 11, 2014, after the Draft EIR was 
released, the FCGMA adopted Emergency Ordinance E, which replaced existing municipal 
extraction allocations with a 20% reduction of average annual reported extractions between 
2003 and 2012.  Section 5.7.1.4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR states that the City pumps 
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approximately 4,000 AFY of the 4,279 AFY limit established by the FCGMA.  The EIR should 
address any changes in the City’s groundwater extraction allocation as a result of Emergency 
Ordinance E, and should clarify the City’s ability to pump water in excess of the set maximum.   
 
The proposed action involves the extraction of 9,000 AFY of groundwater.  The Recirculated 
Draft EIR states that alternative extraction maximums of 4,500 AFY and 11,800 AFY are also 
being considered by the City.  The EIR should address the potential impacts of extracting 
alternative amounts of groundwater. 
 
The discussion of project-specific and cumulative impacts for the proposed action and two 
alternative actions contains conclusions regarding impacts that are based on comparison of the 
groundwater levels resulting from the project with historical low groundwater levels (i.e., 
groundwater quantity and subsidence).  Additionally, the proposed mitigation measure for 
cumulative impacts to groundwater elevations includes further action to prevent groundwater 
levels from reaching historic low levels, when monitored groundwater elevations reach 16 feet.  
The significance thresholds identified in Section 5.7.2.1 do not identify historical low 
groundwater levels as a measure of significance, and therefore use of this measure should be 
clarified.  The proposed mitigation measure includes the plan to reduce pumping rates if 
groundwater levels decline beyond established minimum levels.  The EIR should explain how 
the City plans to meet water demand if pumping is reduced, whether imported water supply 
from the CMWD could be restored if needed, and whether the City will base its approvals for 
future development on the maximum extraction ability of the treatment facility.   
 
The discussion of recently-approved and pending City projects includes the Conejo Creek 
Specific Plan, which encompasses several hundred acres at the base of the Conejo Grade.  The 
Camarillo City Council took action on September 10, 2014 to terminate processing of the 
specific plan.  Unless the City anticipates future development under a revised proposal for the 
Conejo Creek Specific Plan, that project should no longer be included as part of the cumulative 
environmental analysis as development that may require treated groundwater provided by the 
project.  The City should clarify whether development under the Specific Plan has any bearing 
on the City’s analysis or its need to implement the project. 
 
The City relies on imported water from CMWD in order to serve its water customers.  According 
to CMWD records, CMWD provided 5,223 acre feet of potable water to the City during Calendar 
Year 2013.  The Recirculated Draft EIR states that with the addition of treated groundwater to 
be used within the City, imported water that would normally be delivered to the City by the 
CMWD would instead be delivered to the City of Thousand Oaks.  The EIR should evaluate 
cumulative impacts of the project relating to growth-inducement in the City of Thousand Oaks, 
in response to the City’s additional supply of potable water to the City of Thousand Oaks 
[Commissioner’s Handbook Section 1.4.3.1(b)]. 
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Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the Recirculated Draft EIR.  Please feel free to 
contact me should you have any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Andrea Ozdy 
Analyst 
 

c: LAFCo Commissioners 
Joe Vacca, City of Camarillo 
Kim Prillhart, County of Ventura 
Cy Johnson, Calleguas Municipal Water District 
John Prescott, City of Thousand Oaks 
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Commenter: Andrea Ozdy, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission    

Date: May 15, 2014 

Response: 

1. The EIR/EA has been revised to include proposed detachment from County Service 
Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal) and County Service Area no. 33 (recreation 
and park services) for the two well sites and the facility site (Proposed Action and Site 4 
Alternative).  The EIR/EA indicates the Site 7 Alternative facility site would need to be 
annexed to the Camarillo Sanitary District. 

2. The EIR/EA graphics (Figures 3-1, 3-2, 4-1, 4-2, 5.2-1) have been revised to identify the 
revised City boundary associated with annexation of the high school site.  Note that 
Figure 2 is part of the Initial Study, and correctly identifies the Site 4 Alternative facility 
site. 

3. The City would change the land use designation for the facility site when annexed to 
“Quasi Public/Utility”.  As indicated in Section 5.8, the project is consistent with the City’s 
General Plan, including the “Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.  

4. As stated in the Draft EIR/EA, legal lots would be created by lot line adjustments.  At this 
time, proposed lot lines have not been identified.  However, this information would be 
included in the annexation application to be submitted to your agency.  

5. The facility must be located in proximity to Wells A and B, the City’s water distribution 
mains and the Regional Salinity Management Program pipeline.  Due to the high density 
of residential and commercial land uses in this area, the only suitable areas are located 
on farmland, mostly outside the City boundary.  As part of preparation of the Initial 
Study, eight potential facility sites were assessed, including one site (Site 7) located 
within the City boundary.  As indicated on Figure 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR/EA, most areas 
immediately north of the City boundary are designated as Prime farmland.  The Draft 
EIR/EA determined that the Site 7 Alternative would result in greater environmental 
impacts than the proposed project.  Since the proposed project would not result in a 
significant take of Prime farmland, mitigation measures are not proposed. 

6. The EIR/EA has been revised to state that the facility site would be served by the City’s 
water division.   

7. Implementation of the project would not affect the availability or supply of imported water 
provided by the Calleguas MWD.  However, it is anticipated that the project-related 
supply of treated groundwater would result in a reduced City demand for imported water.  
An assessment of potential growth inducement associated with increased potable water 
supplies was included as Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR/EA. 

8. The potential for the project to exacerbate seawater intrusion is addressed on page 5.7-
18 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA and found to be less than significant because the 
proposed project would not alter the location of the current pumping depression near the 
boundary of the Pleasant Valley and Oxnard basins, and would decrease the magnitude 
of the landward gradient from the coast to the pumping depression. 
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9. The proposed 9,000 acre-feet/year of poor quality groundwater would be pumped from 
existing wells A and B and two proposed wells nearby.  Note that Well B currently 
produces about 2,250 acre-feet/year. The City has requested from the FCGMA 
authorization to increase pumping without an allocation for a 25 year period, and not 
subject to reductions imposed by Emergency Ordinance E.  The impacts of the pumping 
rate alternatives (including up to 11,800 acre-feet/year are addressed in Section 5.7.2.6 
of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA. 

10. The project groundwater modeling was revised, peer-reviewed and presented in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR/EA, and indicates that the proposed project would have less than 
significant groundwater quantity impacts as post-project groundwater levels would be 
within historic fluctuations and greater than historic levels prior to increases in 
groundwater elevations associated with infiltration of surface water from Arroyo Las 
Posas.  However, the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA determined that cumulative 
groundwater quantity impacts (combined with the proposed Moorpark Desalter) would 
be significant.  Mitigation measures provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA for 
cumulative groundwater quantity impacts are focused on monitoring groundwater 
elevations (in 3 separate areas in the Pleasant Valley Basin) to identify periods when 
groundwater elevations approach within 16 feet of historic low elevations and reduce 
pumping to avoid dropping below historic low elevations when subsidence could occur 
and nearby wells may be adversely affected. 

With regard to the three points raised in this comment: 1) Groundwater produced by 
existing wells in the project area that may be affected by project-related pumping is used 
for irrigation of agricultural lands or for potable water uses.  2) Mitigation measures 
provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA would allow the City to avoid reducing 
groundwater levels below historic levels, which would also avoid groundwater quantity 
and subsidence impacts.  3) Existing well operators adversely affected by project 
operation would be reimbursed for the cost of retrofitting pumping equipment to allow 
continued access to groundwater. 

11. Section 5.8.2.5 of the EIR/EA has been revised to note that the Site 7 Alternative facility 
site would need to annexed to the Camarillo Sanitary District. 

Commenter: Andrea Ozdy, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission    

Date: April 23, 2015 

Response: 

1. The EIR/EA graphics (Figures 3-1, 3-2, 4-1, 4-2, 5.2-1) have been revised to identify the 
revised City boundary associated with annexation of the high school site.   
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2. See responses to Comments 3, 13 and 16 from the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency’s April 20, 2015 comment letter.  With implementation of the 
proposed project, a substantial amount of pumping would be discontinued in the middle 
of the large pumping depression in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin – a 
pumping depression that directly connects areas of seawater intrusion to inland area.    
The project is designed specifically to remove poor quality groundwater in the northern 
end of the Pleasant Valley Basin – water that is moving towards the main agricultural 
portion of the Basin.  Thus, the project would have a large positive effect on water quality 
in the Basin. 

3. See the response to Comment 9 in your May 15, 2014 comment letter. 

4. Both the Draft EIR/EA and Recirculated EIR/EA addressed the relative impacts of two 
pumping rate alternatives (4,500 and 11,800 acre-feet/year).  The Recirculated EIR/EA 
indicates that the 4,500 acre-feet/year alternative would avoid significant cumulative 
impacts to groundwater quantity and subsidence, but would not fully address the 
migration of poor quality groundwater into the basin (a basic project objective). 

5. The use of historical low groundwater elevations is used as a point of reference to 
identify potential groundwater quantity and subsidence impacts.  Thresholds of 
significance listed in Section 5.7.2.1 are more generic and based on the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  The City would retain its current imported water allocation, which would be 
supplemented from water produced by the proposed project.  It groundwater monitoring 
conducted as part of the project indicates reduced pumping is required to avoid 
significant impacts, the City would have adequate water supplies for existing and 
planned development. 

6. As the Conejo Creek Specific Plan is not currently proposed, it has been deleted from 
the cumulative impact analysis.  However, it should be noted that the Conejo Creek 
Specific Plan was not considered a cumulative project for the purposes of water 
resources impact analysis as the EIR prepared for the Conejo Creek Specific Plan 
determined that adequate water supplies were available to serve that project.  The water 
resources analysis presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA is based on a proposed 
pumping rate irrespective of the individual developments the water would serve. 

7. As indicated in this comment, the City of Thousand Oaks would receive a portion of the 
City of Camarillo’s imported water allocation following implementation of the proposed 
project.  The Draft EIR/EA growth inducement section (6.0) acknowledges that the 
proposed project may result in an increase in the availability of imported water to the City 
of Thousand Oaks.  Note that the Camrosa Water District is no longer a project partner 
and would not receive treated groundwater produced by the project.  As stated in the 
Draft EIR/EA, local urban water management plans indicate water supplies are adequate 
for projected growth.  Water supply is not directly limiting population growth, such that 
the small amount of groundwater made available by the project would not remove an 
impediment to growth. 
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DATE: April 20, 2015   
 
TO: Lucia McGovern, City of Camarillo 
  
FROM: Whitney Wilkinson, Ventura County Planning Division  
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Availability of a Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility Project (RMA 
13-023-2) 

 
 
I have reviewed the City of Camarillo’s Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 
(REIR) for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility Project (RMA 13-
023-2). The proposed facility site (former Site 2), the Site 4 Alternative facility site, and 
two proposed well sites are located in the unincorporated area of Ventura County. This  
memo provides one additional comment and addresses previous Planning Division staff 
comments regarding biological resource analysis prepared for the Draft EIR dated 
October 28, 2013 (“Planning Division’s 2013 comment letter”).  
 
1.  Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines: As stated in the Planning 
Division’s 2013 letter, the EIR analysis of potentially significant biological impacts should 
be consistent with the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (ISAGs). 
The ISAGs and the Ventura County General Plan consider special-status species to 
include species found on the Ventura County Locally Important Species (LIS) list. For a 
complete listing of Locally Important Species, please see the following link:  
 

http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/conservation/locally-important-species.html. 
 

This analysis is absent from the Initial Study dated 2013 and from the draft and 
recirculated EIR, yet should be included in the EIR.  
 
2.  Alternative Site 7 Riparian Impacts. Proposed Alternative Site 7 is located 
approximately 200 feet east of Calleguas Creek/Arroyo La Posas, which is a significant 
wetland habitat. Calleguas Creek/Arroyo La Posas provides habitat that could 
potentially support special status species and wildlife movement. Given the proximity to 
this significant wetland, the analysis for Alternative No. 7 set forth in the EIR should 
evaluate project consistency with the Ventura County General Plan Goals, Policies and 
Programs (2011) Biological Resources Policies 1.5.2-3 and 1.5.2-4 as requested in the 
Planning Division’s 2013 comment letter. In addition, the requested analysis regarding 
potential project specific and cumulative direct and indirect impacts to special status 

Memorandum  
County of Ventura • Resource Management Agency • Planning Division 
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1740 • (805) 654-2478 • ventura.org/rma/planning  
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species, wetland habitat, and wildlife movement that would result from Alternative No. 7 
has not been included in the REIR. A determination of less than significant impacts to 
significant wetlands adjacent to Alterative Site 7 must be substantiated in the EIR. 
 
3.  Pipelines and Discharge. The information previously requested in the Planning 
Division’s 2013 comment letter regarding proposed pipeline development with respect 
to the infrastructure for the Regional Salinity Movement Pipeline, the quantities of 
treated brackish water to be directed to the pipeline, and if these quantities will be 
consistent with CEQA analysis previously conducted for these projects, was not 
provided in the REIR.  This additional analysis should be provided in the EIR. 
 
4.  Surface Water Quantity in Arroyo Las Posas under Pumping Rate Alternatives. 
Scenario 1d involves the pumping of 11,800 acre-feet/year from Well A and B and three 
other wells. Analysis within the “Project-Specific Impacts” section state “production rates 
under the 11,800 acre-feet/year Alternative would exceed estimated surface flow 
infiltration rates, and it is possible that the volume and linear extent of dry season flow in 
Arroyo Las Posas would be substantially affected by this alternative” (Page 5.7-24). 
Further, the cumulative impacts analysis of this pumping rate Alternative concluded that 
incremental effects to base-flows in Arroyo Las Posas may be cumulatively 
considerable. Surface flow is a fundamental component of habitat quality for drainages 
such as Arroyo Las Posas which, as stated above, is considered to be significant 
wetland habitat pursuant to the Ventura County General Plan. The EIR should evaluate 
this Alternative’s potentially significant indirect impacts on surface water flows and its 
impact on aquatic and riparian habitat associated with Arroyo Las Posas.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the REIR. If you have questions regarding 
the information set forth in this memo, please contact Whitney Wilkinson at 805-654-
2462 or whitney.wilkinson@ventura.org. 
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Commenter: Shelley Sussman, Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning 
Division  

Date: May 13, 2014 

Response: 

The facility site layout was designed to minimize loss of farmland, while providing a reasonable 
buffer from the planned high school and adjacent farmland.  The project appears to qualify for 
waiver j., as it is a non-agricultural use that can be temporarily closed to allow scheduled 
restricted materials applications by an off-site adjacent farmer.  The facility could be operated 
remotely for short periods, which would allow operators to leave the facility during scheduled 
application of pesticides.  The City values farmland, and would not endorse removing farmland 
to create a buffer.  Therefore, no additional farmland take is proposed or warranted. 

Commenter: Whitney Wilkinson, Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning 
Division  

Date: April 20, 2015 

Response: 

1. As you know, the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines only apply to projects 
where the County is the lead agency.  As stated in the initial Study, the project site and 
alternative sites are composed of agricultural areas and impacts to special-status 
species (including County-defined locally important species) would not occur. 

2. Alternative Site 7 is located within the City and not subject to County General Plan 
policies. 

3. Brine discharge from the proposed project to the Regional Salinity Management Pipeline 
was included in the 2002 Program EIR prepared for that project as “assumed agricultural  
and industrial flows” of up to 6.37 million gallons per day of brine and treated 
wastewater.  As stated in Section 3.4.1.4 of the Draft EIR/EA, the proposed project 
would generate approximately 2.1 million gallons per day of brine.  Note that compliance 
with the Waste Discharge Requirements (Order R4-2014-0033) issued by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board for discharge of the Regional Salinity Management Pipeline 
would ensure ocean water quality impacts would be less than significant. 

4. As indicated, the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA stated that the 11,800 acre-feet/year 
Alternative may result in significant impacts to surface water quantity.  Mitigation 
provided for this impact (see Section 5.7.3.4) indicates that impacts to biological 
resources may occur as a result of any project-related loss of dry season surface flow.  
This issue has been clarified in the Final EIR/EA.  Note that this alternative would have 
the greatest impacts and would not be implemented. 
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VENTURA COUNTY 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
Memorandum 

 
 

TO: Laura Hocking, Planning DATE:  April 13, 2015 
 
FROM: Alicia Stratton 
 
SUBJECT: Request for Review of Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(RDEIR) for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility, 
City of Camarillo (Reference No. 13-023-2) 

 
Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject RDEIR, which is a proposal 
for construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment Facility and two new wells to 
treat up to 9,000 acre-feet/year of brackish groundwater and provide up to 7,500 acre-
feet/year of treated water to the City Water Division’s service area.  Reverse osmosis 
would be used to treat the water, with the resulting brine discharged to the Calleguas 
Regional Salinity Management Pipeline.  The facility site and both proposed well sites 
would be located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would require annexation.  
The proposed project would be jointly owned by the City of Camarillo (60 percent), the 
City of Thousand Oaks (20 percent) and Camrosa Water District (20 percent).   
 
We submitted comments on the original DEIR (see memo dated May 14, 2014).  Because 
air quality was not identified as having significant adverse effects in that document, we 
are not submitting new comments as part of this recirculation.  However, our original 
concern with short-term air quality impacts and the need for them to be mitigated to the 
greatest amount feasible remains important.  Section 5.3.2.3, Project-Specific Impacts, 
describes mitigation measures that will reduce potential fugitive dust from the project to 
ensure compliance with APCD’s Rule 51, Nuisance.  Implementation with these 
measures will ensure that.   
 
If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426. 
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Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  Response to  Comments  

 

Commenter: Alicia Stratton, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District    

Date: May 14, 2014 

Response: 

The commenter agrees with the findings of the EIR/EA that significant air quality impacts would 
not occur, and agrees that the emissions reduction measures provided in the EIR should be 
implemented during construction.  The commenter also concurs that potential odor impacts 
would be less than significant.  The City plans to contact the APCD during the engineering 
design phase to verify the requirement for APCD permits. 

Commenter: Alicia Stratton, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District    

Date: April 13, 2015 

Response: 

The commenter agrees with the findings of the EIR/EA that dust control measures provided 
would ensure compliance with APCD Rule 51. 
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Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  Response to  Comments  

 

Commenter: Sergio Vargas, Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning and 
Regulatory Division  

Date: May 14, 2014 

Response: 

The Draft EIR/EA addressed District comments on the Notice of Preparation regarding avoiding 
alterations of jurisdictional red-line channels.  Project components would not cross or encroach 
on any jurisdictional red-line channels.  No additional response is necessary. 

Commenter: Zia Hosseinipour, Ventura County Watershed Protection District, Planning and 
Regulatory Division  

Date: April 8, 2015 

Response: 

The Draft EIR/EA addressed District comments on the Notice of Preparation regarding avoiding 
alterations of jurisdictional red-line channels.  Project components would not cross or encroach 
on any jurisdictional red-line channels.  Run-off from the facility sites would be directed to 
existing City storm drains, with no direct impacts to red-line channels.  Section 1.8.3 of the 
EIR/EA has been revised to delete the reference to flood control encroachment permits. 
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Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  Response to  Comments  

 

Commenter: James O’Tousa, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Engineering Services  

Date: May 13, 2014 

Response: 

1. A geotechnical report would not be effective in estimating subsidence potential as it 
would not address current and past aquifer conditions.  The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA 
addressed subsidence impacts and found them less than significant as the project would 
not reduce groundwater levels below historic conditions, such that any subsidence due 
to groundwater withdrawal will have already occurred.  However, cumulative 
groundwater withdrawal (including the proposed Moorpark Desalter) has the potential to 
cause subsidence.  Mitigation has been provided to monitor groundwater levels and 
ground surface elevations to avoid reducing levels below historic conditions, and to 
detect and address any subsidence. 

2. The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA revised the subsidence mitigation to include initial and 
periodic land surveying of the proposed monitoring wells (wellhead and the surrounding 
ground surface) to detect changes in ground surface elevation.  In addition, the City 
would annually review available survey information for areas surrounding the facility to 
detect any changes or trends in ground surface elevation.  If subsidence is detected, 
pumping rates would be reduced and the monitoring well surveying frequency would be 
increased to every 6 months. 

3. Although utilities could be damaged by subsidence of less than 0.5 feet, using a smaller 
threshold would be problematic as survey data of land uses near the facility from various 
sources would have inaccuracies that could be erroneously interpreted as subsidence.  

4. Page 5.7-21 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA indicates that subsidence in fine-grained 
sediments may be permanent; however, coarser-grained sediments may allow 
groundwater to re-enter the pore space and may reverse subsidence.   
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Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  Response to  Comments  

 

Commenter: Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

Date: May 15, 2014 

Comments:  

1. The project proposes to increase pumping in the Pleasant Valley Basin from current 
levels (about 4,250 acre-feet/year from Wells B, D and Airport #3) to approximately 
11,000 acre-feet/year from these existing wells and two new wells.  The proposed facility 
would treat 9,000 acre-feet/year which includes existing pumping from Well B (about 
2,250 acre-feet/year), or a net increase of about 6,750 acre-feet/year.  Therefore, the 62 
percent increase in pumping over 14,430 acre-feet/year (2012, basin-wide) is 
overstated.  The increased pumping would extract poor quality groundwater that 
currently does not meet drinking water standards.  Groundwater elevations currently 
recorded at City wells A and B are over 100 feet above sea level and about 250 feet 
above historic lows.  Groundwater modeling indicates groundwater elevations near the 
project site would not reach sea level until about 17 years after the project starts 
operating. 

The groundwater modeling was revised to incorporate a more appropriate environmental 
baseline (continued mounding of groundwater in the absence of the project), peer-
reviewed by Hydrometrics WRI and presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA (see 
responses to comments on this document).  Based on the revised groundwater 
modeling, the proposed project would not result in reducing groundwater elevations 
below historic levels, such that impacts to groundwater quantity and subsidence were 
considered less than significant.  However, cumulative impacts (with the proposed 
Moorpark Desalter) to groundwater quantity and subsidence were considered potentially 
significant. 

2. The 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative includes existing pumping from Well B (about 2,250 
acre-feet/year), or a net increase of about 2,250 acre-feet/year.  Therefore, the 31 
percent increase in pumping over 14,430 acre-feet/year is overstated.  Based on the 
revised groundwater modeling, the 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative would not result in 
reducing groundwater elevations below historic levels, such that impacts to groundwater 
quantity and subsidence were considered less than significant.  In addition, cumulative 
impacts (with the proposed Moorpark Desalter) to groundwater quantity and subsidence 
were considered less than significant. 
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3. The groundwater modeling has been revised as discussed in the response to Comment 
1.  Appendix E (Figure 67, page 54) presents the findings of the particle tracking 
analysis of the groundwater modeling study which indicates the mound of poor quality 
groundwater (stranded brackish water) would remain after 30 years of pumping 4,500 
acre-feet/year.  As stated in Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, an environmentally 
superior alternative shall be identified among the other alternatives.  As discussed in 
Section 5.7.2.2 of the EIR/EA, the No Project Alternative would result in the expansion of 
the mound of poor quality groundwater into the central portion of the Pleasant Valley 
Basin and ultimately render local groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  
Therefore, the No Project Alternative is not considered environmentally superior.  As 
stated in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA, the proposed project is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative as it would have similar or lesser impacts as the 
other alternatives considered.  Mitigation measures provided would avoid significant 
groundwater quantity and subsidence impacts, which would make it equivalent to the 
4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative.  This issue has been clarified in the Final EIR/EA. 

4. Mitigation measures to address cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity and 
subsidence were revised and presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA.  The 
groundwater elevation that would “trigger” reduced project pumping now includes a 16 
foot buffer, such that action would be taken when monitored groundwater elevations 
approach within 16 feet of historic groundwater elevations.  Wells to be monitored to 
detect project-related impacts to groundwater levels would be located in the North 
Pleasant Valley (NPV) Basin and include three new monitoring wells, three existing 
production wells and the project-related production wells.  Monitoring wells closest to the 
project wells (see Area A in Figure 5.7-7 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA) would be 
affected first and allow for a rapid response if trigger levels are reached.  Monitoring 
wells outside the NPV Basin are not proposed as any observed changes could be the 
result of other factors unrelated to the proposed project. 

5. Based on the results of revised groundwater modeling study (see Appendix E), the 
proposed project would not modify the location or magnitude of the landward gradient of 
the existing pumping depression near the boundary of the Pleasant Valley and Oxnard 
Plain basins (see Figure 5.7-5 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA).  The post-project 
groundwater elevation gradient would be to the southwest, consistent with existing and 
future (see Figure 5.7-4) conditions.  Therefore, dewatering of marine-deposited 
sediments and any related water quality degradation is not anticipated.   

6. The 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative would not fully meet the project objectives as this 
level of pumping would not entirely prevent the expansion of the mound of brackish 
groundwater, see the response to Comment 3.  The 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative 
would have the same impacts as the proposed project, except it would not result in 
potentially significant cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity and subsidence.  
However, implementation of the proposed project with mitigation would also avoid these 
impacts. 
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FOX CANYON 
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
J.\ s·rATE OF CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCf 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director, United Water Conservation District 
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, City of Camarillo 
David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative 

Steve Bennett, Supen •isor, County of Ventura 
Eugene F. West, Director, Camrosa Water District 

April 20, 2015 

Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Jeff Pratt, P.E. 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY (SCH NO. 2008041159), DATED FEBRUARY 
2015 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

Thank you for submitting the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). Agency staff 
reviewed the RDEIR prepared by Padre Associates, Incorporated (Padre) titled "Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report Environmental Assessment for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Treatment Facility" dated February 2015 (RDEIR). This RDEIR provides a revised version of the water 
resources section from the environmental documents reviewed in May 2014 and October 2013. Per the 
RDEIR (page 1-2), the water resources analysis section was revised and now uses the "future no project 
conditions" as presented in the revised version of "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater 
Analysis and Modeling" report (Bachman, 2015). The basic comments provided in our May 15, 2014 DEIR 
review letter still apply as we could not ascertain how they were addressed in the re-written text, nor have 
we yet to see specific responses to our comments. Our comments below are intended to be consistent 
with previous comment letters. It should be noted that the Agency has not been asked to, nor has had an 
opportunity to, review and comment on the revised "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater 
Analysis and Modeling" report (Bachman, 2015) separate from this review of the RDEIR. 

As stated in our last review (FCGMA, 2014b) ''The DEIR relies heavily upon the results from a groundwater 
model utilized for this project. The assumptions and modeling results presented in "Northern Pleasant 
Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Final Report" are restated in the DEIR and are heavily 
relied upon for mitigations presented in the DEIR." The Report states (Bachman, 2013b, p.81 and revised 
version dated 2015, page 85) that "the results should be used cautiously" and recommends monitoring to 
verify model results. Agency staff have previously expressed concerns regarding assumptions made in 
the model (FCGMA, 2013a, 2013b, 2014a and 2014b). These concerns have not yet been fully addressed. 

In comparing the data presented to monitoring results (as reported and presented in the Agency's series 
of fall potentiometric surface maps), some discrepancies have been observed. 

Some examples of discrepancies in modeled water levels versus reported water levels are: 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2015\ 150420_NPV _ RDEIR.docx 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 240 of 1199

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Text Box
1.

mingamells
Text Box
2.

mingamells
Text Box
3.



Lucia McGovern 
April 20, 2015 
Page 2 of 7 

1. Figure 5.7-4 Future No Action/ No Project Groundwater Elevations: The predicted water levels 
for the northern portion of the basin appear to be overly optimistic when compared to the Fall 2006 
Lower Aquifer System Potentiometric Surface Map (FCGMA, 2013c) (Attachment 1). The 2006 
water levels are significant in that they follow a period from calendar years 1991 to 2005 of above 
average annual rainfall (17 .10 inches) (FCGMA, 2014c), on the order of three inches above the 
1985 to 2014 annual rainfall average of 14.07 inches. A comparison of the potentiometric surfaces 
indicates that the northern-most portion of the basin is to have (per the model) a water level 100 
feet above the Fall 2006 LAS potentiometric surface. In general, the northern portion of the basin 
(per the model) is projected to have water levels 10 to 40 feet above the Fall 2006 LAS 
potentiometric surface. This suggests there is more groundwater to remove than is indicated by the 
2006 water level data reported to the County of Ventura, Watershed Protection District. Please 
clarify if the model is providing spring or annual average water levels. 

2. Appendix A, Figure 46, page 41, "Mound #2-Shallow Aquifer": The "With Project' starting 
water level is approximately 80 feet higher in elevation than is indicated on the Fall 2010 Upper 
Aquifer System Potentiometric Surface Map (FCGMA, 2013c) (Attachment 2). The Fall 2012, 2013 
and 2014 water levels plot below the Scenario #1d-11,800 AFY line, and are below the model 
generated Scenario #1 c-9,000 AFY 25 year end-of-project water level. The model data suggests 
there is more groundwater to remove than is indicated by the water level data reported to the 
County of Ventura, Watershed Protection District, and that project end water levels will likely be 
significantly lower that the model predicts if authorization to pump is granted. 

3. Appendix A, Figure 48, page 42, "Monitoring Site" #1: The Fall 2012, 2013 and 2014 Upper 
Aquifer System water levels (Attachment 1) roughly plot along the Scenario #1 d-11,800 AFY line. 
This suggests that current drought conditions are roughly equivalent to pumping at a rate of an 
additional 11,800 AFY. 

4. Appendix A, page 66, Figure 81: Fall 2014 water levels, in the vicinity of well SWN 
02N20W20E02S, in both the UAS and LAS were below the indicated "With Projecf' "Scenario #1c-
9, 000 AFY-25 yr" water level as identified for the end of project. This suggests that should the 
project be built, the starting water level will be equivalent to the modeled end water level. 

Other water level discrepancies: 

5. Figure 5.7-3, page 5.7-13: A comparison of 1994 groundwater levels (Bachman, 2015) to the Fall 
2014 Lower Aquifer System Potentiometric Surface Map (FCGMA, 2015) indicate the "increase in 
groundwater elevations" are in reality approximately 80 feet lower than shown in the figure. 

6. Table 5.7-5, page 5.7-20: Per the REIR (page 5.7-20), "Table 5.7-5 indicates that groundwater 
elevation will continue to rise after 2014 (see Future No project column), and project-related 
pumping would reduce groundwater levels, but not below historic levels." In general Fall 2014 water 
levels, at the identified key locations (see table below), are lower than the model predicted post
project conditions for the 25-year 11,800 AFY pumping scenario. We assume that the "Historicaf' 
low water level data was pulled from the 1975 to 2012 hydrographs. To be clear, please provide 
the month, day and year that the "Historicaf' low water level data was collected. Additionally, it is 
not clear as to the source for the "Existing (2014)" groundwater levels presented in the Table. 
Please provide source. 
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Lucia McGovern 
April 20, 2015 
Page 3 of 7 

Notes regarding Table 5.7-5 (page 5.7-20) "Projected Future Groundwater Elevations From Modeling (feet 
above mean sea level)." Table has been modified by Agency staff to add notes in bold. 

Future (Post -Pro ·ect) Conditions 

Fall 
Fall 

4,500 Proposed 11,800 
2014 2006 

Well No. Historical 
1990 Existing 

LAS Water 
No AFY Action AFY 

Water (2014) 
water Levels 

Project Alter- 9,000 Alter-
Level 

levels 
native AFY native 

Monitoring -170 Approx 
95 

Approx 
110 125 105 -5 -75 

Well 1 -139 . 40 
02N20W01B -160 -155 25 -80 0 70 65 10 -30 
05S 
02N21W34G -175 -164 -10 -113 -28 35 40 0 -25 
03S 
Source of original data: Padre, 2015, page 5.7-20 

Based on the apparent discrepancies between actual, model utilized, and model projected water levels, 
and in light of the volume of water to be removed, it is unclear how you end up with water levels higher 
than when you started. To follow the logic provided in the RDEIR, the project cannot startup until the start 
of project water levels, plotted in the figures as water levels at year 17 (Bachman, 2015, Figures 46 through 
56 and 80 through 83), are attained, and pumping should cease when water levels reach or fall below the 
post project water levels. 

Other Comments 
It is our understanding that the revised Report (Bachman, 2015) appended to RDEIR replaces the earlier 
2013 version. It is therefore unclear as to why the earlier version (Bachman, 2013) is referenced in the 
revised RDEIR on the order of 10 times (see sections 3.1, 3.5.1, 5.7.1.2 and 5.7.1.3). We have assumed 
the references to the older document are type errors. 

With regards to errors, it is stated in Section 5.7.2, in reference to the "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter 
Groundwater Analysis and Modeling'' (Modeling Report) prepared by Steven Bachman that "This study 
was peer-reviewed by HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. under contract to the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency, and revised in response to their comments." This is an incorrect statement. 
HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. was under contract to the City of Camarillo and not the FCGMA. This 
error is also alluded to on page 1-2 where it is stated that "Based on comments received from the Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and its consultants .... " The Agency did not contract with any 
consultants to make comments regarding the DEIR. These statements need to be corrected or removed. 

Section 5. 7 Water Resources - Groundwater Quantity 
Per Section 5.7.2 (page 5.7-14), "groundwater modeling present in this EIR does not use conditions 
present in September 2013, when the Notice of preparation was published as the environmental baseline. 
Groundwater conditions are dynamic and the effects of the proposed project can be modeled over time; 
therefore, future conditions in the absence of the project are used as the environmental baseline." 
Furthermore, "The groundwater impact analysis is based on the assumption that groundwater elevations 
in the NPV Basin will continue to rise as described in Section 5. 7.1.3." (Padre, 2015, page 5.7-14). This 
is a serious concern in light of the above noted discrepancies between reported water levels and model 
projected water levels. 

Per the ROEi R (page 5. 7-19), "The project would result in an increase in total groundwater pumping from 
the NPV Basin from approximately 4,250 to 11,000 acre-feet/year." Per the groundwater modeling 
(Bachman, 2015; and Padre, 2015, Table 5. 7-5), individually the project is to lower groundwater levels to 
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Lucia McGovern 
April 20, 2015 
Page 4 of 7 

elevations higher than the observed fall 2014 groundwater levels (see modified Table 5.7-5 above). This 
contradiction needs to be addressed. 

In addition, the proposed project will cumulatively decrease the net quantity of groundwater in a 
groundwater basin that is overdrafted or will create an over drafted groundwater basin. The proposed 
project is to extract 9,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of groundwater above current and past pumping levels. 
As a point of reference, the reported groundwater extractions from the Pleasant Valley Basin in 2013 were 
20, 149 AF (FCGMA, 2014). Increasing groundwater extractions by the proposed project amount of 9,000 
AF/yr represents a 45% increase in pumping over reported extractions in 2013. This pumping rate is 
proposed to be sustained over an approximately 25-year period. Based on the modeling results presented 
in Table 5.7-6 the proposed project will lower groundwater levels in the northern portion of the basin, at 
"Monitoring Well 1" to an elevation of -175 feet below mean sea level, and the southern portion of the 
project area to elevations of-55 and -75 feet below mean sea level (RDEIR, page 5.7-22). "This cumulative 
impact is considered potentially significant if not mitigated." 

In the RDEIR the alternative pumping rate of 4,500 AF/yr is not discussed beyond stating: 
• In Section 3.5.1 that 4,500 AFY is considered an alternative; 
• Per Section 3.5.2 that "The groundwater pumping rate alternatives would meet each of the six 

project objectives as listed in Section 3.3.2"; and 
• In Section 5.7.2.6 that with the "lowered rates of groundwater pumping (4,500 acre-feet/year)" 

"there would likely be "stranded brackish water'"' (page 5.7-25) and that "this lower pumping rate 
would not fully address the mounding of brackish groundwater and stranded salts would remain ... " 
(Page 5.7-26). 

Please note, increasing groundwater extractions by 4,500 AFY. represents a 22% increase in pumping 
(versus the 45% increase for the proposed project) over reported extractions in 2013. 

The RDEIR should be revised throughout to acknowledge the 4,500 AFY pumping scenario as the superior 
environmental project alternative. The validity of the statement: "there would likely be "stranded brackish 
water"" (Section 5.7.2.6 Pumping Rate Alternatives, pages 5.7-25), under the 4,500 AFY scenario is 
questionable. 

Mitigation Measures 
With regard to our comment regarding Groundwater Quantity Mitigation Measures, we acknowledge that 
the DEIR, was revised in the RDEIR to identify the specific existing wells to be monitored and the trigger 
level. The proposed trigger elevations are sixteen feet above the "Historic" low water levels or 152 feet 
below sea level (Padre, 2015, page 5. 7-28) for the northern portion of the basin. It is unclear which historic 
lows are to be used. As stated above, the date that the historic low data was collected should be clearly 
identified. 

The model did not correctly predict nor was it in the "ballpark of' fall 2014 water levels, so reliance on the 
other model predicted water levels is questionable. In our June 25, 2013 letter we inquired as to how many 
climatic wet/dry cycles were included in the less than 20-year base period (1994 to 2010, or sixteen year 
data set) that were used to predict conditions for the 20+ year life of the project. Per the State of California 
Department of Water Resources (2015) Report: "California's Most Significant Droughts, Comparing 
Historical and Recent Conditions, Executive Summary: "The 1987-92 drought was California's first 
extended dry period since 1920's-30s, and provides the closest comparison for drought impacts under a 
present-day level of development." It is unclear, and should be clarified why the model's data set did 
include the 1987-92 data set, as this data set was available and as noted above very relevant to today's 
conditions. 

It is uncertain if the proposed trigger level of 152 feet below mean sea level would be protective of the 
aquifer from a north and eastward hydraulic gradient from the Oxnard Plain Basin to the Pleasant Valley 
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Lucia McGovern 
April 20, 2015 
Page 5 of 7 

Basin. The low water level may result in further reduction of hydraulic head pressures that prevent further 
inland migration of existing coastal area salt water intrusion. 

We believe and the RDEIR should be revised to include mitigation measures that extend beyond the local 
impacted wells. They should address regional issues such as periods when hydraulic gradients are 
towards the project area from outside the basin. Mitigation measure could include adjusted higher trigger 
levels and reducing pumping during periods when groundwater levels are low. In addition, groundwater 
monitoring should extend south and southeastward to the coast. 

Section 5.7. Water Resources - Groundwater Quality 
The RDEIR describes the proposed project as designed to treat poor quality groundwater which enters the 
Pleasant Valley Basin from the north, with the goal of improving groundwater quality by extracting and 
treating this groundwater. 

The proposed project appears to have the potential to cause poor quality groundwater to flow into the basin 
from the south, east, and west. Should the proposed project-generated groundwater surface depression 
combine with the existing lower aquifer system groundwater surface depression (present along the 
southern border of the model area (Bachman, 2015)), then the flow direction and hydraulic gradient would 
be northward from the area of coastal salt water intrusion into the central portion of the Pleasant Valley 
Basin. Not only is there the potential for poor quality water to be directed towards the basin from the south, 
but also there is a potential for water quality to degrade due to dewatering of marine deposited sedimentary 
units along the eastern and western boundaries of the basin. 

Based on our above expressed concerns regarding the model predicted water levels, we believe that the 
RDEIR does not adequately analyze and discuss the impacts associated with lowering of the 
potentiometric surface such that the groundwater flow directions and hydraulic gradients along and outside 
the model area are changed. This concern regarding flow directions and hydraulic gradients was 
expressed in review of the DEIR (FCGMA, 2014b), and remain. 

The modeling assumptions including those regarding storm flow and basin inflow should be re-evaluated 
and validated (as expressed in our letter dated June 25, 2013 and subsequent letters dated April 8, 2014, 
and May 15, 2014). In our letter dated April 8, 2014, we recommended that the model be peer reviewed 
" ... especially in light of a 25 year water supply project of major significance relying on a groundwater model 
with a number of uncertainties, and assumptions." To date we have not received the results of a final peer 
review report. The model should be updated (as expressed in our letter dated June 25, 2013 to reflect 
current (2014-2015 water levels) conditions. The RDEIR should also be revised with additional analysis 
and narrative based on current groundwater level and water quality conditions, as well as to address the 
impacts as noted above from: (1) poor quality water that will be directed towards the site as a result of the 
proposed project's increased pumping, and (2) degrading water quality in adjacent areas (south, east and 
west of the City of Camarillo). 

Conclusion 
Per the RDEIR (Page 5.5-22, Groundwater Quantity), the cumulative impact of the project as proposed, 
adding additional groundwater extractions of 9,000 AFY to the basin for 25 years is considered potentially 
significant for groundwater quantity and subsidence, if not mitigated. Actions to mitigate this significant 
impact, "would involve developing a mitigation plan in conjunction with each affected well 
owner/operator ..... " We do not believe the development of a plan is an adequate mitigation measure. 
Furthermore, the mitigation proposed for subsidence also appears inadequate, as resurveying for 
subsidence would only occur every ten years, and only subsidence over 0.5 feet would be addressed. 
Finally maintaining the Pleasant Valley Basin in an overdraft condition for the 25 year life of the project, 
sustained depressed water levels 152 feet below sea level, and creating the potential of water quality being 
degraded from the south, appears to be inconsistent with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. 
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Lucia McGovern 
April 20, 2015 
Page 6 of 7 

Based upon the analysis contained in the RDEIR and supporting documents the alternative pumping 
scenario of 4,500 AFY appears to have less environmental impacts, requires less mitigation to offset 
impacts, and is therefore a superior project alternative compared to the proposed project's pumping 
scenario of 9,000 AFY. 

We would be glad to meet with you to discuss our review and comments. If you have any questions, please 
contact Ms. Kathleen Riedel at (805) 654-2954 or me at (805) 654-5051. 

Attachments: 

1) Lower Aquifer System Potentiometric Surface Maps: 1990, 2006, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 
2) Upper Aquifer System Potentiometric Surface Maps: 1990, 2006, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 
3) Letter dated June 25, 2013 to Lucia McGovern of the City of Camarillo 
4) Letter dated April 8, 2014 to Lucia McGovern of the City of Camarillo 
5) Letter dated May 15, 2014 to Lucia McGovern of the City of Camarillo 
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Bachman, 2015. Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Report: 
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California Department of Water Resources, February 2015. California's Most Significant Droughts: 
Comparing Historical and Recent Conditions: State of California, Sacramento, California, Executive 
Summary. 
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and Draft Initial Study for the City of Camarillo's North Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater 
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Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility (SCH No. 2013091065), dated March 2014: letter 
to Lucia McGovern of the City of Camarillo, May 15. 

FCGMA, 2014c. Calendar Year 2013 Annual Report: FCGMA, Ventura, California, Table 2. 

Padre Associates, Inc. (Padre), 2013. Draft Initial Study North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment 
Facility: unpublished consulting report prepared for the City of Camarillo, project no. 1302-0431, 
September. 

Padre Associates, Inc. (Padre), 2014. Draft Environmental Impact Report Environmental Assessment for 
the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility: unpublished consulting report prepared 
for the City of Camarillo, project no. 1302-0431, March. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 246 of 1199



!>

!>

!>
!>

!>

!>

!>

!!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!!

!

!
!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!

!

! !

!
!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

! !

!

!

!

!!

!

!

!

!

!

!

-8
0

-6
0

-4
0

-1
0

0

240

-120
-140

220

200180

-20

-160

0

-180

160

26
0

-20
0

140

-220

280

-240

260

-100

-1
40

240

-140

-160

-60

-80 -120

-100

-16
0

-120

-140

-60
-40

-160

-180

248

214

261

-79

-99

-91

-43

19.8

-114

-164

-130

-7.7

-155

-99.4

-66.1

-48.3

-84.5

-36.2

-46.6

153.8

239.6
226.4

223.3

-50.1

-67.5

-78.6-21.2-48.1

-68.4

153.7

285.7
250.5

175.8
174.6

164.1

-44.3

-72.7-80.6

-36.2

-55.8
-75.8

-96.7

-114.5
-213.4

-254.6

-205.5

-140.7-132.6

-122.1

-139.4

-172.9

-173.5

-117.9

-124.5

-118.4

-132.2
-153.3

-163.6

-157.2

-160.7

-157.9

-167.1

-159.2 -155.1

£¤101
UV1

UV23

UV34

UV118

UV126

UV33

UV232

UV150

UV118

UV23

UV23

UV126

PV #4

PV #10

PTP #1

CM3-695

CM2-760

CM1A-565

CM6-550

Oxnard Thousand Oaks

Camarillo

Moorpark
San Buenaventura

Simi Valley

Santa Paula

Port Hueneme

Copyright:© 2013 Esri

Fall 1990 Lower Aquifer System 
Potentiometric Surface Map

0 5 102.5
Miles

Pacific Ocean

C
A

M
A R I L

L
O

H I L L S

Legend
1990 Fall LAS Water Level Elevation
(feet above/below MSL)

200 to 300+

140 to 200

120 to 140

100 to 120

80 to 100

60 to 80

40 to 60

20 to 40

0 to 20

-20 to 0

-40 to -20

-60 to -40

-80 to -60

-100 to -80

<-100

µ 1:114,000

S
O

U
T

H

M
O

U
N

T A I N

Legend
1990 Fall Contours Water Level Elevation

!
1990 Fall LAS Wells With Water Level
Elevation (feet)

Groundwater Basin Boundaries - VCWPD

Fault Inferred

!> BMO Wells LAS

FCGMA Boundary

DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
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Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation and there
are multiple aquifers in the Lower Aquifer System.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
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Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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DISCLAIMER: The information contained herein was created by the Ventura
County Watershed Protection District for use by the Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Agency.  This potentiometric surface map is an interpretation of
the data that was available at the time that the map was prepared.  No
warranty is made as to the accuracy of the data shown and Ventura County
Watershed Protection District and Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency expressly disclaim liability for any errors or omissions in the contents
of these maps.
Note - For nested wells contours reflect lowest water level elevation.
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FOX CANYON 
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
A s·rAn OF CALIFORNIA WAHR AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director. United Water Conservation District 
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, Cityo{Camarillo 
David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative 
Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ventura 
Dr. Michael Kelley, Director, Zone M11tua f Water Company 

June 25, 2013 

Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Jeff Pratt, P.E. 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY DESAL TER GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS 
AND MODELING, DATED NOVEMBER 2012 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

At your request, Agency staff reviewed the report prepared by Dr. Steve Bachman titled "North Pleasant 
Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling, Report to Desalter Working Group," dated 
November 2012 (Report). Thank you for the opportunity to review the report. It is evident that a great 
deal of thought and effort went into developing the groundwater model and analyses. Our comments 
provided below are for your consideration. We hope that you will find them helpful. We feel that the report 
could be improved by providing further clarification on some key issues as described below. 

The subject report presents background information on the hydrogeology of the model area and vicinity, 
groundwater flow model development/design, calibration, run of the model applying different scenarios, 
analysis of results , monitoring and contingency plan, recommendations, conclusions, and limitations. We 
have organized this comments letter into General and Specific Comments by category as described 
below. 

Our review of the Report indicates the following: 

• A two layer model using MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas version 6 [Layer 1 is 
identified as Shallow Aquifer. Layer 2 is identified as the Fox Canyon Aquifer] 

• 47 year model period (1994 to 2040) [First 17 years (1994 to 2010) historical data was used. 
Last 30 years is projected.] 

• Aquifer properties from pump tests of two wells (City wells A and B). 
• Presented water quality and hydrograph data (data used for calibration of the model) were plotted 

on graphs for the period 1975 to 2012 (37 year period), as the data was available. [Generally 
water quality data collected at regular monitoring intervals was available beginning 1980 to 1990). 

• Two overall scenarios were modeled. [Scenario #1 Annual streamflow at average quantity of 
1994 to 2010 period and assumes no desalters. Scenario #2 varying baseflow and desalters.] 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. Subsidence - Complete analysis and determination on the potential for the Project to cause 
subsidence due to depressed water levels. Collapse of soil structure within the water bearing 
zones can detrimentally impact aquifer properties. Plans for monitoring and mitigation of any soil 
collapse and land subsidence appear to be omitted. 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 l'AX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 
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2. Sustained Depressed Water Levels through 20 year life of Project - Complete analysis and 
discussion of policy and technical implications (and any unintended consequences) from having 
depressed water levels of 100 feet or more below sea level over a period of 20 years or more. 
This analysis should include additional evaluation to determine if use of the 1994 groundwater 
level is appropriate as the water level "trigger point." 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

Groundwater Model: 

A The groundwater model does not appear to take into account the geologic structure, lateral 
changes in lithology and stratigraphy (nature of the depositional environment), interbedded 
aquitards and aquicludes. With a project as important and significant as the one proposed, we 
recommend the model undergo Peer Review. 

B. How many climatic wet /dry cycles were included in the model historical (1994-2010) period, and 
why the data is considered representative based on weather station records; 

C. Whether the assumed stormflow will be representative of the project lifetime. 

I. Model Design 

A Clarify how the model is representative of the folded and faulted series of aquifers with 
interbedded aquitards and aquicludes. 

B. Provide a detailed discussion on how the model takes into account vertical and lateral changes in 
lithology and stratigraphy (lensing nature of sedimentary units in the depositional environment), 
and how the aquifer properties used in model are representative of the model area as a whole. 

C. There appears to be an inconsistency between the model thickness of the aquifer zone and the 
supporting data. In the 2 layer model, the Fox Canyon layer is reported to be 300-340 feet thick. 
The supporting data provided indicates that: 

i. Screen in aquifer zone is from 680 to 1080 feet below ground surface suggesting the zone 
is 400 feet thick (see Table 7); 

ii. The effective thickness of the aquifer zone in Well A appears to be about 180 feet {page 
83); 

iii. The effective thickness of the aquifer zone at Well A appears to be less than 300 feet 
{page 84); 

iv. Well A effective thickness (approx 90% of water production comes from) 580 feet to 700 
feet = 120 feet (page 85); 

v. Well B effective thickness about 200 feet (page 93); 
vi. Well B effective thickness about 280 feet (Page 94); and 
vii. Well B effective thickness about 160 feet (Page 95). 

Please discuss and clarify each of the above. 

D. The Table on page 74 identifies the physical properties/values associated with: the aquifer 
transmissivity, storativity, and horizontal hydraulic conductivity; and the aquitard vertical hydraulic 
conductivity and leakage coefficient. Please provide the table with the values used in modeling for 
comparison, and/or a plan view of the model area linking test aquifer properties to where the data 
was collected and modeling values used in what regions of the area. 
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E. Please discuss why in the Calibration Target Ground Surface (Layer 1) plot of model results to 
actual value, the results were off by over 250 feet (at model year zero) (page 101). 

F. Provide a mitigation plan for Monitoring Site #1, for periods when water levels approach 1994 
level, so that water levels do not drop below 1994 level (page 102). 

II. Assumptions 

A Validate storm flow averages 54 days/year with weather station data. 

B. Project has a 20+ year life expectancy but the averaged historical data is for a period of less than 
20 years. Please provide and discuss supporting historical data for a period greater than 20 
years. Please provide 50- to 100-year weather station(s) (temperature I rainfall) records, and 
explain why the climatic conditions during the selected base period are representative of the 
projected life expectancy of the project. Please discuss how many wet/dry climatic cycles 
occurred during the base period and how many are anticipated to occur during the model period. 

C. The study appears to utilize limited data, limited geologic structure, averaged values; therefore, it 
would be helpful to provide bracketed margins of error. 

D. Validate the selection of the 1994 groundwater level for use as baseline. Discuss how frequently, 
and for what duration, groundwater elevations have been below the 1994 levels. It appears that 
the trigger should be higher than 1994 the groundwater level, not 10 feet lower. 

Ill. Model Calibration 

A Comparison of model results to actual measurements at well 02N20W-19 shows groundwater 
elevations are off by up to about 75 feet. 

B. Provide a discussion as to how Camarillo's wells A and B locations and associated screened 
intervals, along with the other few wells, are reflective of conditions within the model area as a 
whole, and variations within the model area. 

IV. Keeping the Model Current and Verify Accuracy of Predictions with Periodic QA Checks 

A. Address how the addition of the 2012 dry season follow-up study data supports or has changed 
the understanding of the system. 

B. Provide a discussion on how (including frequency) the groundwater model and associated data 
base are being kept current (update intervals) as new data becomes available. Please also 
discuss how frequently the model calibration is checked with regard to the addition of new data. 

C. Provide an update summarizing how the model has been revised based on analysis of the new 
data; and a discussion as to whether the new data has changed the understanding of the model 
area surface water - hydrogeologic - extraction point dynamic system? 

Monitoring and Contingency Plan Comments: 

A "If measured groundwater elevations in the Monitoring area are deeper than the trigger value ... 
. . . . further mitigation may be required. This mitigation could include reimbursement for required 
well modifications and/or modifying project pumping patterns" (page 66). Please discuss the 
proposed modifications to pumping patterns. Specify, for example, initial reductions by 5%, 10%, 
or 20% for six months, and evaluate impact on groundwater levels. Clearly identify the potential 
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options. Additionally, please provide the evaluation regarding the amount of funds that should be 
set aside in the project budget to reimburse those who may be harmed by the project such that 
modification of their wells may be required. 

B. Determining "fault" (responsibility) up front for observed lower groundwater levels and reduced 
water quality could potentially cause harm and increase liability due to delays in starting 
contingency actions. Please explain what mitigation actions would or can be initiated immediately, 
and which could be perlormed in a staged manner without causing additional harm and liability. 
Contingency actions should not solely be based on whether project pumping is found at fault. 
When aquifer and land distress is detected actions need to be implemented (such as reduce or 
stop pumping) right away and not delayed by fault finding. If fault needs to be determined that 
should happen after mitigation is implemented or initiated. 

C. The criteria for brackish water should use all three indicators: TDS (700mg/L), Chloride (150 
mg/L), and Sulfate (300mg/L). 

D. The sunset provision should be 24 or 18 consecutive months instead of 36 consecutive months 
(page 68, Table 10). 

E. Per the model, a cone of depression is to be developed in the northern portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Basin. Baseline monitoring of wells for regional groundwater trends is proposed. The 
regional monitoring should include evaluation of the groundwater levels within, south and 
southwest of the Pleasant Valley Basin to the coastline. The Contingency Plan should address 
the condition when the hydraulic gradient is towards the proposed cone of depression in the 
North Pleasant Valley Basin from the coastal area of saltwater intrusion. The monitoring data, 
analysis and conclusions should be included in the annual report. If the condition develops that 
the hydraulic gradient in one or both aquifer systems is towards the project area from the coastal 
area of saltwater intrusion, then reporting should be more frequent than annually. 

Public Safety/City Liability Comments: 

A Scenario #2i projects groundwater level to drop below mean sea level (MSL) for 25 years, of 
which about 19 years of groundwater levels are projected to be below the historic low 
groundwater level in 1994 (about 120 feet below MSL). Evaluate and provide a more thorough 
discussion regarding the impact of lowering of the groundwater level on: salt water intrusion along 
the coast; potential collapse or consolidation of the strata; and draining/dewatering the 
hydrogeologic unit and adjacent units. 

B. On page 57, it is stated that "It is important to note that particle tracking has its limitations and that 
conclusions based on the particle tracking should be tempered by these limitations. The 
limitations are that particle tracking inherits any errors from the main MODFLOW results, particle 
movement is plug flow and has no components of mixing processes, the brackish baseflow could 
be stratified in the aquifer and groundwater pumped could be a mix of brackish water and 
ambient better-quality groundwater, and individual wells could be pulling in brackish water from 
one direction and better quality well from another direction." As the potential errors and limitations 
could be due to MODFLOW assumptions. Please document and provide support for assumptions 
made, as well as provide the bracket margins of error associated with each assumption. 

C. On page 70, it is stated that "Groundwater modeling and particle tracking are robust tools to 
predict the effects of desalter pumping, but their limitations and the limitations of the streamflow 
data indicate that the results should be used cautiously." Please provide the procedures and 
identify the frequency that the Model will be updated with real data and tested so as to verify the 
validity of the model and modeling results. 
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D. The report identifies land subsidence as a potential hazard and recommends that the land 
surface elevation, in the area of the low groundwater elevations, be monitored regularly to detect 
subsidence. Please include the monitoring of ground-level elevations in the monitoring plan 
discussion on page 60, Section 9.1. The ground-level elevation monitoring does not appear to be 
included in the project budget. Please provide a cost estimate for baseline and regular interval 
land surveying (provide trigger points and land surveying frequency) , data analysis and reporting 
of survey results . Please provide a discussion on the procedures to be implemented should 
subsidence be detected. Please include ground-level elevation monitoring on the project timeline. 

Regulatory Compliance Comments: 

A On page 66 it is stated that it is the expectation that the project will be allowed to pump and treat 
brackish water without use of FCGMA allocation or credits. Please discuss the contingency if use 
of FCGMA allocation and credits is required. For the scenario presented on page 67 it is stated 
that FCGMA allocation or credits would be required. Please provide the source of allocation or 
credits for that scenario. 

Reporting Comments: 

A. On page 62, it is stated that "An Annual Report is recommended to be prepared by July following 
the end of the calendar year." If a problem arises in January of the calendar year, under the 
proposed schedule there is a potential delay of 18 months to disclose critical data. We suggest 
that the Annual Report be submitted by March 15th so as to be included in the FCGMA Annual 
Report. If data indicates levels are near trigger points, then data reports with analysis should be 
sent more frequently . 

B. On page 73 (Appendix) , section 13.2 Table, add well measuring reference point elevation. 

SUMMARY: 
The Agency supports the North Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Desalter project. We hope that you 
will find the comments helpful. We would be glad to meet with you to discuss our review and comments. 
As the model calibration was checked with data collected through 2010, and additional information (2011 
and 2012 water level and water quality data) has become available since then, we look forward to 
reviewing the revised/updated report. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kathleen Riedel at (805) 654-2954 or me at (805) 654-
2073. 

xecutive Officer 
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GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
A SI ATE OF CA!.lFORi'llA WAHR AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director, United Water Conservation District 
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, City of Camarillo 

David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative 

Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ventura 
Dr. Michael Kelley, Director, Zone Mutual Water Company 

April 8, 2014 

Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Jeff Pratt, P.E. 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF NORTHERN PLEASANT VALLEY DESAL TER GROUNDWATER 
ANALYSIS AND MODELING FINAL REPORT, DATED DECEMBER 2013 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

Thank you for submitting the above Report. Agency staff reviewed the report prepared by Dr. Steve 
Bachman titled "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Final Report, 
Report to Desalter Working Group," dated December 2013 (Report). This Report is the latest version of 
the modeling effort Agency staff reviewed in 2013 (Attachment No. 1 - Review letter dated June 25, 
2013). Agency staff previously met with you to discuss our comments on the following dates: 

• December 27, 2012, and on July 22, 2013, on the November 2012 draft Report; 
• November 5, 2013, reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Draft Initial Study 

(Agency letter dated October 21, 2013); and 
• February 4, 2014, on the Final Report. 

The subject Report presents background information on the hydrogeology of the model area and vicinity, 
groundwater flow model developmenUdesign, calibration, run of the model applying different scenarios, 
analysis of results, monitoring and contingency plan, recommendations, conclusions, and limitations. 

Our review of the Report indicates the following: 

• A two layer model using MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas version 6 [Layer 1 is 
identified as Shallow Aquifer/Hueneme. Layer 2 is identified as the Fox Canyon Aquifer]; 

• A 47 year model period (1994 to 2040) [First 17 years (1994 to 2010) historical data was used. 
Last 30 years is projected.]; 

• Aquifer properties from pump tests of two wells (City wells A and B). 
• Presented water quality and hydrograph data (data used for calibration of the model) were plotted 

on graphs for the period 1975 to 2012 (37 year period), as the data was available. [Generally 
water quality data collected at regular monitoring intervals was available beginning 1980 to 1990]; 
and 

• Two overall desalter pumping scenarios were modeled. [Scenario #1: Annual streamflow at 
average quantity of 1994 to 2010 period. Scenario #2: Varying baseflow and desalters.] A base 
case scenario was also modeled for no baseflow reaching the North Pleasant Valley Basin. 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 
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GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. It is not clear whether existing City allocation from the Agency is to be used for the project or if 
additional allocation is to be requested. If additional allocation is to be requested, it is not clear 
how much will be required for each of the pumping scenarios, or whether allocation or pumping 
will be shifted within the basin. Please clarify. 

2. In the Conclusion section of the Report it is stated that the groundwater modeling and particle 
tracking tools have their limitations, and results should be used cautiously (Bachman, 2013, 
p.82). In our previous Review letter (Attachment No. 1) and meetings, we expressed our 
concerns regarding the model, and we recommended that the model undergo Peer Review. 

We also reviewed the responses to our June 25, 2013 comment letter, and changes in the 
Report. While changes were made to address some of our comments, others were not. 
Therefore, we restate our concerns and our request for peer review of the model, especially in 
light of a 25 year water supply project of major significance relying on a groundwater model with a 
number of uncertainties, and assumptions. 

3. An evaluation of the climatic wet/dry cycles (historic and projected) is not provided in the Report. 
The model designer has assumed that storm flow is best represented by a period of above 
average rainfall (approximately 3 inches above average per year), and the "no mound scenario" is 
best represented by continuing below average rainfall conditions. 

4. Plans for monitoring, mitigation, contingency, and reporting are incomplete for periods when 
groundwater levels approach and are below trigger levels, as well as, for ground subsidence are 
incomplete. Concerns identified during review of the draft document (Attachment No.1) should be 
considered during development of the plans. The plans should include identifying the procedures 
for updating (with real data) and verifying accuracy of model assumptions and predictions, as well 
as, how monitoring data collected is be used to adjust operations. 

5. Sustained depressed groundwater levels over a 25 year project life cycle are proposed. The 
Agency does not have policy regarding maintaining groundwater levels below sea level for 
extended periods of time by design. For this project, an analysis and discussion of the policy and 
technical implications (and any unintended consequences) from having depressed water levels of 
100 feet or more below sea level over a period of 20 years or more should be performed. This 
analysis should include additional evaluation to determine if use of the "no mound"/continued 
drought groundwater level is appropriate as the water level "trigger point." 

SUMMARY: 

The Agency has historically supported the North Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Desalter project 
through grant funding, and staff and Board engagement. Scenario Nos. 1 a and 2a are for desalter 
pumping from two wells (existing wells A and B) at a combined groundwater extraction rate of 4,500 
acre-feet per year (AFY). The proposed rate is equivalent to Camarillo's FCGMA allocation. These 
scenarios have the least impact of the different pumping scenarios modeled. These scenarios if 
implemented have the potential to result in groundwater levels being drawn and maintained below sea 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 
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2. Sustained Depressed Water Levels through 20 year life of Project - Complete analysis and 
discussion of policy and technical implications (and any unintended consequences) from having 
depressed water levels of 100 feet or more below sea level over a period of 20 years or more. 
This analysis should include additional evaluation to determine if use of the 1994 groundwater 
level is appropriate as the water level "trigger point." 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

Groundwater Model: 

A. The groundwater model does not appear to take into account the geologic structure, lateral 
changes in lithology and stratigraphy (nature of the depositional environment), interbedded 
aquitards and aquicludes. With a project as important and significant as the one proposed, we 
recommend the model undergo Peer Review. 

B. How many climatic wet /dry cycles were included in the model historical (1994-2010) period, and 
why the data is considered representative based on weather station records; 

C. Whether the assumed stormflow will be representative of the project lifetime. 

I. Model Deslan 

A. Clarify how the model is representative of the folded and faulted series of aquifers with 
interbedded aquitards and aquicludes. 

8. Provide a detailed discussion on how the model takes into account vertical and lateral changes in 
lithology and stratigraphy (lensing nature of sedimentary units in the depositional environment), 
and how the aquifer properties used in model are representative of the model area as a whole. 

C. There appears to be an inconsistency between the model thickness of the aquifer zone and the 
supporting data. In the 2 layer model, the Fox Canyon layer is reported to be 300-340 feet thick. 
The supporting data provided indicates that: 

i. Screen in aquifer zone is from 680 to 1080 feet below ground surface suggesting the zone 
is 400 feet thick (see Table 7); 

ii. The effective thickness of the aquifer zone in Well A appears to be about 180 feet (page 
83); 

iii. The effective thickness of the aquifer zone at Well A appears to be less than 300 feet 
(page 84); 

iv. Well A effective thickness (approx 90% of water production comes from) 580 feet to 700 
feet = 120 feet (page 85); 

v. Well B effective thickness about 200 feet (page 93); 
vi. Well B effective thickness about 280 feet (Page 94); and 
vii. Well B effective thickness about 160 feet (Page 95). 

Please discuss and clarify each of the above. 

D. The Table on page 74 identifies the physical properties/values associated with: the aquifer 
transmissivity, storativity, and horizontal hydraulic conductivity; and the aquitard vertical hydraulic 
conductivity and leakage coefficient. Please provide the table with the values used in modeling for 
comparison, and/or a plan view of the model area linking test aquifer properties to where the data 
was collected and modeling values used in what regions of the area. 
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E. Please discuss why in the Calibration Target Ground Surface (Layer 1) plot of model results to 
actual value, the results were off by over 250 feet (at model year zero) (page 101). 

F. Provide a mitigation plan for Monitoring Site #1, for periods when water levels approach 1994 
level, so that water levels do not drop below 1994 level (page 102). 

II. Assumptions 

A. Validate storm flow averages 54 days/year with weather station data. 

B. Project has a 20+ year life expectancy but the averaged historical data is for a period of less than 
20 years. Please provide and discuss supporting historical data for a period greater than 20 
years. Please provide 50- to 100-year weather station(s) (temperature I rainfall) records, and 
explain why the climatic conditions during the selected base period are representative of the 
projected life expectancy of the project. Please discuss how many wet/dry climatic cycles 
occurred during the base period and how many are anticipated to occur during the model period. 

C. The study appears to utilize limited data, limited geologic structure, averaged values; therefore, it 
would be helpful to provide bracketed margins of error. 

D. Validate the selection of the 1994 groundwater level for use as baseline. Discuss how frequently, 
and for what duration, groundwater elevations have been below the 1994 levels. It appears that 
the trigger should be higher than 1994 the groundwater level, not 10 feet lower. 

Ill. Model Calibration 

A. Cotnparison of model results to actual measurements at well 02N20W-19 shows groundwater 
elevations are off by up to about 75 feet. 

B. Provide a discussion as to how Camarillo's wells A and B locations and associated screened 
intervals, along with the other few wells, are reflective of conditions within the model area as a 
whole, and variations within the model area. 

IV. Keeping the Model Current and Verify Accuracy of Predictions with Periodic QA Checks 

A. Address how the addition of the 2012 dry season follow-up study data supports or has changed 
the understanding of the system. 

B. Provide a discussion on how (including frequency) the groundwater model and associated data 
base are being kept current (update intervals) as new data becomes available. Please also 
discuss how frequently the model calibration is checked with regard to the addition of new data. 

C. Provide an update summarizing how the model has been revised based on analysis of the new 
data; and a discussion as to whether the new data has changed the understanding of the model 
area surface water - hydrogeologic - extraction point dynamic system? 

Monltorlna and Continaency Plan Comments: 

A. "If measured groundwater elevations in the Monitoring area are deeper than the trigger value .. . 
.... further mitigation may be required. This mitigation could include reimbursement for required 
well modifications and/or modifying project pumping patterns" (page 66). Please discuss the 
proposed modifications to pumping patterns. Specify, for example, initial reductions by 5%, 10%, 
or 20% for six months, and evaluate impact on groundwater levels. Clearly identify the potential 
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options. Additionally, please provide the evaluation regarding the amount of funds that should be 
set aside in the project budget to reimburse those who may be harmed by the project such that 
modification of their wells may be required. 

B. Determining "fault" (responsibility) up front for observed lower groundwater levels and reduced 
water quality could potentially cause harm and increase liability due to delays in starting 
contingency actions. Please explain what mitigation actions would or can be initiated immediately, 
and which could be performed in a staged manner without causing additional harm and liability. 
Contingency actions should not solely be based on whether project pumping is found at fault. 
When aquifer and land distress is detected actions need to be implemented (such as reduce or 
stop pumping} right away and not delayed by fault finding. If fault needs to be determined that 
should happen after mitigation is implemented or initiated. 

C. The criteria for brackish water should use all three indicators: TDS (700mg/L), Chloride (150 
mg/L), and Sulfate (300mg/L). 

D. The sunset provision should be 24 or 18 consecutive months instead of 36 consecutive months 
(page 68, Table 10). 

E. Per the model, a cone of depression is to be developed in the northern portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Basin. Baseline monitoring of wells for regional groundwater trends is proposed. The 
regional monitoring should include evaluation of the groundwater levels within, south and 
southwest of the Pleasant Valley Basin to the coastline. The Contingency Plan should address 
the condition when the hydraulic gradient is towards the proposed cone of depression in the 
North Pleasant Valley Basin from the coastal area of saltwater intrusion. The monitoring data, 
analysis and conclusions should be included in the annual report. If the condition develops that 
the hydraulic gradient in one or both aquifer systems is towards the project area from the coastal 
area of saltwater intrusion, then reporting should be more frequent than annually. 

Public Satetv/Clty Liability Comments: 

A. Scenario #2i projects groundwater level to drop below mean sea level (MSL) for 25 years, of 
which about 19 years of groundwater levels are projected to be below the historic low 
groundwater level in 1994 (about 120 feet below MSL). Evaluate and provide a more thorough 
discussion regarding the impact of lowering of the groundwater level on: salt water intrusion along 
the coast; potential collapse or consolidation of the strata; and draining/dewatering the 
hydrogeologic unit and adjacent units. 

B. On page 57, it is stated that "It is imporlant to note that particle tracking has its limitations and that 
conclusions based on the particle tracking should be tempered by these limitations. The 
limitations are that particle tracking inherits any errors from the main MODFLOW results, particle 
movement is plug flow and has no components of mixing processes, the brackish basef/ow could 
be stratified in the aquifer and groundwater pumped could be a mix of brackish water and 
ambient better-quality groundwater, and individual wells could be pulling in brackish water from 
one direction and better quality well from another direction." As the potential errors and limitations 
could be due to MODFLOW assumptions. Please document and provide support for assumptions 
made, as well as provide the bracket margins of error associated with each assumption. 

C. On page 70, it is stated that "Groundwater modeling and particle tracking are robust tools to 
predict the effects of desalter pumping, but their limitations and the limitations of the streamflow 
data indicate that the results should be used cautiously." Please provide the procedures and 
identify the frequency that the Model will be updated with real data and tested so as to verify the 
validity of the model and modeling results. 
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D. The report identifies land subsidence as a potential hazard and recommends that the land 
surface elevation, in the area of the low groundwater elevations, be monitored regularly to detect 
subsidence. Please include the monitoring of ground-level elevations in the monitoring plan 
discussion on page 60, Section 9.1. The ground-level elevation monitoring does not appear to be 
included in the project budget. Please provide a cost estimate for baseline and regular interval 
land surveying (provide trigger points and land surveying frequency), data analysis and reporting 
of survey results. Please provide a discussion on the procedures to be implemented should 
subsidence be detected. Please include ground-level elevation monitoring on the project timeline. 

Reaulatorv Compliance Comments: 

A. On page 66 it is stated that it is the expectation that the project will be allowed to pump and treat 
brackish water without use of FCGMA allocation or credits. Please discuss the contingency if use 
of FCGMA allocation and credits is required. For the scenario presented on page 67 it is stated 
that FCGMA allocation or credits would be required. Please provide the source of allocation or 
credits for that scenario. 

Reporting Comments: 

A. On page 62, it is stated that ''An Annual Reporl is recommended to be prepared by July following 
the end of the calendar year." If a problem arises in January of the calendar year, under the 
proposed schedule there is a potential delay of 18 months to disclose critical data. We suggest 
that the Annual Report be submitted by March 15th so as to be included in the FCGMA Annual 
Report. If data indicates levels are near trigger points, then data reports with analysis should be 
sent more frequently. 

B. On page 73 (Appendix), section 13.2 Table, add well measuring reference point elevation. 

SUMMARY: 
The Agency supports the North Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Desalter project. We hope that you 
will find the comments helpful. We would be glad to meet with you to discuss our review and comments. 
As the model calibration was checked with data collected through 2010, and additional information (2011 
and 2012 water level and water quality data) has become available since then, we look forward to 
reviewing the revised/updated report. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kathleen Riedel at (805) 654-2954 or me at (805) 654-
2073. 

xecutive Officer 
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FOX CANYON 
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
A S'fAH OF CALIFORNIA WAHR AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director, United Water Conservation District 
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, City of Camarillo 
David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative 
Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ventura 
Dr. Michael Kelley, Director, Zone Mutual Water Company 

May 15, 2014 

Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Jeff Pratt, P.E. 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT FOR THE NORTHERN PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITY (SCH NO. 2013091065), DATED MARCH 2014 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

Thank you for submitting the above Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Agency staff reviewed 
the DEIR (received April 2, 2014) prepared by Padre Associates, Incorporated (Padre) titled "Draft 
Environmental Impact Report Environmental Assessment for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Treatment Facility" dated March 2014 (DEIR). This DEIR is the latest version of the environmental 
document that Agency staff reviewed in 2013 (Attachment No. 1 - Review letter dated October 21, 
2013). Agency staff previously met with you to discuss our comments regarding the groundwater model 
and analysis as well as the DEIR for the project on the following dates: 

• December 27, 2012, and July 22, 2013, regarding the November 2012 "Northern Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling, Report to Desalter Working Group" report; 

• November 5, 2013, regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report and Draft Initial Study 
(Agency letter dated October 21, 2013); and 

• February 4, 2014, regarding the December 2013 "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater 
Analysis and Modeling Final Report, Report to Desalter Working Group" (Report). 

We have focused our review of the DEIR based upon the Sections (Water Resources, Groundwater 
Quantity and Quality) most applicable and pertinent to the Agency's mission: "to preserve and manage 
groundwater resources within the areas or lands overlying the Fox Canyon aquifer for the common 
benefit of the public and all agricultural, domestic, and municipal and industrial users". In addition, our 
comments below are intended to be consistent with previous comment letters noted above. 

Section 5.7. Water Resources - Groundwater Quantity 
Per the DEIR, the proposed project will individually and cumulatively decrease the net quantity of 
groundwater in a groundwater basin that is overdrafted or will create an overdrafted groundwater basin. 
The proposed project is to extract 9,000 acre-feet (AF) per year of groundwater above current and past 
pumping levels. 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 

F:\gma\GMA Shared\Correspondence\2014 Correspondence\05142014_DEIR _Ltr_ City_of_ Camarillo_ GW_Desalter_Project.docx 
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As a point of reference this Agency reported groundwater extractions from the Pleasant Valley basin in 
2012 were 14,430 AF (FCGMA, 2013). Increasing groundwater extractions by the proposed project 
amount of 9,000 AF/yr represents a 62% increase in pumping over reported extractions in 2012. This 
pumping rate is proposed to be sustained over an approximately 20 to 30-year period. Groundwater 
modeling included as part of this DEIR indicates (Bachman, 2013, Figures Nos. 49 and 51) the proposed 
pumping are anticipated to lower groundwater levels to elevations of 100 feet below mean sea level in 
some areas, and be maintained at these depressed levels for extended periods of time. Per the DEIR's 
Table 2-2 (Padre, 2014, 5.7 Water Resources, Impacts), the potential for interference with groundwater 
production in adjacent wells, and land subsidence is considered a significant impact. 

The DEIR discusses in Section 2.4.4 an alternative pumping rate of 4,500 AFY which per the DEIR 
"would have a lesser potential to result in lowering groundwater elevations and causing well interference 
and subsidence". This alternative is also discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.5. Increasing groundwater 
extractions by 4,500 AF/yr represents a 31 % increase in pumping over reported extractions in 2012. Per 
the DEIR's Table 2-2 (Alternatives Impacts), "The 4,500 acre-feet/year pumping scenario is not 
anticipated to cause well interference or subsidence". In comparison, the proposed project pumping 
alterative of 9,000 AFY does have the potential to cause well interference, sustained long term 
depressed water levels, or subsidence. 

The DEIR relies heavily upon the results from a groundwater model utilized for this project. The 
assumptions and modeling results presented in "Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater 
Analysis and Modeling Final Report" are restated in the DEIR and are heavily relied upon for mitigations 
presented in the DEIR. The Report states (Bachman, 2013, p.81) that the results should be used 
cautiously and recommends monitoring to verify model results. Agency staff have previously expressed 
concerns regarding assumptions made in the model, and the monitoring and contingency programs 
proposed (FCGMA, 2013a, 2013b and 2014). These concerns have not yet been fully addressed. 
Therefore, the validity of the statement: "there would be likely stranded brackish water" (Section 5.7.2.6 
Pumping Rate Alternatives, pages 5.7-20), under the 4,500 AFY scenario is questionable. Furthermore, 
based upon review of the groundwater model, if appears assumptions and financial considerations were 
factored in, and the model adjusted to support the higher impact 9,000 AFY pumping rate project 
alternative. 

Request: The DEIR be revised to remove statement of "stranded brackish water" in this paragraph, or 
qualify the statement due to the uncertainties associated with the groundwater model. In addition, the 
DEIR should be revised throughout to acknowledge the 4,500 AFY pumping scenario as the superior 
environmental project alternative. 

Mitigation Measures 
Proposed mitigation measures with regard to groundwater elevations (DEIR, pages 5.7-22 to p.5.7-23) is 
to monitor groundwater elevations using new and existing wells. Data collected is to be presented in an 
annual report. Mitigation trigger levels have been proposed based on groundwater elevations within 
identified monitoring areas. Proposed mitigation is to compensate affected well owners to cover the cost 
of well modifications, and to reduce project pumping rates. The triggered pumping reductions are to 
minimize adverse effects on local wells. The proposed trigger elevations range from 68 to 125 feet 
below sea level. 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 
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Note, the trigger level of 90 feet below mean sea level at Monitoring Area 2 based on the Fall 2013 
potentiometric surface (VCWPD, 2014) would result in a north and eastward hydraulic gradient from the 
Oxnard Plain Basin to the Pleasant Valley Basin, thus potentially further reducing the hydraulic head 
pressures that prevent further inland migration of existing coastal area salt water intrusion. 

Request: Therefore, we believe and the DEIR should be revised to include mitigation measures that 
extend beyond the local impacted wells. They should address regional issues such as periods when 
hydraulic gradients are towards the project area from outside the basin. Mitigation measure could 
include adjusted higher trigger levels and reducing pumping during periods when groundwater levels are 
low. In addition, groundwater monitoring should extend south and southeastward to the coast. 

Section 5.7. Water Resources - Groundwater Quality 
The DEIR describes the proposed project as designed to treat poor quality groundwater which enters the 
Pleasant Valley Basin from the north, with the goal of improving groundwater quality by extracting and 
treating this groundwater. 

The DEIR does not adequately analyze and discuss the impacts associated with lowering of the 
potentiometric surface such that the groundwater flow directions and hydraulic gradients along and 
outside the model area are changed. The proposed project appears to have the potential to cause poor 
quality groundwater to flow into the basin from the south, east, and west. Should the proposed project
generated groundwater surface depression combine with the existing lower aquifer system groundwater 
surface depression (present along the southern border of the model area (Bachman, 2013)), then the 
flow direction and hydraulic gradient would be northward from the area of coastal salt water intrusion into 
the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin. Not only is there the potential for poor quality water to be 
directed towards the basin from the south, but also there is a potential for water quality to degrade due to 
dewatering of marine deposited sedimentary units along the eastern and western boundaries of the 
basin. 

Request: The DEIR should be revised with additional analysis and narrative based on current 
groundwater levels and water quality conditions, and proposed depressed groundwater levels to address 
the impacts as noted above from: 1) poor quality water that will be directed towards the site as a result of 
the proposed project's increased pumping, and 2) degrading water quality in adja'cent areas (south, east 
and west of the City of Camarillo). 

Conclusion 
Based upon the analysis contained in the DEIR and supporting documents the alternative pumping 
scenario of 4,500 AFY appears to have less environmental impacts, requires less mitigation to offset 
impacts, and is therefore a superior project alternative compared to the proposed project's pumping 
scenario of 9,000 AFY. 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
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We would be glad to meet with you to discuss our review and comments. If you have any questions, 
please contact Ms. Kathleen Riedel at (805) 654-2954 or me at (805) 654-5051. 

Sincerely, 
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Commenter: Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

Date: April 20, 2015 

Comments:  

1. FCGMA was invited to review previous versions of the groundwater modeling study 
prepared for the project, reference FCGMA comment letters dated June 25, 2013 and 
April 8, 2014.  The latest revision (2015) incorporated FCGMA comments and peer-
review comments and was attached to the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA for further FCGMA 
review. 

2. The groundwater model was developed as a tool to identify the source and movement of 
poor quality groundwater entering the NPV Basin from the Las Posas Basin, and explain 
the rapid rise in groundwater elevations observed in the City’s wells A and B.  The 
groundwater modeling study was revised to incorporate a more appropriate 
environmental baseline (continued mounding of groundwater in the absence of the 
project), peer-reviewed by Hydrometrics WRI and presented in the Recirculated Draft 
EIR/EA.  Study revisions considered FCGMA comments provided on previous versions 
of the groundwater study, including changes in the mitigation measures to allow a more 
rapid response should groundwater elevations approach historic levels. 

3. Figure 5.7-4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA shows groundwater elevations at the end 
of the 25 year modeling period with no project withdrawals from NPV Basin and no use 
of recycled water in upstream areas.  It cannot be directly compared to any historical 
period because the mound of brackish water was smaller in the past.  The project area is 
located in the far northern portion of the Basin where the mound of brackish water is 
growing, in an area of the Basin where there are no data on the FCGMA map and thus 
the FCGMA contours in that area are only speculative. 

4. The groundwater modeling study (Appendix E, Figure 46) shows model results for the 
Shallow Aquifer (not the Upper Aquifer), which has not been contoured by the FCGMA 
because there are sparse data in that aquifer.  Groundwater elevations cannot be 
compared between different aquifers. 

5. Yes, with little or no surface deliveries for irrigation during the current drought, pumping 
has significantly increased in the Pleasant Valley Basin, which has reduced groundwater 
elevations. 

6. Groundwater elevations during the current drought have indeed dropped, although 
groundwater elevations in the project area have stabilized over the last year or so.  The 
model focused on changes in flow in Arroyo Las Posas, which have historically been the 
largest recharge source in NPV Basin.  The model is not a predictor of weather cycles, 
so measured water levels during the model period are unlikely to coincide with modeled 
water levels; instead, the model is a comparative tool to see effects of changes in 
groundwater management.  See the response to Comment 16 regarding the base period 
data used for modeling. 
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7. Figure 5.7-3 indicates a trend of rising groundwater elevation in the NPV Basin the 
project is proposed to address.  The period analyzed in Figure 5.7-3 is from 1994 to 
2011.  It cannot be directly compared to values in Fall 2014, in the middle of a significant 
drought.  See the response to Comment 3 regarding the use of groundwater elevation 
data from FCGMA contour maps. 

8. With regard to comparisons between modeled and measured groundwater elevations, 
see the response to Comment 6.  Historical groundwater elevations listed in Table 5.7-5 
were taken from hydrographs, and include:  

 Monitoring Well #1 was based on the historical record of well 2N/20W-19M4, as 
referenced in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA (page 5.7-28) and the groundwater 
modeling study (Appendix E, Figure 48) which indicates a historic low of  -167.7 feet 
msl in October 1988.  The source of this data is the United Water Conservation 
District, originally supplied by the County.   

 The Area 2 well in Table 5.7-5 was mis-identified as Well 2N/20W-1B5, it should 
read 1N/21W-1B5 as the monitoring site.  This change has been made in the Final 
EIR/EA.  Historical groundwater elevations come from Well 1N/21W-1B4, as 
referenced in Appendix E, Figure 55 (-157.5 feet msl, November 1991).  The source 
of this data is the United Water Conservation District. 

 Well 02N/21W-34G3 had a low of -172.75 feet msl in November 1991.  Data from 
this USGS monitoring well is from the United Water Conservation District database. 

The column labeled “Existing” in Table 5.7-5 denotes the starting point for the model; 
because the model did not start with a drought, water levels are higher than those 
measured during the drought in 2014.  The label has been changed to “Model Starting 
Point” to avoid confusion. 

At the end of 25 years of groundwater pumping under the 4,500 acre-feet/year 
Alternative, groundwater elevations may be higher than before pumping began because 
the percolation of brackish water exceeds the rate of extraction at that pumping level,  
Therefore, the mound continues to increase in height.  It is not until higher pumping rates 
are used that the mound starts to be pumped down. 

9. The EIR/EA has been revised to note the 2015 version of the groundwater modeling 
study was used in preparation of the document. 

10. The EIR/EA has been revised to note that the peer-reviewer (HydroMetrics WRI) was 
under contract to the City and not FCGMA. 

11. See the response to Comment 6 which explains that model results will not mimic drought 
conditions because the model cannot predict climatic cycles.  To address the drop in 
measured groundwater elevations because of the drought and how that would affect the 
project, two observations are key: 
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Increased pumping during drought – pumping has increased substantially during the 
drought, particularly because surface water and groundwater deliveries from the United 
Water Conservation District to pumpers in the Pleasant Valley Basin have been reduced 
to near zero, requiring irrigators to turn on wells, and in some cases, to drill additional 
wells.  Because the pumping comes from confined aquifers, the increased pumping has 
depressurized the aquifer, resulting in large drops in groundwater elevations.  This 
pumping has not dewatered the aquifers, only reduced their pressure.  Even though 
groundwater elevations are lower, the brackish water remains in the aquifers.  When 
surface water deliveries resume and pumping is reduced, the aquifer will be re-
pressurized and groundwater elevations will rise rapidly.  If that doesn’t occur as it has 
following past drought periods and groundwater elevations remain low, mitigation 
measures are provided in the EIR/EA that would reduce project pumping if groundwater 
elevations drop below trigger levels.  Thus, the aquifer is protected and the risk of 
reduced project pumping falls entirely upon the project proponent. 

Decreased recharge during the drought – Both base flow and storm flow coming into the 
NPV Basin along Arroyo Las Posas have been reduced during the drought.  There is 
currently no base flow reaching the NPV Basin, which has been the cause of the rise of 
groundwater elevations over the past decades – it is all percolating into the Las Posas 
Basin.  This is a transient effect of the drought and base flow is expected to further 
recharge (and degrade) the NPV Basin when the drought is over.  If this does not occur 
as rapidly or in such quantities as assumed in the modelling, mitigation measures are 
provided in the EIR/EA that would reduce project pumping. 

12. The referenced fall 2014 groundwater elevation levels are taken from a groundwater 
contour map that does not include any well data in the project area.  Therefore, these 
data cannot be compared to modeled values presented in Table 5.7-5.  See the 
response to Comment 6. 

13. The project proposes to extract poor quality groundwater originating from an up-gradient 
basin from an area where groundwater elevations have been rising since the early 
1990’s.  Therefore, the proposed project would not cause or exacerbate overdrafting of 
the Basin.  The proposed facility would treat 9,000 acre-feet/year which includes existing 
pumping from Well B (about 2,250 acre-feet/year), or a net increase of about 6,750 acre-
feet/year (not 9,000 acre-feet/year). Therefore, the 45 percent increase in pumping over 
20,149 acre-feet/year is overstated.  As indicated in this comment, the Recirculated Draft 
EIR/EA acknowledges that groundwater elevations may be reduced below historic levels 
when the proposed Moorpark Desalter reaches full operation. In any case, mitigation 
measures are provided in the EIR/EA that would reduce project pumping when a trigger 
level is reached. 

14. The relative water resources impacts of the 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative are fully 
addressed in Section 5.7.2.6 of the EIR/EA.  Note that all other environmental impacts 
would be the same as the proposed project or alternatives (depending on the site 
selected).  The 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative includes existing pumping from Well B 
(about 2,250 acre-feet/year), or a net increase of about 2,250 acre-feet/year.  Therefore, 
the 22 percent increase in pumping over 20,149 acre-feet/year is overstated.   
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The 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative would have the same impacts as the proposed 
project, except it would not result in potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
groundwater quantity and subsidence.  However, implementation of the proposed project 
with mitigation would also avoid these impacts.  As stated in Section 15126.6 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
alternative, an environmentally superior alternative shall be identified among the other 
alternatives.  As discussed in Section 5.7.2.2 of the EIR/EA, the No Project Alternative 
would result in the continued expansion of the mound of poor quality groundwater into 
the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and ultimately render local groundwater 
unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative is not 
considered environmentally superior.  This issue has been clarified in the Final EIR/EA. 

Appendix E (Figure 67, page 54) presents the findings of the particle tracking analysis of 
the groundwater modeling study which indicates the mound of poor quality groundwater 
(stranded brackish water) would remain after 30 years of pumping 4,500 acre-feet/year. 

15. See the response to Comment 8. 

16. See the response to Comment 3 regarding use of groundwater elevations taken from 
FCGMA contour maps.  The model base period included the calibration period (1994 to 
2010) and 30 years following that were based on scenarios of future flow in Arroyo Las 
Posas.  The explanation of the base period used in the modeling is taken from the 
groundwater modeling study (Appendix E) and repeated below: 

A base period used for project modeling should reflect conditions that might be expected 
during the project.  These conditions could include rainfall (e.g., wet and dry cycles), 
streamflow (base flow and storm flow), groundwater pumping, and discharges to the 
arroyo.  In many basins, choosing a representative rainfall pattern would ensure that 
streamflow and pumping are also representative because they are inter-related. 

In the NPV area, however, the largest changes in hydrology are not related to climate 
cycles – the basin filled because of increased upstream discharges from wastewater 
treatment plants and dewatering wells.  Likewise, pumping has only partially been 
controlled by climate, with the majority controlled by urbanization and in-lieu projects 
such as the Pleasant Valley pipeline and the Conejo Creek project.  Thus, the base 
period used in the modeling must reflect conditions expected during the project, rather 
than historical climate conditions that are of lesser effect in NPV. 

Figure 40 is an illustration of historical streamflow in the Arroyo Simi-Arroyo Las Posas 
stream system.  Discharges from wastewater treatment plants and dewatering wells 
have significantly increased streamflow over time.  Any choice of a base period prior to 
the most recent two decades would not accurately portray future streamflow conditions 
that include these higher flows. 
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Choosing a base period that includes representative future pumping is also limited by 
local factors.  The most serious concern is that prior to the 1980s, pumping was not 
reported in the NPV area.  Although pumping prior to the 1980s could be estimated 
using historical aerial photographs and crop factors, it is the policy of the FCGMA that 
reported pumping is a more accurate method of determining pumping.  In addition, 
pumping patterns within the NPV area have changed over the last several decades, as 
urbanization replaced some agricultural pumping.  Figure 41 illustrates the change in 
pumping from the beginning of the reporting period.  There was significantly higher 
pumping in the early years in the NPV area – even though the 1987-90 period was dry, 
the overall pumping in subsequent average and dry years never reached the 1984 to 
1990 levels.  Thus, to reflect current pumping trends, the model base period should be 
limited to within the period following 1990. 

The period used for the project modeling started with the 17 years of the calibration 
period (1994-2010) and added 30 project years for a total model period of 47 years.  The 
1994-2010 period satisfies the constraints discussed above related to streamflow and 
pumping trends, plus it coincides with the advent of filling of the basin with brackish 
water, which will be tracked as part of the modeling. 

17. As stated on page 5.7-18 and shown in Figure 5.7-5 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA, 
modeling indicates that after 25 years of project operation, the pumping depression 
would remain at the same elevation and location with no change in the gradient seaward 
of the pumping depression.  Reduced project pumping when the trigger is reached at 
project wells or nearby monitoring wells would prevent substantial changes to 
groundwater elevations and gradients in the Oxnard Plain Basin.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would not exacerbate seawater intrusion in the region. 

18. Wells to be monitored to detect project-related impacts to groundwater levels would be 
located in the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and include three new 
monitoring wells, three existing production wells and the project-related production wells.  
Monitoring wells closest to the project wells (see Area A in Figure 5.7-7 of the 
Recirculated Draft EIR/EA) would be affected first and allow for a rapid response if 
trigger levels are reached.  Monitoring wells located outside the northern part of the 
Basin are not proposed as any observed changes could be the result of other factors 
unrelated to the proposed project. 

19. The proposed project would pump the mound of accumulated poor quality groundwater 
and not create a pumping depression (see Figure 5.7-5 of the Recirculated Draft 
EIR/EA).  The post-project groundwater elevation gradient would be to the southwest, 
consistent with existing and future (see Figure 5.7-4) conditions.  Therefore, dewatering 
of marine-deposited sediments and any related water quality degradation is not 
anticipated.  The purpose of the project is to improve groundwater quality by removing 
brackish groundwater and preventing its expansion into the central part of the Basin. 

20. The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA groundwater impact analysis was revised in response to 
FCGMA comments and Figures 5.7-4 and 5.7-5 were added to show the project-related 
impacts on regional groundwater elevations. 
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21. See the responses to Comment 16 regarding the base period data used in the 
groundwater modeling, and the response to Comment 3 regarding use of data from 
FCGMA contour maps.  As indicated on page 5.7-14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA, 
the groundwater modeling study was peer-reviewed by HydroMetrics Water Resources 
Inc. and revised in response to their comments (see Appendix E).  The results of the 
peer-review are attached.  See the response to Comment 19 regarding changes in 
groundwater gradients and water quality degradation. 

22. See the response to Comment 13 regarding the project-proposed increase in 
groundwater extraction.  Proposed mitigation includes pumping reductions in response 
to specified changes in groundwater elevations in monitoring wells (i.e., trigger), which 
would avoid reducing groundwater elevations below historic lows.  Mitigation actions 
would be tailored to the circumstances of the affected wells which better addresses 
potential impacts to these wells and the operator. 

23. The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA revised the subsidence mitigation to include initial and 
periodic land surveying of the proposed monitoring wells (wellhead and the surrounding 
ground surface) to detect changes in ground surface elevation.  In addition, the City 
would annually review available survey information for areas surrounding the facility to 
detect any changes or trends in ground surface elevation.  If subsidence is detected, 
pumping rates would be reduced and the monitoring well surveying frequency would be 
increased to every 6 months.  Although utilities could be damaged by subsidence of less 
than 0.5 feet, using a smaller threshold would be problematic as survey data of land 
uses near the facility from various sources would have inaccuracies that could be 
erroneously interpreted as subsidence.   

See the response to Comment 19 regarding changes in groundwater gradients and 
water quality degradation.  The proposed project would focus on pumping poor quality 
groundwater accumulating in the NPV Basin, and would remain subject to its current 
groundwater allocation, which would prevent overdraft and any possible inconsistencies 
with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. 

24. See the response to Comment 14. 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Lucie McGovern, City of Camarillo 

From:   Derrik Williams and Cameron Tana 

Date:   May 15, 2015 

Subject: Peer review of technical documents supporting North Pleasant 

Valley Desalter Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

This memorandum presents HydroMetrics WRI’s peer review of technical 

documents supporting North Pleasant Valley Desalter Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR).  The DEIR was issued in March, 2014.  A third party peer 

review of the groundwater model supporting the DEIR was requested by the Fox 

Canyon Groundwater Management Agency.  The City of Camarillo contracted 

HydroMetrics WRI to conduct the review. 

 

The focus of this peer review is on the adequacy of the groundwater model for 

establishing project impacts.  HydroMetrics WRI did not feel it was necessary to 

obtain and run a copy of the groundwater model.  The groundwater model is 

documented in Appendix E of the DEIR.  Further analysis that relies on the 

groundwater model is documented in Appendix F of the DEIR. 

 

AS part of the peer review, HydroMetrics WRI read and reviewed comment 

letters from two entities: the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Association 

(FCGMA), and Desal Water Company LLC.  These comments are included in 

four documents: 

 

 A June 25, 2013 letter from FCGMA to the City of Camarillo titled Review 

of North Pleasant Valley groundwater desalter analysis and groundwater 

modeling, dated November 2012. 

 An April 8, 2014 letter from FCGMA to the City of Camarillo titled Review 

of Northern Pleasant Valley groundwater desalter analysis and groundwater 

modeling final report, dated December 2013. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 294 of 1199



Technical Memorandum 

Peer review re: North Pleasant Valley Desalter Draft EIR Page 2 

 

 

 
HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc.  1814 Franklin Street, Suite 501  Oakland, CA  94612 

(510) 903-0458  (510) 903-0468 (fax) 

 A May 12, 2014 letter from Desal Water Company LLC to the City of 

Camarillo titled Comments on draft environmental impact 

report/environmental assessment for the North Pleasant Valley groundwater 

treatment facility (SCH No. 2013091065). 

 A May 15, 2014 letter from FCGMA to the City of Camarillo titled Review 

of draft environmental impact report environmental assessment for the Northern 

Pleasant Valley groundwater treatment facility (Sch No. 2013091065), dated 

March 2014. 

 

It is not the intent of this review to address all comments in these letters.  

However, the comment letter’s helped guide and focus HydroMetrics WRI’s 

review.  We have noted throughout this report similarities between the 

HydroMetrics WRI review and the FCGMA or Desal Water Company LLC 

reviews.    

 

After reviewing the four comment letters, HydroMetrics WRI participated in an 

August 20, 2014 phone meeting with City staff and staff from the FCGMA to 

clarify FCGMA’s concerns and chart a way forward.  It became clear that in 

addition to the planned technical model review, HydroMetrics WRI should 

review the Water Resources Chapter of the DEIR to understand how the 

groundwater model was used to analyze groundwater impacts of the project and 

develop mitigation measures.   This review led to HydroMetrics WRI’s August 

25 letter to the City of Camarillo outlining two concerns with how the modeling 

was included in the EIR.  These two concerns mirror concerns raised by FCGMA 

in its letters.  The two concerns included:  

 

1. The impact analysis for seawater intrusion was inadequate to meet CEQA 

requirements. 

2. Groundwater level triggers included in the Draft EIR mitigation measures 

were unrelated to the impact being mitigated, and therefore appear 

inappropriate.  This is related to the choice of baseline conditions, which 

appeared inappropriate. 

 

A copy of the August 25 letter is included as Attachment A to this technical 

memorandum. 

 

Subsequent to the August 25 letter, HydroMetrics WRI developed a number of 

clarifying questions regarding the technical underpinning of the model.  
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Questions were included in a memorandum dated September 24, 2014.  The 

technical clarification questions requested supplemental information about the 

groundwater model.  The September 24 technical memorandum is included as 

Attachment B to this technical memorandum. 

 

The City provided a letter with Dr. Steve Bachman’s responses to the questions 

raised in the September 24 technical memorandum.  Dr. Bachman’s responses are 

included as Attachment C to this technical memorandum. 

 

CONCERNS RAISED IN HYDROMETRICS WRI’S AUGUST 25, 2014 LETTER 

INSUFFICIENT ANALYSIS OF SEAWATER INTRUSION THREAT 

HydroMetrics WRI’s concerns focused on two aspects of the seawater intrusion 

analysis.  First, the analysis relied on a “no-mound” baseline condition.  

HydroMetrics WRI contended that the No-Action/No Project alternative 

provided a more appropriate baseline.  Second, the graphics used to demonstrate 

no significant impact could be more complete and clear. 

 

These comments are similar to comments raised by FCGMA including: 

 FCGMA 4/8/14 Letter, Comment #5 

 FCGMA 5/15/14 Letter, page 3 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Comment #2 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Item II-D 

 

In response to the first aspect of this concern, the baseline was changed to the 

No-Action/No-Project alternative.  In response to the second aspect of this 

concern, Dr. Bachman and HydroMetrics WRI agreed on an approach for 

presenting model results that would clearly show whether the project would 

result in a significantly increased threat of seawater intrusion.  This approach 

was included in the revised modeling memorandum, and subsequently 

incorporated into the Revised Draft EIR.   

 

The City has modified aspects of the modeling and analysis to accommodate 

these concerns.  Therefore, this concern is no longer an issue. 
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INAPPROPRIATE TRIGGERS FOR MITIGATION MEASURES 

HydroMetrics WRI’s concerns focused on two aspects of the selected mitigation 

triggers.  First, the analysis relied on a “no-mound” baseline condition.  

HydroMetrics WRI contended that the No-Action/No Project alternative 

provided a more appropriate baseline.  Second, the triggers appeared simply tied 

to a groundwater elevation, and not a significant impact to a third party. 

 

These comments are similar to comments raised by FCGMA and the Desal Water 

Company LLC including: 

 FCGMA 6/25/3 Letter, Item II-D 

 Desal Water Co. 5/12/14 Letter, Comment #2 

 FCGMA 5/15/14 Letter, page 3 

 

In response to the first aspect of this concern, the baseline was changed to the 

No-Action/No-Project alternative.  In response to the second aspect of this 

concern, City staff and Dr. Bachman met with HydroMetrics WRI staff to explain 

the rationale for setting historical low groundwater elevations as a trigger level.  

This is based on the fact that any nearby well that was able to pump water when 

groundwater elevations were at historical lows would be able to continue to 

pump water if groundwater elevations should again fall to those levels.   The 

City will provide mitigation to any impacted, nearby wells that were installed 

after the regional low groundwater levels were measured.  Furthermore, 

historical groundwater levels will be the assumed trigger point for initiating any 

additional subsidence.  It was not clear until the model results were modified 

whether historical groundwater levels provide adequate protection from 

seawater intrusion.  As discussed above, Dr. Bachman and HydroMetrics WRI 

agreed on an approach for presenting model results that would clearly show 

whether the project would result in a significantly increased threat of seawater 

intrusion.   

 

In its revised EIR, the City has modified aspects of the modeling and clarified 

their approach to accommodate this concern.  Note that HydroMetrics WRI is not 

commenting on the adequacy of the trigger levels, but is simply stating that a 

logical and reasonable explanation has been provided for these levels.  This 

concern is no longer an issue. 
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TECHNICAL QUESTIONS RAISED IN HYDROMETRICS WRI’S SEPTEMBER 

24, 2014 LETTER 

HydroMetrics WRI grouped the technical questions for clarity.  The same 

groupings are included here. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING GENERAL GEOLOGY 

HydroMetrics WRI questioned the adequacy of the simplified geologic structure 

in the model.  These comments are similar to comments raised by FCGMA 

including: 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Groundwater Model Comment A (page 2) 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Comment I-A (page 2) 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Comment I-B (page 2) 

 

In particular, HydroMetrics WRI question 1 addressed the simplified structure of 

the groundwater model and HydroMetrics WRI question 3 requested 

groundwater data that showed the influence of structural faults or folds.  Dr. 

Bachman’s responses indicated that limited groundwater data were available to 

assess the influence of structural folds and faults on groundwater flow.   

 

HydroMetrics WRI concludes that the model did not reflect the likely complexity 

of the area’s structural geology, but additional geologic detail would be 

unsupported by the existing hydrogeologic information.  Therefore, the model 

reflects a reasonable hydrogeologic interpretation: although a simplistic geologic 

interpretation.  Because the hydrogeologic data cannot support added 

complexity, the hydrogeologic complexity of the model is appropriate. 

 

The limited hydrogeologic data and resulting simplified model may introduce 

some error into the model results.  Additional faults may reduce the extent of 

drawdown cones, resulting in confining impacts to a more limited area than 

predicted by the model.  Significantly more groundwater data would be needed 

to implement these structures in the groundwater model 
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QUESTIONS REGARDING THE ANALYSIS OF FLOW – ARROYO LAS 

POSAS 

HydroMetrics WRI questioned assumptions about the location and extent of 

groundwater recharge from the Arroyo Las Posas.  Furthermore, one data point 

location referenced by Dr. Bachman was not shown on the accompanying 

graphic.  Dr. Bachman’s responses suggested that the model assumptions were 

reasonable, but far from dispositive.  The area of high recharge from the Arroyo 

Las Posas is geologically defined, but some additional recharge from Arroyo 

flows may take place further downstream 

 

HydroMetrics WRI concludes that the model assumptions are reasonable based 

on existing data.  The assumptions included in the model are conservative in that 

they potentially underestimate groundwater recharge, and therefore potentially 

overestimate drawdown from pumping.  Therefore, modeled impacts are not 

underestimated by these assumptions. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE MODEL HYDROGEOLOGY 

HydroMetrics WRI asked a number of questions about the basis for the model’s 

hydrogeology.  These questions covered hydrostratigraphy and model layering; 

aquifer properties; parameters used for calibration; and boundary conditions.  

These comments are similar to comments raised by FCGMA including: 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Comment I-B 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Comment I-C 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Comment I-D 

 

The City and Dr. Bachman responded to these questions both verbally and in 

written responses.  Dr. Bachman added some clarification to the revised 

groundwater modeling memorandum based on these comments.  Additionally, 

Dr. Bachman’s responses acknowledged areas of uncertainty, such as how 

boundary conditions were applied to the groundwater model. 

 

HydroMetrics WRI concludes that the model assumptions adopted by Dr. 

Bachman were reasonable, however there is considerable uncertainty due to a 

lack to groundwater data in the North Pleasant Valley area.  The assumptions 

adopted by Dr. Bachman, while reasonable, may have differing influences on the 

model results: 
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 The assumption of no-flow boundaries between the North Pleasant Valley 

Basin and the East Las Posas Basin are conservative in that they 

potentially underestimate groundwater inflow, and therefore potentially 

overestimate drawdown from pumping.   

 The limited number of aquifer tests hydrogeologic parameters to guide 

calibration adds uncertainty that may impact the project’s zone of 

influence.  The model used other data, such as parameters from the 

calibrated USGS model where applicable.   

 

The model’s hydrogeologic uncertainty apparently results from a lack of 

available data, not spurious assumptions.  Although the model assumptions are 

reasonable, the acknowledged hydrogeologic uncertainty suggests that adequate 

monitoring must be undertaken to ensure that the regional response is similar to 

that predicted by the model.  While hydrogeologic responses at individual 

locations may vary somewhat from model predicted responses, the average 

regional response should be relatively close to that predicted by the model. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING MODELING CONDITIONS 

HydroMetrics WRI questioned the selection of annual stress periods, as well as 

the lack of rainfall recharge used in the model.  These comments address climatic 

questions that are related to, although separate from, comments raised by 

FCGMA including:  

 FCGMA 4/8/14 Letter, Comment 3 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter, Item B 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Item II-B 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Item III-A 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Item III-B 

 

Dr. Bachman added information to the revised groundwater model report to 

address HydroMetrics WRI’s questions about  seasonal variability.  Dr. Bachman 

acknowledged that there may be some percolation of rainfall into the Lower 

Aquifers, but it is likely small.   Therefore, the effects of climate variability on 

groundwater elevations will be small. 

 

The assumption of no rainfall recharge may slightly mute the effects of varying 

recharge due to climatic variability.  However the calibration hydrographs 
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shown in the groundwater model memorandum show that groundwater 

elevations in the project area are much more strongly controlled by Arroyo Las 

Posas flows than rainfall variations.  Therefore adding rainfall variation to the 

model will likely not significantly change the model results. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE MODEL’S TRANSIENT CALIBRATION  

HydroMetrics WRI was concerned about the limited amount of data available for 

model calibration, lack of calibration statistics, use of composite hydrographs for 

calibration, and the limited calibration period.  These  comments touch on some 

subject similar to comments raised by FCGMA including: 

 FCGMA6/25/13 Letter, Item B 

 FCGMA 6/25/13 Letter,  Item II-B 

 

Dr. Bachman updated the revised groundwater model report with a new graph 

showing additional measured data points of single wells to address 

HydroMetrics WRI’s questions about  the use of composite hydrographs for 

calibration. Furthermore, Dr. Bachman added the full set of calibration statistics 

to the revised groundwater model report to address HydroMetrics WRI’s 

concern about lack of calibration statistics in the original report. Dr. Bachman 

acknowledged the limited amount of data for model calibration prior to 1994, but 

stated that the steady-state conditions were observed in mid 1980s when 

elevations were flat. 

 

The limitation of data available for model calibration will lead to further model 

uncertainty. To some degree, the model uncertainty is an inevitable fact about all 

hydrogeologic models. However, the model uncertainty should be 

acknowledged when the model results are used in decision making.     

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING PROJECT SIMULATIONS 

HydroMetrics WRI asked for clarification of assumptions behind modeling 

scenarios, and clarification of some terms used to describe the two modeling 

scenarios.  Furthermore, HydroMetrics WRI questioned the appropriateness of 

using the No-Mound, No-Project scenario.  

 

Dr. Bachman added information to the revised groundwater model report to 

address HydroMetrics WRI’s comments on the two modeling scenario, 
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specifically additional discussion is provided on the importance of stormflow 

percolation and how it affects the two modeling scenarios. Dr. Bachman revised 

the study such that the No-mound, No-project scenario is no longer being used 

for EIR considerations.   

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING PARTICLE TRACKING 

HydroMetrics WRI asked a number of questions about the basis and 

assumptions of the particle tracking technique used in the study. HydroMetrics 

WRI also questioned some of the results of the study. Furthermore, 

HydroMetrics WRI asked whether the seawater intrusion questions can be 

addressed with results of particle tracking study. 

 

Dr. Bachman acknowledged HydroMetrics WRI comments and revised the text 

with a more detailed discussion on the plug-flow assumption used for particle 

tracking. Dr. Bachman answered HydroMetrics WRI question about the method 

of particle allocation for the streamflow with the response that the particles only 

are allocated to the baseflow and not the streamflow.  

 

Dr. Bachman believes that the particle tracking technique cannot be used in this 

study to address the seawater intrusion because of the pumping between the 

coastline and the project area.  

 

HydroMetrics WRI concluded that the particle tracking assumptions adopted by 

Dr. Bachman were reasonable. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE USE OF MODEL RESULTS 

HydroMetrics WRI requested maps of salt plume to be compared to the historic 

water quality. Furthermore, HydroMetrics WRI was concerned whether the 

alteration of the baseflow in the sensitivity analysis section would  affect the 

model calibration.  

 

Dr. Bachman provided additional information to the revised groundwater model 

report to address HydroMetrics WRI’s request for details of the salt plume. With 

regards to HydroMetrics WRI question on whether the alteration of the baseflow 

in the sensitivity analysis section would  affect the model calibration, Dr. 

Bachman responded that the sensitivity analysis discussed in this section 
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(altering the baseflow by ± 20%) was not performed in calibration runs and it was 

only performed in the scenario runs.  

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

HydroMetrics WRI was concerned about one of the graphs presenting the 

change in groundwater elevation from project pumping compared to 

groundwater elevations if no mounding of brackish water had occurred.  

 

Dr. Bachman responded to the concern by stating that the no-mound, no-project 

condition is no longer used as the baseline for assessing the seawater intrusion, 

so the concern is no longer relevant.  

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE MARGIN OF ERROR 

HydroMetrics WRI was concerned about the lack of information presented in the 

report on the spatial distribution of the model error acknowledging the fact that 

this information could be important for assessing errors related to location 

specific impacts.  

 

Dr. Bachman acknowledged the importance of the spatial distribution of the 

model error. The map showing the spatial distribution of the model error was 

presented in the revised groundwater model report as Figure 35. 

 

Although the spatial distribution of the model error would increase the user’s 

insight on the extent of the model reliability, lack of such information does not 

harm the validity of the model. However, this information may still inform 

future decisions based on model results. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE POTENTIAL FOR LAND SUBSIDENCE  

HydroMetrics WRI questioned the implementation of the scenarios that result in 

drop of the groundwater elevations below the historical levels as shown in 

hydrographs presented in the report (Figure 80).  These  comments touch on 

some subject similar to comments raised by FCGMA including: 

 

 FCGMA 5/15/14 letter, p. 3,  

 FCGMA 6/25/13 letter, 2nd A, p. 4 
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Dr. Bachman stated that under with-project conditions, groundwater elevations 

would remain above pre-mounding elevations.  This is not consistent with 

Figure 80 of the original model report, or Figure 85 of the revised model report. 

Predicted groundwater elevations fall below historical water levels at well 

02N/20W-19E1.  There is a potential for subsidence near this well after 

approximately 23 years of project operation.  Subsidence monitoring should be 

implemented in this area. 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING THE DECEMBER 28 MEMORANDUM 

HydroMetrics WRI requested clarification on the particle tracking results 

presented for “Scenario 2c-25 year” which was selected as the alternative project. 

Based on HydroMetrics WRI review, based on the graphics presented in the 

original model report, it does not appear that a full set of results for the scenario 

is provided.  

 

Dr. Bachman noted that hydrographs for the 30 year scenario 2c could be used to 

assess the impacts for the 25 year scenario 2c.  Dr. Bachman noted that particle 

tracking results could be inferred from the provided graphics, although specific 

25-year particle tracking results are not shown. This is explained in the caption to 

figure 71 of the revised model report.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The groundwater model developed by Dr. Bachman in support of the Northern 

Pleasant Valley Desalter Draft EIR uses appropriate data and reasonable 

assumptions to estimate the impacts of the desalter on groundwater conditions 

in Northern Pleasant Valley.  Within the scope of the available data, the model 

appears to produce reasonable and reliable results.  We believe the groundwater 

model meets the data analysis and information distribution roles required of 

CEQA analyses. 

 

The model’s results are subject to a reasonable amount of uncertainty, largely 

due to a lack of existing data in the area around the proposed NPV desalter. The 

model’s uncertainty does not derive from spurious assumptions or poor 

modeling practices.  The acknowledged hydrogeologic uncertainty suggests that 

adequate monitoring must be undertaken to ensure that the regional response to 
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the NPV desalter’s pumping is similar to that predicted by the model.  In 

particular, the amount of drawdown resulting from the project, and the 

associated potential for subsidence, should be rigorously monitored near the 

project site to verify the model results.  Monitoring locations shown on Figure 91 

of the revised modeling memorandum will establish and confirm the regional 

response to project operations. 

 

The model’s uncertainty suggests that an adaptive management approach be 

implemented for the project.  It is good practice to monitor groundwater 

conditions as the project is implemented, and adjust the model to fit observed 

groundwater conditions.  We suggest that the model be update every two to 

three years during the initial desalter operations and the desalter operations 

modified based on results from the updated model. 
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1814 Franklin Street 
Suite 501 

Oakland, CA  94612 
 

 

Lucia McGovern 

City of Camarillo Department of Public Works 

601 Carmen Drive 

PO Box 248 

Camarillo, CA 93011-0248 

 
August 25, 2014 

 

Subject: Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Draft EIR Groundwater Impact 

Analysis and Mitigation Measures  

 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

 

The focus of our scope of work related to the Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter 

Project is a review of the groundwater model used to evaluate the project.  This 

review will help the City of Camarillo (City) respond to comments on the project 

Draft EIR, particularly comments by Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 

Agency (FCGMA).  It was not intended that our scope include a review of the 

Draft EIR itself.  We have conducted our initial review of the model 

documentation and relevant comment letters, held a call with you and Tom Fox 

on August 19, and participated in a conference call with you and Fox Canyon 

Groundwater Management Agency staff Gerhardt Hubner and Kathleen Reidel 

on August 20.  After these telephone calls, it became clear that we needed to 

review the Water Resources Chapter 5.7 of the Draft EIR to understand how the 

groundwater model was used in the Draft EIR to analyze groundwater impacts 

of the project and develop mitigation measures for groundwater impacts. 

 

We have reviewed chapter 5.7 of the Draft EIR and have two primary concerns: 

 

1. The impact analysis for seawater intrusion is inadequate to meet CEQA 

requirements as we understand them.  Seawater intrusion impact is one of 

the main concerns raised by FCGMA. 

2. Groundwater level triggers included in the Draft EIR mitigation measures 

are unrelated to the impact being mitigated, and therefore appear 

inappropriate.

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 307 of 1199



Page 2 

HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc.  519 17
th

 Street, Suite 500  Oakland, CA  94612 

(510) 903-0458  (510) 903-0468 (fax) 

 

Both of these concerns relate to the use of the “no-mound” groundwater model 

run as a baseline for no impacts in the Draft EIR.  The “no-mound” run simulates 

what would have happened if there had been no recharge of brackish water to 

form a groundwater mound.  While this model run may serve as an appropriate 

baseline for other evaluations, such as determining whether the project will use 

FCGMA allocations, it is not appropriate as a baseline for evaluating project 

impacts in CEQA.  The appropriate baseline in CEQA are conditions as of the 

Notice of Preparation, or a projection of conditions taking place after the Notice 

of Preparation.  The No Action/No Project alternative discussed in chapter 5.7.2.2 

would be a more appropriate baseline than the “no-mound” run. 

 

Although we are not CEQA consultants, we have gained this understanding 

based on projects for which we have helped evaluate groundwater hydrology 

impacts for CEQA.  We encourage you to discuss our understanding with your 

CEQA consultants. 

 

Analysis of Seawater Intrusion Impact 

The discussion of project specific impacts on groundwater quality in Chapter 

5.7.2.3 of the Draft EIR cites the FCGMA concern that the Project would create a 

hydraulic gradient that causes seawater intrusion.  The Draft EIR uses the “no-

mound” groundwater model run as the baseline (Figure 5.7-4) to conclude that 

the Project “... would not exacerbate conditions for seawater intrusion.”  Since the 

“no-mound” run shows lower groundwater levels than more appropriate No-

Action/No-Project alternative, it is our opinion that the conclusion of no 

significant impact for seawater intrusion is not defensible under CEQA. 

 

There are several approaches that can be taken in evaluating the seawater 

intrusion impact appropriately: 

 

1. Use groundwater model results to show that the Project will not lower 

groundwater levels relative to the No-Action/No-Project alternative near 

the coast (or the current location of the saltwater interface), so that 

additional seawater intrusion will not occur 

2. Provide an explanation independent of the model why seawater intrusion 

will not occur. 

3. Argue that impacts from any potential seawater intrusion are offset by 

benefits from the Project removing low quality groundwater.  There 

would, therefore, be no net impact to groundwater quality. 
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Mitigation Measure Groundwater Level Triggers 

The Draft EIR concludes that potentially lower groundwater levels from the 

Project may lead to two significant impacts.  These impacts are related to 

groundwater production at nearby wells and subsidence.  To address these 

potentially significant impacts, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures for 

groundwater levels and subsidence.  The mitigation measure for subsidence 

specifically monitors for subsidence based on ground elevations. 

 

The mitigation measure for groundwater levels use triggers (Table 5.7-5) based 

on the “no-mound” model run.  Because, in our opinion, the “no-mound” run is 

not appropriate as a baseline in CEQA, it is not appropriate for identifying 

mitigation triggers.  Furthermore, simply lowering groundwater elevations 

below a historical low point is not necessarily a significant impact.  Groundwater 

level triggers should be based on some assessment of when a third-party may be 

impacted.  An example is when lowered groundwater elevations prevent a third-

party's well from producing the water necessary to meet planned demands.   
 

There are additional considerations the City may want to address regarding 

whether lowered groundwater levels constitute a true impact.  For example, if a 

third-party's well would be adversely impacted by poor water quality under No-

Action/No-Project conditions, lowering groundwater elevations may not 

constitute an impact: the well would not be able to produce acceptable water 

under either the Project or No-Project scenario.  We can help the City develop 

these nuances after we agree on an approach to modifying the existing EIR.. 
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Conclusion 

These concerns about the use of groundwater model results in the Draft EIR 

supersede any concerns with the actual design and implementation of the 

groundwater model.  These concerns affect our ability to address FCGMA's 

questions in a timely manner, and therefore we felt it was important to bring 

these concerns to your attention immediately.  We would be glad to discuss these 

concerns further with you and/or your CEQA consultants.  We will also continue 

with our evaluation of the model as outlined in our scope.  Please do not hesitate 

to contact us at (510) 903-0458. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cameron Tana, Vice President 

 

 

 

Derrik Williams, President 

HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Lucie McGovern, City of Camarillo 

From:   Cameron Tana and Derrik Williams 

Date:   September 24, 2014 

Subject: Questions on groundwater model used for North Pleasant Valley 

Desalter Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 

 

Based on review of the technical documents supporting North Pleasant Valley 

Desalter Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), we have developed the 

following list of questions on the groundwater model used for the DEIR.  The 

primary documents reviewed were prepared by Dr. Steven Bachman: Northern 

Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Final Report (December 

2013) and the memorandum re: Technical Document for NPV Desalter EIR 

(December 29, 2013).  Questions are organized based on report section 

 

SECTION 2.1 GENERAL GEOLOGY 

1. Page 2 states that most of the geologic work in the NPV has focused on 

structural geology.  Yet the cross-sections show only one major fold, and no 

significant fault offsets within the NPV.  For example, cross-section A-A’ 

bisects the Camarillo Fit and an unnamed fault northeast of it.  Cross-section 

A-A’ shows no vertical offset on the Camarillo Fit, and does not show the 

unnamed fault at all.  With all the structural geologic work that has been 

performed, is this the assessment of the accurate structure of the NPV? 

2. The report refers to a limited area within the Northern Pleasant Valley (NPV) 

as “apparently..the main recharge area for NPV (p. 2).”  Is this conclusion 

based on the observed extent of the groundwater mound? 

3. Have any studies been done regarding the impact of the faults on 

groundwater flow in the NPV?   
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SECTION 3 ANALYSIS OF FLOW – ARROYO LAS POSAS 

4. The report discusses aquifer testing at Camarillo wells A and B indicating 

confined aquifer conditions and limiting extent of stormflow percolation (p. 

18).  Where is Well B?  It is not shown on Figure 1.  Is Well A close enough to 

the Arroyo to indicate the extent of percolation? 

5. Due to the maximum infiltration rate for storm water of 89 acre-feet per year 

(p. 19), it appears that some stormflow bypasses the area recharging the Fox 

Canyon aquifer, does this potentially recharge the Shallow Aquifer and 

therefore the Hueneme and Upper Aquifer System downstream? 

 

SECTION 4.1 MODEL HYDROGEOLOGY 

6. The introduction of the model layering refers to Layer 1 as “Shallow 

Aquifer/Hueneme” (p. 24), but the subsequent description seems to define 

Layer 1 based on the location of the Shallow Aquifer.  Furthermore, Figures 3 

and 4 do not appear to include the Hueneme Aquifer in the Upper Aquifer 

System.  How is the Hueneme represented?  Does Layer 1 thickness include 

Hueneme? 

7. Layer 1 appears to be defined as where the unconfined Shallow Aquifer 

“…accommodates all the percolation from Arroyo Las Posas and moves the 

percolation vertically into the Fox Canyon Aquifer” (p. 24).  The active 

domain of Layer 1 (Figure 33) appears to extend to the 2/20-20E22 well.  

Figure 3 indicates Hueneme Formation overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer at 

this well. Is there a map of the extent of the Shallow Aquifer? Is percolation 

into the Hueneme Aquifer and subsequently into the Fox Canyon Aquifer 

neglected by this model? 

8. Is the limited area of Layer 1 based only on where Shallow Aquifer is directly 

connected to the Fox Canyon Aquifer or is it also based on barriers to 

groundwater flow such as faults that prevent horizontal flow to the Shallow 

Aquifer or Hueneme Formation? 

9. Are the aquifer properties discussed on page 17 applicable to the upper 

aquifer system or the lower aquifer system? 

10. The text states that Layer 1 aquifer properties were calibrated (page 24) and 

the caption for Table 5 says modeled value for vertical conductivity in Layer 2 

were calibrated.  Why was horizontal conductivity in Layer 2 not calibrated?  

The text states the layer 2 horizontal hydraulic conductivity and storativity 
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are among the most sensitive model parameters (page 64).  Is such a low 

anisotropy (2:1) necessary to calibrate the model? 

11. Why was percolation only allowed in the area where the Shallow Aquifer is 

in direct contact with the lower aquifer system, when the LAS was not a focus 

of calibration?  The calibration parameters, listed on page 29, included Layer 

1 horizontal hydraulic conductivity and storage coefficient.  Do these 

parameters only represent the Shallow Aquifer or do they also represent the 

Upper Aquifer System? 

12. There is no simulated groundwater underflow from the East Las Posas basin 

because there are no-flow boundaries on the northern basin edge for both 

layers (p.25).  Is this based on a fault that prevents flow?  What is the 

evidence to support this no-flow boundary? 

13. In discussing the simplifications adopted to make the boundary with the 

Santa Rosa basin no-flow, the report states that “groundwater elevations in 

NPV are likely higher than modeled and the effects of pumping are likely 

overstated (p. 25).”  Does the calibration indicate that elevations are higher 

than modeled?  A complete set of hydrographs and calibration statistics are 

not included in the documentation.  Do faults also prevent flow between the 

Santa Rosa basin and the NPV? 

 

SECTION 4.2 MODELING CONDITIONS 

14. The model uses annual stress periods (p. 25).  Is it possible that seasonal 

variation in groundwater levels will result in seasonal impacts (such as 

impacts to neighboring pumpers?) 

15. Is the only recharge in the model percolation from the Arroyo Las Posas?  

Please justify excluding areal recharge? 

 

SECTION 4.4 TRANSIENT CALIBRATION OF MODEL 

16. Was there any calibration performed for the period prior to 1994?  This would 

show groundwater elevations remaining steady prior to the influx of brackish 

water, and would establish that the simulated groundwater level rise is due 

to the influx of brackish water. 

17. The report describes baseflow being added to the first quarter mile of stream 

within the NPV, and stormflow added in the remainder of the NPV 

streambed (p. 28).  Based on the percolation rate of about 0.02 acre-feet per 
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day per foot (p. 19), it appears that the extent of baseflow percolation would 

only vary several cells (<1,000 feet) over time.  Is this correct? 

18. The report states that “well measurements in this area are rarely performed 

on an annual basis, so that the ‘measured’ curve is an average curve fit by 

Groundwater Vistas, (p.29).  Does the measured curve represent annual 

averages or something else?  It be more useful to show discreet 

measurements rather than a fit curve. 

19. Figure 38 is a composite of more than one well.  Why was a composite used?  

How was the composite created? 

20. Are there calibration results by layer to show? 

21. Is there a full set of calibration statistics that can be provided? 

 

SECTION 4.5 PROJECT MODELING 

22. The report describes Scenario #1 (no desalters in Las Posas) as a “best-case 

scenario for source water for the NPV Desalter” and Scenario #2 (desalters in 

Las Posas) as a “worst-case scenario for source water for the NPV Desalter”.  

Is it correct that the best-case/worst-case description relates to availability of 

water volume?  Is Scenario #2 actually a better scenario in terms of meeting 

cleanup goals? 

23. In Scenario #2, the report states that “as baseflow is removed, the length of 

the streambed available for percolation of stormflow is increased, so 

stormflow is increased proportionally.”  Is it possible that less stormflow 

would enter NPV because more is recharged in Las Posas with desalting 

activities removing baseflow there? 

24. In Figures 48-56, why do the plots for the No-Mound, No-Project scenario 

flatten out after year 17 when the project begins? 

 

SECTION 5 PARTICLE TRACKING 

25. Are particles introduced to the model with the specified flux in layer 1 

representing percolation?  Does adding these particles in the middle of the 

cell add error to the analysis? 

26. The report states that the “particles were used to simulate plug-flow in the 

aquifer...and mixing with other waters was assumed negligible. (p. 48)”  It 

appears that particles spread out from the recharge area in Figure 61 which 

indicate mixing.  Is something else meant by the term “mixing”?  Is it a 
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reference to there not being other sources of water in the model?  Do the 

particles mix with the higher quality stormflow that percolates after the Las 

Posas desalting begins? 

27. Section 3 discusses different analyses/percolation locations for baseflow and 

stormflow.  Are particles entered differently for baseflow and stormflow?  

Are particles entered for stormflow as stormflow will have some salts as it 

mixes with baseflow? 

28. Are there particle tracking results for Scenario #1 which shows a larger area 

of stranded salts under the project? 

29. Were there particle tracking results that show how long pumping has to 

continue to eliminate the salts? 

30.  
To address questions of seawater intrusion, could particle tracking be 

performed from the constant head boundaries?  Is the model accurate enough 

near the coast for this approach? 

 

SECTION 6 USING MODEL RESULTS 

31. There is discussion of water quality comparisons being difficult because few 

wells can be compared historically (p. 56).  Are there recent maps of the salt 

plume that can be compared to the year 17 results? 

32. Are there water quality comparison plots for wells A and B that can be shown 

(p. 56)? 

33. How did changing the baseflow +/- 20% in the sensitivity analysis (p. 56) 

change the calibration of the model? 

 

SECTION 7 ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

34. Why does Figure 78 (p. 62) show the project with substantially higher 

elevations at the coast (10-60 feet) than the no mound condition?  It is 

surprising that the mound or Camarillo’s pumping shifts would have such an 

effect so far away.  This question may not be relevant if the baseline for 

assessing seawater intrusion will be changed from the no-mound, no-project 

condition 
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SECTION 8 MARGIN OF ERROR 

35. The report states that the root mean scare error of the calibrated model is 16.5 

feet (p. 64).  Is there a map showing the spatial distribution of error?  This 

could be important for assessing errors related to location specific impacts. 

 

SECTION 9 POTENTIAL FOR LAND SUBSIDENCE DURING PROJECT 

36. The report states that, “if groundwater elevations drop below historical lows, 

then the land surface elevation in the area of the low groundwater elevation 

should be monitored.”  Some hydrographs, such as those shown in Figure 80, 

show the potential for groundwater elevations to drop below historical levels.  

Are there scenarios which should not be implemented based on groundwater 

elevations dropping below historical levels? 

 

 

DECEMBER 28 MEMORANDUM 

37.  The memorandum refers to the 9,500 AFY with a 25 year life (Scenario 2c-25 

year) as the alternative selected for the project (p. 2) , but it does not appear 

that a full set of results for the scenario are provided.  Only the hydrograph 

for monitoring site #1 is shown (Figure 6) and particle tracking results are not 

shown.  Are there full results available for this scenario, particularly particle 

track results after desalting stops? 
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Commenter: Desal Water Co., LLC 

Date: May 12, 2014 

Comments:  

1. The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) generally supports the 
project, but is concerned about the proper pumping rate to prevent seawater intrusion.  
The City does not regard this discussion as public controversy.   The proposed project 
is anticipated to be exempted from Emergency Ordinance E as it would utilize poor 
quality groundwater.  The EIR/EA includes a discussion of the City’s allocation of 
groundwater from FCGMA, and the fact that groundwater levels have risen over 200 
feet due to infiltration from Arroyo Las Posas, which exceeds groundwater extraction in 
this part of the Basin.  The EIR/EA acknowledges that the Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Basin is considered overdrafted.  However, the project is designed to capture poor 
quality groundwater in the North Pleasant Valley Basin originating as surface flows and 
would not contribute to overdraft.  The EIR/EA acknowledges that the project may 
adversely affect other groundwater wells and has provided mitigation. 

2. The EIR/EA provides mitigation in the form of adaptive management, consisting of 
monitoring project wells, three new monitoring wells and three existing production wells 
and reducing pumping should groundwater elevations decline below trigger levels.  As 
shown in Figure 5.7-6, the wells referenced in the comment are located in monitoring 
area 1, such that adverse effects on these wells would be detected through monitoring 
and mitigated by reimbursement for well modifications and/or reduced pumping of 
project wells.    

3. The City’s groundwater extraction from the Pleasant Valley Basin is approximately 
4,500 acre-feet/year.  The proposed facility would treat 9,000 acre-feet/year which 
includes existing pumping from Well B (about 2,250 acre-feet/year), or a net increase of 
about 6,750 acre-feet/year (not 9,000 acre-feet/year).  Therefore, the proposed increase 
is much less than the stated 400 percent increase.  Although the project-related supply 
of treated groundwater may reduce imported water demand, the City has no plans to 
“drastically reduce or eliminate its use of imported water.”  

4. The City does not consider Desal Water Company’s project as “a probable future 
project” as Ventura County has not received a complete application, and regulatory 
hurdles and competition with other desalter projects in the Las Posas Basin may 
prevent implementation.  The proposed Moorpark Desalter has been included as a 
cumulative project as it would likely reach full operation during the life of the proposed 
project.  In any case, the cumulative impact analysis is based on the assumption (see 
Scenario 2 on page 35 of Appendix E) that the Moorpark Desalter removes all flow into 
the NPV Basin.  The addition of the effects of other desalters in the Las Posas Basin to 
the cumulative impact analysis would not worsen this assumption or result in greater 
cumulative impacts. 
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P.O. Box 6045, Oxnard, CA 93031-6045 
 
 
 
April 20, 2015 
 
 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 
 
Attn.: Lucia M. McGovern 
 
Re: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility (SCH No. 
2013091065) 
 
 
Dear Ms. McGovern, 
 
Desal Water Company submits the following comments on the Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) for the North Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Treatment Facility pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
and the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204. Desal Water Company also includes the 
comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EA (May 12, 2014) as an attachment to these additional 
comments. The comments on the Draft EIR/EA provided in the May 12, 2014 letter are still 
applicable.  

Project Understanding 

In March 2014, the City of Camarillo prepared a Draft EIR/EA pursuant to the State CEQA 
Guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Draft EIR identified significant effects on the 
environment (noise, cultural resources, hazardous materials, water resources, and 
transportation) and was distributed for public review. Subsequently, the water resources 
analysis was revised.  

Based on comments received from the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency and its 
consultants, the City determined that the water resources impact analysis presented in the 
March 2014 Draft EIR/EA did not utilize an appropriate environmental baseline (see Section 
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5.7.2 of the Draft EIR). The analysis was based on a groundwater study which compared “no 
mounding” conditions to future plus project conditions to identify environmental impacts. 
Mounding refers to the increasing surface elevation of brackish groundwater in the North 
Pleasant Valley Basin. Using “no mounding” as the environmental baseline is not appropriate 
because it does not represent present or future conditions.  

As stated in the Recirculated EIR/EA, the City of Camarillo (City) is considering the construction 
and operation of a Groundwater Treatment Facility to pump 9,000 acre-feet/year and produce 
7,500 acre-feet/year of treated water to be served to its customers. The treatment facility 
would be located near City Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron, and manganese 
from groundwater produced by these and future well(s), and reduce reliance on imported 
water. Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding land uses 
within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility. 

The proposed project would be jointly owned by the City of Camarillo and the City of Thousand 
Oaks. As the controlling partner, the facilities would be operated and maintained by the City of 
Camarillo. Treated groundwater produced by the project would be provided to the City of 
Camarillo’s service area, while the City of Thousand Oaks would receive imported water that 
would normally be delivered to the City of Camarillo. 

Three potential facility sites were selected by the City for analysis and include the preferred 
facility site (formerly Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4, and Site 7. The 
Proposed Action facility site (formerly Site 2), the Site 4 Alternative facility site, and two 
proposed well sites are located immediately north of the City limits, west of the Las Posas 
Road/Lewis Road Intersection. The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City limits 
at the northeastern corner of the Upland Road/Lewis Road intersection. All of the proposed 
alternative sites are within the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin. 

In addition to considering alternative sites for the groundwater treatment facility, alternative 
groundwater pumping rates were considered due to potential effects on groundwater 
elevations and groundwater quality. Three average annual well-pumping rates were considered 
to represent a range of alternative groundwater drawdown rates. The North Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling Report by Bachman (2013) included an analysis of 
various rates of groundwater to be pumped and treated, including 4,500, 9,000, and 11,800 
acre-feet/year. The Proposed Action is based on a groundwater-pumping rate of about 9,000 
acre-feet/year. 
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Comments on the Recirculated EIR/EA 

The following comments are offered: 

1.  The Recirculated EIR/EA revised groundwater model does not take into account a 
potential hydraulic connection within the Fox Canyon Aquifer. 

The Recirculated EIR/EA (pages 5.7-7 and 5.7-14) states that: 

“In contrast, storm flows percolate into a longer reach of Arroyo Las Posas than 
baseflow. The extent of storm flow percolation in the NPV Basin is not know with 
certainty. Aquifer testing in City of Camarillo wells A and B indicate that confined 
aquifer conditions exist at those locations, somewhat limiting the potential 
extent of percolation of storm flow into the Fox Canyon Aquifer.”  

 “The groundwater impact analysis is based on the assumption that groundwater 
elevations in the NPV Basin will continue to rise as described in Section 5.7.1.3. 
This continued rise (also known as mounding) can be predicted and was included 
in the groundwater modeling.”  

The information provided in the Recirculated EIR/EA leads one to believe that groundwater 
modeling was only conducted for the Northern Pleasant Valley (NPV) Basin and potential 
influences to other basins upstream of the proposed North Pleasant Valley desalter.   

The basis for not fully considering the Bell well (2N20W19B1) is the Camarillo model 
assumes that a no-flow condition exists at the boundary between the NPV Basin and the 
East Las Posas Management Area (ELPM). The geologic cross-section of Hopkins (2008) 
suggests that, while the Fox Canyon Aquifer (FCA) is displaced along the Springville Fault, 
there is likely a hydraulic connection within the FCA across the fault, and thus, the potential 
for underflow through the Somis Gap. While the no-flow assumption is conservative with 
respect to the water budget within the NPV Basin, it simply assumes that North Pleasant 
Valley desalter withdrawals by Camarillo will have no impact outside the NPV Basin. 
Specifically, this ignores the possibility that the North Pleasant Valley desalter would induce 
underflow across the basin boundary, leading to water-level declines in the western ELPM. 
Furthermore, Hopkins (2008) indicates that confined groundwater flow conditions are 
present within the NPV Basin between Camarillo and the basin boundary. Thus, it can be 
expected that water-level impacts would occur at the basin boundary and within the North 
Pleasant Valley desalter project area. 
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The recirculated EIR/EA fails to acknowledge the potential underflow situation across the 
ELPM/NPV basin boundaries and therefore a potential impact on upstream users.  

2.  The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA fails to address potential cumulative impacts of 
groundwater withdrawal in relation to potential water quality and water quantity.  

The Recirculated EIR/EA (page 5.7-20) states that: 

“Table 5.7-5 indicates that groundwater elevations will continue to rise after 
2014 (see Future No Project column), and project-related pumping would reduce 
groundwater levels, but not below historic levels. Near proposed pumping wells 
(see Area 1 in Figure 5.7-6 and Table 5.7-5), the effects would be greatest, as 
groundwater elevation reductions would be approximately 130 feet (125’ 
reduced to -5’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions (no project).”  

Our concern relates to the conceptual model at the ELPM/NPV basin boundary and the 
effect on neighboring wells. Specifically, we believe the North Pleasant Valley Desalter 
proposed by the City of Camarillo can have a significant impact on water levels in the Bell #2 
well (2N20W19B1), the new Dole well, and possibly other wells in the ELPM. 

The Recirculated Draft EIR/EA did include the proposed Moorpark Desalter in the 
cumulative groundwater modeling analysis. However, as indicated in Comment No. 4 in our 
previous comment letter on the Draft EIR/EA (dated May 12, 2014), there are other future 
groundwater and extraction treatment projects proposed for the Pleasant Valley and Las 
Posas Basins. More specifically, the conceptual desalter proposed for the Las Posas Sub-
Basins by several Mutual Water Companies (Las Posas Users Group, Fox Canyon 
Groundwater Management Agency, and Calleguas Municipal Water District, Las Posas 
Conjunctive Use Study, Phase 2 Final Report, January 14, 2015) and the proposed Desal 
Water Co., LLC groundwater treatment and extraction project that went through the 
County’s design review committee hearing in February 2015 (attended by the City of 
Camarillo) and is currently being finalized with the Ventura County Resource Management 
Agency.  

The revised groundwater modeling does not include the potential interaction of these 
future projects in relation to underflow situations across the ELPM/NPV basin boundaries 
and, therefore, the recirculated EIR/EA fails to address potentially significant impacts to up 
gradient users.  
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3. The Draft EIR did not append the Air Quality Model Calculations and, therefore, there is 
no way to substantiate the reported emissions. 

The Draft EIR/EA did not append air quality model files to the Draft EIR/EA.  Thus, it is not 
possible to determine the assumptions used in Section 5.3, Air Quality, and 5.5, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions.  

Page 5.3-5 of the Draft EIR indicates, “that a project would have a significant impact on the 
environment if it would: Result in daily emissions exceeding 25 pounds of reactive organic 
compounds (ROC) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx).”  

Table 5.3-2, Construction Peak Day Air Pollutant Emissions Summary indicates the Proposed 
Action, Site 4 Alternative, and Site 7 Alternative would all emit 146.6 pounds per day of 
NOx. Based on the identified thresholds above, all alternatives would result in potentially 
significant NOx impacts.  The Draft EIR concluded that these emissions are not considered 
significant impacts due to their short-term nature.  No mitigation measures were proposed 
to minimize these significant impacts. Furthermore, the conclusion that the impacts would 
be less than significant seems counter-intuitive because the emissions exceed the identified 
thresholds.   

The Draft EIR/EA fails to address these significant air quality impacts. 

Summary 

In summary, the Recirculated EIR/EA is deficient and should be revised and recirculated to 
address the above items (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5). 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dave O. White, Jr. 

Dave O. White, Jr. 
General Manager 
Bell Ranch Desalter Project 
Desal Water Co., LLC 
2291 North Patterson Road 
Oxnard, CA 93036 
805-479-4305 
DaveW@cibad.net 
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+
+

P.O.+Box+6045,+Oxnard,+CA+9303196045+
+
+
+
May+12,+2014+
+
+
City+of+Camarillo+
601+Carmen+Drive+
Camarillo,+California+93010+
+
+
Attn.:+ Lucia+M.+McGovern+
+
+
Re:+ Comments+on+Draft+Environmental+Impact+Report/Environmental+Assessment+for+the+
+ North+Pleasant+Valley+Groundwater+Treatment+Facility+(SCH+No.+2013091065)+
+
+
Dear+Ms.+McGovern,+
+
Desal+ Water+ Company+ submits+ the+ following+ comments+ on+ the+ Draft+ Environmental+ Impact+
Report/Environmental+ Assessment+ (EIR/EA)+ for+ the+ North+ Pleasant+ Valley+ Groundwater+
Treatment+Facility+pursuant+ to+ the+California+Environmental+Quality+Act+ (CEQA)+and+ the+State%
CEQA%Guidelines%Section+15204.+

Project(Understanding(

As+ stated+ in+ the+ EIR/EA,+ the+ City+ of+ Camarillo+ (City)+ is+ considering+ the+ construction+ and+
operation+ of+ a+ Groundwater+ Treatment+ Facility+ to+ pump+ 9,000+ acre9feet/year+ and+ produce+
7,500+ acre9feet/year+ of+ treated+ water+ to+ be+ served+ to+ its+ customers.+ The+ treatment+ facility+
would+be+located+near+City+Wells+A+and+B+to+remove+TDS,+chloride,+sulfate,+iron,+and+manganese+
from+ groundwater+ produced+ by+ these+ and+ future+ well(s),+ and+ reduce+ reliance+ on+ imported+
water.+Wells+A+and+B+are+located+adjacent+to+the+northern+City+limit,+and+surrounding+land+uses+
within+ the+ City+ are+ residential+ and+ commercial,+ which+ cannot+ accommodate+ the+ proposed+
Groundwater+Treatment+Facility.+
+
The+ proposed+ project+ would+ be+ jointly+ owned+ by+ the+ City+ of+ Camarillo+ (60+ percent),+ City+ of+
Thousand+ Oaks+ (20+ percent),+ and+ Camrosa+ Water+ District+ (20+ percent).+ As+ the+ controlling+
partner,+ the+ facilities+ would+ be+ operated+ and+ maintained+ by+ the+ City+ of+ Camarillo.+ Treated+
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groundwater+produced+by+the+project+would+be+provided+to+the+City+of+Camarillo’s+service+area,+
while+the+City+of+Thousand+Oaks+and+Camrosa+Water+District+would+receive+imported+water+that+
would+normally+be+delivered+to+the+City+of+Camarillo.+
+
Three+potential+ facility+ sites+were+ selected+by+ the+City+ for+ analysis+ and+ include+ the+ preferred+
facility+ site+ (former+ Site+ 2,+ now+ referred+ to+ as+ the+ Proposed+ Action),+ Site+ 4+ and+ Site+ 7.+ The+
Proposed+Action+facility+site+(former+Site+2),+the+Site+4+Alternative+facility+site+and+two+proposed+
well+ sites+are+ located+ immediately+north+of+ the+City+ limits,+west+of+ the+ Las+Posas+Road/Lewis+
Road+ Intersection.+ The+ Site+ 7+ Alternative+ facility+ site+ is+ located+ within+ the+ City+ limits+ at+ the+
northeastern+ corner+ of+ the+ Upland+ Road/Lewis+ Road+ intersection.+ All+ of+ the+ proposed+
alternative+sites+are+within+the+Pleasant+Valley+Groundwater+Basin.+
+
In+addition+ to+considering+alternative+ sites+ for+ the+groundwater+ treatment+ facility,+alternative+
groundwater+ pumping+ rates+ were+ considered+ due+ to+ potential+ effects+ on+ groundwater+
elevations+and+groundwater+quality.+Three+average+annual+well+pumping+rates+were+considered+
to+ represent+ a+ range+ of+ alternative+ groundwater+ drawdown+ rates.+ The+North+ Pleasant+ Valley+
Desalter+Groundwater+Analysis+and+Modeling+Report+by+Bachman+(2013)+included+an+analysis+of+
various+ rates+ of+ groundwater+ to+ be+ pumped+ and+ treated,+ including+ 4,500,+ 9,000,+ and+ 11,800+
acre9feet/year.+The+Proposed+Action+ is+based+on+a+groundwater9pumping+ rate+of+about+9,000+
acre9feet/year.+
+

Comments(on(the(EIR/EA(

The+State+CEQA+Guidelines+state+that:+
+

“persons%and%public%agencies%should%focus%on%the%sufficiency%of%the%document%in%
identifying%and%analyzing% the%possible% impacts%on% the%environment%and%ways% in%
which%the%significant%effects%of%the%project%might%be%avoided%or%mitigated.”%

The+following+comments+are+offered:+
+

1.(( The(EIR/EA(does(not(analyze(or(address(Fox(Canyon(Groundwater(Management(Agency(
(GMA)(restrictions(on(groundwater(pumping(to(address(severe(overdraft(conditions.(

The+EIR/EA+states+“the+City+is+not+aware+of+any+controversy+involving+the+proposed+project.”+
However,+ the+ EIR/EA+ goes+ on+ to+ state+ that+ the+ “Fox+ Canyon+ Groundwater+ Management+
Agency+has+some+concerns+about+the+City+pumping+groundwater+ from+the+Pleasant+Valley+
Groundwater+ Basin+ beyond+ their+ current+ allocation,+ as+ the+ project+ entails+ increasing+
groundwater+pumping+from+2,250+to+9,000+acre9feet+per+year+in+the+northern+portion+of+the+
Basin.”+
+
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The+EIR/EA+ fails+ to+ acknowledge+ recent+ actions+ taken+by+ the+GMA+at+ their+April+ 11,+ 2014+
Board+ meeting.+ The+ GMA+ adopted+ Emergency+ Ordinance+ E+ that+ includes+ goals+ and+
objectives+to:+

+
1. Protect+ remaining+ groundwater+ resources+ (reserves)+ by+ reducing+ groundwater+

extractions+in+a+meaningful+way;++
2. Fair+and+equitable+ in+any+reductions+and+restrictions+(shared+sacrifice+ in+protecting+the+

resource);+
3. Recognize+ that+ certain+ areas/basins+ within+ the+ Agency+ have+ other+ water+ supplies+

available+(i.e.+imported+water)+to+assist+with+any+reductions;+
4. Implementable;+
5. Minimal+administrative+burden+to+Operators+and+Agency;+
6. Clear,+understandable+and+straightforward+to+all+Stakeholders;+and+
7. Measureable+in+effectiveness.+

+
Emergency+Ordinance+E+calls+for+a+phased+20%+reduction+of+pumping+over+18+months.+For+
all+ Municipal+ and+ Industrial+ Operators,+ including+ the+ City,+ their+ Temporary+ Extraction+
Allocation+ (TEA)+will+ be+ based+ on+ an+ operator's+ average+ annual+ reported+ extractions,+ not+
including+any+extractions+ that+ incurred+surcharges,+ for+ calendar+years+2003+ through+2012.++
The+EIR/EA+fails+to+address+GMA+Emergency+Ordinance+E+and+its+ impacts+on+the+Proposed+
Action,+or+the+City’s+groundwater+pumping+allocation.++
+
The+EIR/EA+notes+that+the+City’s+source+of+groundwater+is+composed+of+four+wells,+with+two+
wells+in+the+north+Pleasant+Valley+Groundwater+Basin+(Wells+A+and+B),+and+two+wells+in+the+
central+ Pleasant+ Valley+ Groundwater+ Basin+ (Wells+ D+ and+ Airport+ #3).+ The+ Pleasant+ Valley+
Groundwater+ Basin+ is+ comprised+ of+ approximately+ 21,600+ acres,+ most+ of+ which+ is+ prime+
agricultural+land+under+active+irrigation.+The+Pleasant+Valley+Groundwater+Basin+is+in+a+state+
of+ significant+ overdraft.+ The+ EIR/EA+ notes+ that+ the+ GMA’s+ prior+ pumping+ Ordinance+
established+ reductions+ in+ extraction+ allocations+ as+ a+ method+ to+ reduce+ overdraft+ of+ the+
groundwater+basin.+ The+EIR/EA+ fails+ to+acknowledge+ the+ continued+existing+overdraft+ and+
impacts+ the+ Proposed+ Action+ will+ have+ on+ the+ existing+ overdraft+ conditions+ and+ the+
availability+of+groundwater+ to+users+ in+ the+area.+ + +The+EIR/EA+also+ fails+ to+acknowledge+or+
analyze+pumping+ the+City’s+ rights+ to+pump+groundwater+and+ the+ cumulative+groundwater+
pumping+allowed+under+Emergency+Ordinance+E.+
+
+
+
+
+
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2.( The(EIR/EA(fails(to(provide(an(analysis(of(the(increased(pumping(to(9,000(acreMfeet/year(
on(other(groundwater(users.(

+
The+EIR/EA+(pages+5.7917+and+18)+states+that:+
+

“Since% proposed% annual% groundwater% production% associated%with% the% Proposed%
Action%would%be%less%than%inputs%from%Arroyo%Las%Posas,%groundwater%levels%may%
not% decline.% However,% the% potential% exists% to% interfere% with% groundwater%
production%in%nearby%wells,%by%drawing%down%groundwater%levels%and%potentially%
increasing%pumping%costs%(i.e.,%electrical%consumption).%This%impact%is%considered%
potentially%significant.%

Modeling% conducted% by% Bachman% (2013)% indicates% projectPrelated% groundwater%
pumping% may% draw% down% groundwater% elevations% at% wells% in% the% southern%
portion% of% the% City% (including% wells% 2N/21WP35M2,% 1N/21WP1B5).% Due% to% the%
distance%between%these%wells%and%the%proposed%wells,%there%is%more%uncertainty%
concerning% the% amount% and% timing% of% drawdown% in% this% area.% Therefore,% the%
potential%interference%with%groundwater%production%in%these%and%adjacent%wells%is%
considered%a%significant%impact.”%

However,+ no+ analysis+ is+ provided+ on+ potential+ impacts+ associated+with+ other+wells+ in+ the+
area.++Several+public+water+supply+wells+(e.g.,+Pleasant+Valley+Mutual+Water+Company+wells+
2N20W19M05,+M06,+and+19E01)+and+private+wells+(e.g.,+Bell+Ranch+well+2N20W19B1)+are+all+
within+1,000+ feet+ from+ the+new+westerly+Proposed+Action+well+ site.+ + The+Bachman+ report+
confirms+that+water+ level+ impacts+could+ reduce+water+ levels+by+200+ feet+or+more+ in+ these+
wells.+ +While+ the+EIR/EA+acknowledges+there+will+be+significant+negative+ impacts+on+these+
groundwater+users,+the+EIR/EA+fails+to+analyze+these+impacts+or+provide+any+proposed+form+
of+ mitigation.+ + Indeed,+ the+ EIR/EA+ appears+ to+ defer+ any+ proposed+ mitigation.+ + Deferred+
mitigation+is+not+allowed+under+CEQA+(Madera%Oversight%Coalition,%Inc.%v.%County%of%Madera+
(2011)+199+Cal.App.4th+48.)+
+
+

3.( The(EIR/EA(fails(to(provide(an(analysis(of(the(increased(pumping(to(9,000(acreMfeet/year(
on(the(Pleasant(Valley(Groundwater(Basin.(

The+EIR/EA+does+not+provide+a+comprehensive+or+complete+regional+analysis+of+the+potential+
impacts+ on+ the+ groundwater+ basin+ of+ the+ Proposed+ Action.+ + Instead,+ the+ only+ analysis,+
presented+ in+ the+ Bachman+ report,+ focuses+ only+ on+ a+ small+ geographic+ area+ in+ immediate+
vicinity+ of+ the+ Proposed+ Action+ site.+ + Through+ the+ Proposed+ Action,+ the+ City+ intends+ to+
increase+its+current+groundwater+use+by+over+400%,+and+dramatically+reduce+or+completely+
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eliminate+its+use+of+imported+water+within+the+City.+++The+EIR/EA+presents+no+analysis+of+this+
change+in+water+use+and+its+impacts+on+the+overdrafted+groundwater+basin.+++
+
+

4.( The( EIR/EA( fails( to( adequately( address( potential( cumulative( impacts( of( groundwater(
withdrawal( and( acknowledge( other( “probable( future( projects( producing( related( or(
cumulative( impacts,( including,( if( necessary,( those( projects( outside( the( control( of( the(
agency”((State(CEQA(Guidelines(15130(b)(1)(A).(

The+ City+ is+ aware+ of+ and+ has+ acknowledged+ that+ other+ groundwater+ extraction+ and+
treatment+ projects+ are+ proposed+ in+ the+ Pleasant+ Valley+ Groundwater+ Basin+ and+ the+ Las+
Posas+ Basins.+ These+ other+ future+ projects+ include+ the+ project+ being+ proposed+ by+ Desal+
Water+ Company,+ others+ that+ are+ under+ consideration+ by+ local+ agricultural+ users+ and+ the+
Ventura+County+Waterworks+District+#1+for+the+City+of+Moorpark.+
+
The+EIR/EA+only+acknowledges+some+entirely+unrelated+cumulative+impacts+within+the+City+
(pages+ 5.7918+ and+ 19,+ noted+ below),+ but+ does+ not+ in+ any+ way+ address+ or+ analyze+ the+
groundwater+ extraction+ and+ treatment+ projects+ proposed+ for+ the+ Pleasant+ Valley+ and+ Las+
Posas+Basins.+
+

“Other% projects% recently% approved% or% under% review% within% the% City% include%
commercial%and%residential%land%uses,%which%would%require%potable%water%service.%
The% Proposed% Action% would% provide% water% to% these% land% uses,% and% have% been%
included%in%the%water%demand%estimates.%

Cumulative%development%may%increase%pollutant%concentrations%in%storm%runPoff%
and%may%adversely%affect%surface%water%quality.%During%the%construction%period,%
the% Proposed%Action%may% incrementally% contribute% to% cumulative% surface%water%
quality%impacts.”%

The+EIR/EA+must+provide+an+analysis+of+ the+cumulative+effect+of+ the+Proposed+Action+and+
the+other+proposed+groundwater+extraction+and+treatment+projects+ in+ the+Pleasant+Valley+
and+Las+Posas+Groundwater+Basins.+The+State+CEQA+Guidelines+(Section+15130(a)(1)+states+
that+ + “a+ cumulative+ impact+ consists+ of+ an+ impact+ which+ is+ created+ as+ a+ result+ of+ the+
combination+of+the+project+evaluated+in+the+EIR+together+with+other+projects+causing+related+
impacts.”+
+
+
+
+
+
+
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Summary(
+

In+summary,+the+EIR/EA+is+deficient+and+should+be+revised+and+recirculated+to+address+the+above+
items+(State+CEQA+Guidelines+(Section+15088.5).+
+
Respectfully+submitted,+
+

Dave O. White, Jr. 
+
Dave+O.+White,+Jr.+
General+Manager+
Bell+Ranch+Desalter+Project+
Desal+Water+Co.,+LLC+
2291+North+Patterson+Road+
Oxnard,+CA+93036+
805947994305+
DaveW@cibad.net+
+
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Commenter: Desal Water Co., LLC 

Date: April 20, 2015 

Comments:  

1. The underflow from the Las Posas to Pleasant Valley basins is likely quite small.  This is 
based on historical groundwater elevations on both sides of the boundary – prior to the 
development of the mound of brackish water in the NPV Basin, there was more than a 
300 foot difference in groundwater elevations across the boundary, with the Pleasant 
Valley side with lower water levels.  Such a difference in groundwater elevations across 
a boundary indicates that there is limited flow across the boundary. 

2. See the response to Comment 1, if there is limited communication of aquifers across a 
boundary, then pumping on one side of the boundary is unlikely to cause effects on the 
other side of the boundary, including the Bell #2 well and new Dole well.  See the 
response to Comment 2 in your May 12, 2014 comment letter regarding mitigation for 
impacts to nearby wells. 

3. The City does not consider Desal Water Company’s project and other conceptual 
agricultural desalters as “probable future projects” (see Section 15130(b) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines).  Ventura County has not received a complete application for the 
Desal project, and regulatory hurdles and competition with other desalter projects in the 
Las Posas Basin may prevent implementation.  The proposed Moorpark Desalter has 
been included as a cumulative project as it would likely reach full operation during the 
life of the proposed project.  In any case, the cumulative impact analysis is based on the 
assumption (see Scenario 2 on page 35 of Appendix E) that the Moorpark Desalter 
removes all flow into the NPV Basin (except storm flow).  The addition of the effects of 
other desalters in the Las Posas Basin to the cumulative impact analysis would not 
worsen this assumption or result in greater cumulative impacts. 

4. See the response to Comments 1 and 2. 

5. Note that the Ventura County APCD concurs with the findings of the Draft EIR/EA with 
regard to air quality impacts (see attached comment letters).  As stated in the EIR/EA, 
the 25 pound per day threshold does not apply to construction-related air pollutant 
emissions.  Emissions reduction measures recommended by the Ventura County APCD 
have been incorporated into the project, see pages 5.3-6 and 5.3-7 of the Draft EIR/EA. 
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Commenter: Joe Willingham, Camrosa Water District 

Date: April 10, 2014 

Response: 

The EIR/EA has been revised to note that Camrosa is no longer a participant in the project. 
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Commenter: Betty Courtney, California Department of Fish & Wildlife 

Date: June 9, 2014 

Response: 

1. As stated in this comment and on page 5.7-16 of the Draft EIR/EA, existing base-flow 
rates in Arroyo Las Posas (primarily generated by discharge of treated wastewater, see 
page 5.7-5 of the Draft EIR/EA) are greater than proposed maximum brackish 
groundwater production rates, such that surface flow rates would not be substantially 
affected.  Therefore, mitigation measures (such as recommended monitoring of riparian 
habitat) are not necessary for the proposed project.  However, the 11,800 acre-feet/year 
Alternative may result in a reduction in the volume and extent of base-flow in Arroyo Las 
Posas, and mitigation has been provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR/EA which 
includes surface flow monitoring and a contingency plan to offset potential indirect 
impacts to biological resources.  Note that this Alternative is not the preferred project 
due to water resources impacts. 

2. All proposed facilities (including pipelines) would be located in agricultural areas (row 
crops) or roadway right-of-ways, with no removal of vegetation (including landscaping).  
The immediate project area does not provide suitable butterfly roost habitat or waterfowl 
stop-over or staging sites.  Therefore, no impacts to migratory birds or butterflies are 
anticipated. 

3. Landscaping occurs adjacent to some of the proposed pipeline alignments, and 
migratory birds could nest in this vegetation.  However, such birds would be acclimated 
to disturbance associated with roadway traffic and pedestrians, such that take (as 
defined under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) of these species as a result of pipeline 
installation activities is not anticipated.  In addition, no adverse impacts to endangered, 
rare or threatened species (as defined in Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines) 
would occur. 

4. The proposed project does not include any components that would divert or obstruct flow 
or change the bed, channel or bank of any stream.  Therefore, a streambed alteration 
agreement is not required.  

Commenter: Betty Courtney, California Department of Fish & Wildlife 

Date: April 16, 2015 

Response: 

1. See the response to Comment 1 above regarding surface flow impacts. 
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April 25, 2008 

 

TO INTERESTED PARTIES: 

 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 for the  

Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility 

 

The City of Camarillo (City) is the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) addressing the potentially significant environmental impacts of the subject 
project.  The document will also assess the potential environmental impacts of several 
alternatives, and provide mitigation measures as needed to reduce impacts to a level of less 
than significant. 

The purpose of this Notice of Preparation is to inform interested persons and affected 
agencies and to solicit comments as to the scope and content of the EIR.  A project description 
and Initial Study are attached for your review 

Comments on this Notice from interested parties should provide specific detail as to the 
scope and content of the EIR.  Responsible and trustee agencies should limit comments to 
issues within the limits of their jurisdiction. 

Please submit comments by May 28, 2008 to: 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Attention: Ms. Lucia McGovern 

For further information, please call 805-388-5334 or send an e-mail to 
lmcgovern@ci.camarillo.ca.us. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE  
CAMARILLO GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

 

Date: April 25, 2008 

Project Title:  

Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility 

Lead Agency: 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Attention: Ms. Lucia McGovern 

Location:  

Project facilities would be located within or immediately adjacent to the northeastern portion of 
the City of Camarillo, near the Las Posas Road/Lewis Road intersection.  Eight alternative 
project sites have been preliminarily evaluated in the attached Initial Study, one within the City 
limits and seven within adjacent portions of Ventura County. 

Introduction: 

Pursuant to Section 15082(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Notice of Preparation (NOP) is 
circulated for a 30-day period to Trustee Agencies, Responsible Agencies, and other parties 
that have expressed an interest in the subject project.  The purpose of this NOP is to solicit 
participation in determining the scope and content of the environmental analysis to be 
conducted as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Comments on the NOP 
should provide specific details as to the scope and content of the EIR.  Responsible and Trustee 
Agencies should restrict their comments to issues within the limits of their jurisdiction.  The 
deadline for submitting comments is May 28, 2008.  If no comments are provided by the 
deadline (and no request for additional time is received by the City), the City may presume that 
the party has no comment on the NOP. 

Project Description: 

An Initial Study is attached, and includes a detailed project description. 
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Prepared by: 

Padre Associates, Inc. 
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April 2008 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

An Initial Study has been prepared for the Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility 
Project, which has been proposed by the City of Camarillo  (City), the project proponent.  
Section 2.0 of this document provides a description of the proposed project.  The City is also the 
“lead agency” for the proposed project.  As defined by Section 15367 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the lead agency is “the public agency which has 
the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant 
impact on the environment.”   

Seven of the eight alternative sites under consideration are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest.  Five of these 
seven sites (sites 1 through 5, see Figure 2) are contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.   

Should the City select a site outside the City’s municipal boundaries, the City would 
request approval from the Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for a 
reorganization.  The reorganization proposal would include: 

• An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundary to include the project 
site; 

• Annexation of the site to the City; 

• An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence boundary 
to include the project site; 

• Annexation of the site to the Camarillo Sanitary District; and 

• Detachment of the project site from the Ventura County Resource Conservation 
District. 

Should the City select a site outside the City’s municipal boundaries, the City would also 
pre-zone the site to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and amend the General Plan.   A lot line adjustment 
for the affected parcel would be requested from the Ventura County Resource Management 
Agency.  LAFCO, the Camarillo Sanitary District and Ventura County would be responsible 
agencies, if the selected project site is located outside the City’s municipal boundaries. 

Based on the findings of the Impact Analysis (Section 4.0 of this Initial Study), it has 
been determined that the project may be controversial due to agricultural conversion and 
annexation issues, and may have a significant impact on the environment.  As such, an 
Environmental Impact Report will be prepared for the project in accordance with CEQA. 

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 
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1.3 PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

Eight alternative project sites located near Wells A and B have been evaluated in this 
Initial Study (see Figure 2).  The proposed project would serve two existing water wells, one or 
two new wells and would discharge a waste (brine) stream to the Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline (under development).  Therefore, each of the alternative sites are located within one 
mile of the well sites and the Regional Salinity Management pipeline alignment.  Currently, Site 
2 is considered the preferred site for the Groundwater Treatment Facility. 

1.3.1 Alternative Site 1 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40 acre minimum parcel 
size).  Site 1 is located in the western portion of Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 156-0-180-14 
(57.57 acres), near the intersection of Ponderosa Drive and Antonio Drive.  The current land 
use is agriculture (orchards). 

1.3.2 Alternative Site 2 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 2 is located in the western portion of APN 156-
0-180-34 (77.30 acres), along Antonio Drive.  The current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.3.3 Alternative Site 3 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 3 is located in the southwestern portion of APN 
156-0-180-34 (77.30 acres), near the intersection of Antonio Drive and Villamonte Court 
(immediately east of Site 2).  The current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.3.4 Alternative Site 4 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 4 is located in the southwestern portion of APN 
156-0-180-34 (77.30 acres), near the intersection of Villamonte Court and Fieldgate Drive.  The 
current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.3.5 Alternative Site 5 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 5 is located in the southwestern portion of APN 
156-0-180-28 (40.22 acres), near the intersection of Las Posas Road and Lewis Road.  The 
current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.3.6 Alternative Site 6 

This site is located north of the City limits within the unincorporated portion of Ventura 
County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 6 is located in the southern portion of APN 156-0-180-28 
(40.22 acres), along Somis Road (immediately east of Site 5).  The current land use is 
agriculture (row crops). 
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1.3.7 Alternative Site 7 

This site is located within the City limits, and is zoned RE (Rural Exclusive).  Site 7 is 
located in the southern portion of APN 163-0-070-25 (5.77 acres), near the intersection of 
Upland Road and Lewis Road.  The current land use is agriculture (orchards). 

1.3.8 Alternative Site 8 

This site is located approximately 1,000 feet north of the City limits within the 
unincorporated portion of Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 8 is located in the 
eastern portion of APN 156-0-180-14 (57.57 acres).  The current land use is agriculture 
(orchards). 

1.4 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The City provides drinking water to approximately 60 percent of City residents, which is  
obtained from local groundwater wells and imported water.  The quality of groundwater from two 
of the wells (Wells A and B) has deteriorated, primarily due to elevated levels of total dissolved 
solids (TDS), chloride, iron and manganese.  Due to these water quality issues, the City has 
placed one of these wells (Well A) on standby, and is blending water from the second well (Well 
B) with imported water from the Calleguas Municipal Water District to meet drinking water 
quality standards. 

The City is considering the construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment 
Facility in the vicinity of Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride, iron and manganese from 
groundwater produced by these and future well(s), and reduce reliance on imported water.  A 
Groundwater Treatment Facility Feasibility Study, was prepared by Black & Veatch in 2005, in 
association with Separation Processes, Inc., to determine the appropriate technology and basic 
configuration of treatment processes to be used.  The Feasibility Study identified target 
concentrations of TDS, chloride, iron and manganese to be met by the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility.  The target concentrations of TDS (330 mg/l) and chloride (80 mg/l) were set 
low, as these constituents would add to the mass loading in wastewater produced during use of 
supplied potable water.  Wastewater is treated by the Camarillo Sanitary District and discharged 
to Conejo Creek (north of confluence with Calleguas Creek), which has strict limits on TDS and 
chloride.  The target concentrations for iron (0.3 mg/l) and manganese (0.05 mg/l) are the 
Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels set in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.   

Based on the evaluation of four treatment processes (distillation, ion exchange, 
electrodialysis, reverse osmosis), the Feasibility Study determined reverse osmosis (RO) to be 
the most cost effective treatment process.  Iron and manganese are effectively removed by the 
RO process.  However, if iron and/or manganese are present in groundwater in oxidized forms, 
fouling of the RO membranes may occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to 
reverse osmosis would be required.  A pilot study was conducted by Camp Dresser McGee to 
identity the appropriate pre-treatment process to supplement RO treatment of groundwater.  
Pre-treatment processes evaluated in the pilot study included sequestering, aeration followed by 
granular filtration, aeration followed by membrane filtration, chlorine dioxide (ClO2) and granular 
filtration, and gaseous chlorine (Cl2) followed by granular filtration.  Based on the results of the 
pilot study, aeration followed by membrane filtration has been preliminarily selected as the pre-
treatment process. 
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A new well(s) is also proposed at the Groundwater Treatment Facility to produce 
brackish groundwater for treatment at the new Facility.  Overall, approximately 3,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm) from Wells A and B, and 3,000 gpm from new brackish groundwater wells would 
be treated at the Facility.  A well siting study was prepared by Hopkins Groundwater 
Consultants in 2003, and considered 16 sites based on hydrogeologic suitability, 
accommodation of treatment facilities and construction suitability.  These sites were further 
evaluated by Black & Veatch Engineers to ensure construction and operating costs could be 
accommodated within the available funding.   

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater well(s), and discharge to the Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline (to be located along Lewis Road).  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must 
be located in close proximity to these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the 
northern City limit, and surrounding land uses within the City are residential and commercial, 
which cannot accommodate the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.  Therefore, sites 
selected for analysis within the document are limited to agricultural lands, mostly within adjacent 
Ventura County. 

1.5 PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

This document was prepared for the City by the following staff of Padre Associates, Inc.: 

Matt Ingamells, Project Manager 

Suzun Rasmusson, Graphics Specialist 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

2.1.1 Groundwater Treatment Facility 

Eight alternative sites were assessed for the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility 
(see Figure 2).  The sites considered vary from about 3 to 14 acres.  However, a maximum of 3 
acres would be needed for the Groundwater Treatment Facility and brackish groundwater 
well(s).  The precise location of the 3 acre site within each area has not been determined.  A 
conceptual layout of the Groundwater Treatment Facility is provided as Figure 3, and would be 
essentially the same for any of the sites.  All treatment facilities and controls would be housed in 
a single stucco-coated masonry building (about 200 feet by 70 feet), with gabled roof covered 
with clay tiles.  The emergency generator would be housed in a separate enclosure.  A small 
flow equalization basin (about 1,600 square feet) would be provided immediately adjacent to the 
structure.  Brackish groundwater wells and associated facilities would be located adjacent to the 
treatment components.    

Pre-Treatment.  Groundwater to be treated contains elevated concentrations of iron and 
manganese.  If iron and/or manganese are present in oxidized forms, fouling of the RO 
membranes may occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to reverse osmosis 
would be required.  Based on the results of a recently completed pilot study at Well A, aeration 
followed by membrane filtration (microfiltration/ultrafiltration) has been preliminarily selected as 
the pre-treatment process.  The pre-treatment process to be implemented will be determined 
prior to preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Reverse Osmosis (RO) Treatment.  This process would be designed for a groundwater 
feed of 6,000 gpm, and produce approximately 4,700 gpm of treated water.  The City’s two 
existing wells (A & B) have capacities of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) each for a total 
combined capacity of 3,000 gpm.   The additional 3,000 gpm of feed water would be produced 
by new brackish groundwater wells to be located at the Facility.  Following RO treatment, the 
treated water would be decarbonated to remove CO2, and then disinfected with aqueous 
ammonia and sodium hypochlorite. 

The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water standards, with an estimated 
concentration of 0.08 mg/l iron, 0.03 mg/l manganese, 224 mg/l TDS and 21 mg/l chloride.  The 
waste stream (brine) would have a TDS concentration of about 7,000 mg/l and would be 
discharged to the Calleguas Municipal Water District’s Regional Salinity Management pipeline, 
which is currently under final design and would be located along Lewis Road, near the six 
alternative project sites evaluated.  The Regional Salinity Management pipeline would transport 
the brine stream to an ocean outfall to be constructed near Port Hueneme. 

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30 day supply) and 
include sulfuric acid, sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia and sodium hydroxide.  
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2.1.2 New Well(s) 

The City proposes to develop about 3,000 gpm brackish groundwater well capacity at 
the Groundwater Treatment Facility site.  This water would be treated at the Facility, and would 
serve to provide an additional source of potable water, and remove chloride from the 
groundwater basin.  It is anticipated that 1 or 2 wells would be developed and include the 
following components: 

• Wellhead and enclosure;  

• Submersible pumps; and 

• Piping and electrical gear. 

2.1.3 Pipelines 

New pipelines would be required to: 

• Connect both Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

• Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Regional Salinity 
Management pipeline; and 

• Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to existing 
Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

.  Table 1 provides a comparison of pipeline lengths needed for each alternative site.  
Note that the well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 18 
inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 10 inches in diameter if pressurized, 
and approximately 14 inches in diameter if flow relies on gravity.   

It is anticipated that the pipelines would be located within the public right-of-way along 
roadways, primarily Antonio Avenue, Las Posas Road and Somis Road.  Table 1 indicates the 
selection of sites further from Wells A and B (Sites 1, 5, 6, 7 and 8) would involve substantially 
longer pipelines. 

Table 1. Pipeline Length Comparison (feet) 

Alternative 
Site 

Well A 
Feed 

Well B 
Feed 

Brine 
Stream 

Zone 1  
Tie-in 

Zone 2 
Tie-in 

Total 

1 2,790 1,630 5,450 2,100 1,600 13,570

2 1,860 770 3,870 1,300 2,400 10,200

3 1,670 570 3,680 1,160 2,560 9,640

4 2,210 1,690 2,420 1,680 3,070 11,070

5 2,700 3,260 560 2,230 670 12,420

6 3,490 4,060 190 2,980 4,420 15,410

7 3,310 3,870 370 2,790 4,230 14,570

8 6,100 6,660 2,100 5,580 7,020 27,460

Page 6 
 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 370 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o   
Groundwate r  T rea tmen t  Fac i l i t y   I n i t i a l  S tudy 

2.1.4 Access 

An access road would be constructed between the nearest public street and the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site.  Table 2 provides a comparison of potential access road 
requirements for each alternative site. 

Table 2.  Access Road Summary 

Alternative 
Site 

Nearest Public 
Street 

Approximate Access 
Road Length (feet) 

1 Antonio Avenue 100 

2 Antonio Avenue 100 

3 Antonio Avenue 100 

4 Fieldgate Drive 100 

5 Somis Road 100 

6 Somis Road 100 

7 Upland Road 100 

8 Somis Road 2000 

2.1.5 Emergency Power 

An emergency generator would be provided at the Groundwater Treatment Facility site 
to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure pumps and other water treatment 
equipment.  The emergency generator may also be used to provide emergency power to the 
proposed groundwater wells.  The emergency generator would only be used during power 
outages, and for short periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would produce up to 
2,000 KW and would be powered by a diesel engine. 

2.1.6 Operation 

The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be operated 24 hours 
per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ 6 to 9 persons (three 8-hour shifts).  The Groundwater 
Treatment Facility would include a restroom, and wastewater would be piped to the nearest 
sewer served by the Camarillo Sanitary District.  

2.2 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with funding and would 
likely be initiated in 2009.  Construction would last approximately 12 to 18 months, including 
pipeline installation.     

2.2.1 Treatment and Well Facilities 

Ground disturbance associated with construction of the Groundwater Treatment Facility 
would be approximately one acre, including the access road.  However, selection of alternative 
sites 5 or 8 would require a longer access road and the disturbance area would be larger.   
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2.2.2 Pipelines 

Excluding Alternative Site 8, pipelines would be located in public roadways, and installed 
using conventional trenching methods.  The trench would be about 3 feet wide and 5 feet deep.  
A concrete slurry would be used as the final backfill over the pipelines, and the pavement 
replaced.  Pipeline installation would be coordinated with planned street repairs and pavement 
overlays, schedule permitting. 

Pipelines associated with Alternative Site 8 would be located in farmlands, and be 
installed using conventional trenching methods.  The pipelines would be located at least 5 feet 
under farmlands, to allow cultivation to occur over the buried pipelines. 
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Back of Figure 1
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Project No. 0702-2781
March 2008

CONCEPTUAL SITE LAYOUT
FIGURE 3

City of Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Plant
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This section provides an analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  The analysis is organized by environmental issue area (e.g., aesthetics, 
agricultural resources, air quality, etc.).  Each issue area begins with a checklist, which identifies 
criteria that has been used to assess the significance or insignificance of each potential impact.  
The checklists used in this Initial Study were developed by the State of California, and are 
provided as Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  The checklists also indicate the 
conclusions made regarding the potential significance of each impact.  Explanations of each 
conclusion are provided after the checklists.  Finally, any issues that are in need of further study 
(i.e., in an Environmental Impact Report) are identified.  

Impact classifications used in the checklists are the following: 

• Potentially Significant Impact.  An impact that could be significant, and 
requires further study in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

• Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  An impact that is potentially 
significant, but can feasibly be mitigated to a less than significant level with 
measures identified in the Initial Study. 

• Less than Significant Impact.  An impact that would not be significantly 
adverse. 

• No Impact.  Applied when the project would not result in any impact to a specific 
issue area  

3.1 AESTHETICS 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 
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3.1.1 Impact Analysis 

a. There are no designated scenic vistas in the project area.  Most project components 
would be housed in a stucco-coated masonry building with clay roof tiles.  This 
structure would be compatible with the architecture of adjacent residential and 
commercial land uses.  As such, the project would not impact scenic views from 
public vistas. 

b. Based on a review of the City of Camarillo General Plan, scenic corridors in the 
project area include Las Posas Road, Lewis Road, Ponderosa Drive and Upland 
Road.   Alternative Site 1 would be visible from Ponderosa Drive.  Alternative Site 5 
may be visible from Las Posas Road.  Alternative Site 7 would be visible from 
Upland Road.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility would be compatible with the 
architecture of adjacent residential and commercial land uses, and would not 
substantially degrade views for scenic corridors. 

c. The Groundwater Treatment Facility would be compatible with the architecture of 
adjacent residential and commercial land uses, and would not substantially degrade 
the visual character or quality of the site and surroundings. 

d. The Groundwater Treatment Facility would include limited night lighting, consisting of 
spotlights directed to illuminate the entrance.  At Alternative Sites 3 and 4, this 
lighting may be visible from nearby residences.  However, such lighting is not 
considered a substantial increase in light or glare and would not affect day or 
nighttime views.  Therefore, no light or glare impacts are expected. 

3.1.2 Further Study 

The project is unlikely to result in significant impacts related to aesthetics, or light and 
glare.  However, an aesthetics analysis will be provided in the EIR, when additional information 
is available concerning feasible alternatives and site location. 

3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 
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3.2.1 Impact Analysis 

a. According to the State of California Department of Conservation Important Farmland 
Map for the Camarillo quadrangle, Alternative Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8 are located in 
areas designated as Prime farmland.   Alternative Sites 5 and 6 are located in areas 
designated as Statewide Importance farmland.  According to the impact significance 
criteria provided in the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, the 
project would result in a significant project-level impact if it would convert 5 acres or 
more of Prime or Statewide Importance farmland.  The maximum project-related loss 
of farmland would be 4.1 acres (Alternative Site 8: 3 acre Facility site, 2000 foot 
access road).  Therefore, farmland conversion impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

b. The proposed project would involve annexing 3 acres of land and changing the 
zoning to a non-agricultural designation.  Selection of Alternative Site 5 or 6 would 
result in a lot line adjustment and reduce the size of the remaining parcel below the 
40 acre minimum required by the Ventura County zoning designation.  However, the 
zoning of remaining portions of affected parcels would not be modified, and 
Williamson Act contracts would not be affected.  The proposed project would not 
conflict with surrounding agricultural operations.  

c. The 3 acre converted farmland area would be located along the margins of large 
parcels, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on these parcels.  In 
addition, the Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) 
Initiative and the Ventura County Right-to-Farm ordinance would preclude 
conversion of adjacent farmlands. 

Projects that involve public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a 
previously undeveloped area may lead to inducement of population growth and 
associated conversion of agricultural lands.   The project would improve the quality 
and  reliability of local potable water supplies.  However, the City has an adequate 
allocation of imported water to augment local sources, and meet the needs of 
planned growth.  Therefore, potable groundwater provided by the proposed project 
would not remove an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or 
related conversion of farmland.  In addition, the proposed project would make 
brackish groundwater available for agricultural uses.     

3.2.2 Further Study 

The project is unlikely to result in any significant impacts to agricultural resources.  
However, further study will be included in an EIR in support of LAFCO review of the proposed 
annexation. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

3.3.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Projects that cause local populations to exceed population forecasts in the Ventura 
County Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) are considered inconsistent with the 
AQMP, as exceeding population forecasts can result in the generation of emissions 
beyond those which have been projected in the AQMP.  The proposed project would 
not directly or indirectly result in population growth, and therefore would not cause 
population forecasts in the AQMP to be exceeded.  As such, the project would be 
consistent with the AQMP. 

b. State 1-hour ambient standards for CO are sometimes exceeded at roadway 
intersections during times of peak traffic congestion.  These localized areas are 
sometimes called CO “hotspots”.  Due to the relatively low ambient CO levels and 
the lack of major intersections in the region, CO hotspots rarely occur.  The project 
would generate only small amounts of traffic, primarily during the construction period.  
Considering the above, the project would not be expected to create or contribute 
substantially to the violation of CO standards. 

Fugitive dust would be generated by the operation of earth-moving equipment and 
off-road use of vehicles during the construction of the project improvements.  Dust 
generation from these activities would be considered a significant impact if APCD 
Rule 51 is violated.  Rule 51 states “A person shall not discharge from any source 
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the 
public or which endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons 
or the public or which cause or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to 
business or property.”  Standard dust control measures would be implemented, and 
would reduce dust impacts to a less than significant level. 
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c. Emissions would be generated during the construction phase by construction 
equipment, heavy-duty trucks and employee passenger vehicles.  Exhaust emissions 
during peak construction periods would exceed the 25 pounds per day threshold 
established by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).  However, 
due to the temporary, short-term nature of construction emissions, the APCD does 
not apply the quantitative emissions thresholds for ROC and NOX to construction 
activities.  The APCD does require that emission reduction measures be 
implemented during construction to reduce exhaust emissions and fugitive dust 
generation.  Applicable measures have been incorporated into the project. 

d. See the discussion under part b. above regarding CO and fugitive dust.   

e. Small amounts of mildly odorous compounds would be used at the Groundwater 
Treatment Facility, including sodium hypochlorite and aqueous ammonia.  However, 
these compounds would be stored in sealed containers and used in small quantities.  
However, odors may be detectable at adjacent land uses. 

3.3.2 Further Study 

Air quality impacts of the project will be addressed for each Alternative Site in the EIR, 
and mitigation measures provided as needed.   

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

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

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

3.4.1 Impact Analysis 

a. All sites under consideration are located in agricultural areas supporting short 
rotation row crops or orchards.  No native vegetation or wildlife habitat would be 
removed or adversely affected.  Therefore, special-status species would not be 
affected. 

b. No riparian or other sensitive natural community occurs within or in close proximity to 
the project sites under consideration.  Therefore, the project would not impact 
sensitive biological communities.   

c. No wetlands occur within or in close proximity to the project sites under 
consideration.  No impacts to wetlands would occur. 

d. Arroyo Las Posas is located approximately 200 feet east of Alternative Site 7, and 
may be a local wildlife movement corridor.  The project would not impede the 
movement of wildlife through Arroyo Las Posas, and intervening orchard trees would 
shield the Groundwater Treatment Facility.  No impacts to wildlife migration would 
occur.   

e. The project would not impact biological resources, and would not conflict with any 
tree protection ordinance, or other local policies or ordinances established to protect 
sensitive species or habitats.   

f. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans 
that apply to the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
such plans. 

3.4.2 Further Study 

Impacts of the proposed project to biological resources are expected to be less than 
significant.  No further study of this issue is required. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 5064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines? 

    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 5064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines? 

    

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

3.5.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project sites under consideration are currently under cultivation as row crops or 
orchards, and do not contain any historical structures or resources.  No impact would 
result.  

b. An archeological survey or record search of the alternative project sites has not be 
conducted to date.  However, the potential for intact artifacts is low, based on the 
current agricultural land use. 

c. The project site is not designated as a paleontological resource site on the Ventura 
County resource maps.  In addition, the project site has been the location of an 
extensive amount of past ground disturbance associated with agricultural operations, 
and project construction would be limited to previously disturbed areas.  Therefore, 
the project is not expected to result in impacts to paleontological resources.  

d. An archeological survey or record search of the alternative project sites has not be 
conducted to date.  However, the potential for human remains to be encountered is 
low, based on the current agricultural land use. 

3.5.2 Further Study 

A archeological survey and record search will be conducted, and potential impacts of the 
project to cultural resources will be assessed in the EIR. 
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3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

3.6.1 Impact Analysis 

a. None of the sites under consideration are located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone.  Therefore, substantial seismic-related groundshaking or ground failure 
are not expected.  The sites under consideration are relatively level and would not be 
subject to landslides.  

b. Project construction would require the removal of existing crops, which acts to 
stabilize soils.  As such there is the potential for the project to result in soil erosion.  
However, grading would not occur on steep slopes and would affect an area of less 
than 3 acres.  Therefore, the potential for soil erosion is considered less than 
significant. 
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c. According to the Camarillo General Plan Safety Element, the sites under 
consideration are not located in a subsidence or liquefaction hazard zone.  As such 
the project site is not expected to be subject to impacts associated with land 
subsidence or liquefaction.  See response a. for discussion of issues related to 
landslides.  

d. Based on the Camarillo General Plan Safety Element and Soil Survey, Ventura Area, 
California (Edwards et al., 1970), the sites under consideration are located in a 
moderate expansive soil area.   It is anticipated that the Groundwater Treatment 
Plant site would be excavated and backfilled with suitable soils, and damage 
associated with expansive soils would not occur. 

e. Septic waste disposal systems are not proposed as part of this project.  No impacts 
would result.   

3.6.2 Further Study 

No further study of this issue is required. 

3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

    

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

    

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

    

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

    

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

    

3.7.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The proposed project would use treatment-related chemicals, including sulfuric acid, 
sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia and sodium hydroxide.  However, these 
chemicals would be transported and stored according to State and Federal 
requirements.  In addition, the City would be required to develop a Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan to address potential hazards and submit the Plan to the 
Ventura County Environmental Health Department.  The transportation and use of 
these chemicals is unlikely to result in a hazard to the public or the environment.  

b. The City would implement the Hazardous Materials Business Plan, which would 
minimize the potential for accidental release of treatment-related chemicals.  The 
transportation and use of these chemicals is unlikely to result in a hazard to the 
public or the environment.  

c. The nearest school is located approximately 1.4 miles to the west of the alternative 
project sites.  The transportation and use of treatment-related chemicals would not 
result in a hazard to school children or other members of the public.  

d. None of the project sites under consideration are included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  An 
environmental site assessment has not been conducted to date, and the alternative 
sites may contain contaminated soils or other residual materials that may be 
considered hazardous.  Each of the eight sites under consideration have a long 
history of agricultural cultivation and could contain historically applied pesticides. 

e. The project sites under consideration are located approximately 4 miles northwest of 
the Camarillo Airport, and are not located within the airport land use plan.  The 
proposed project would not result in any hazards to the operation of the Camarillo 
Airport. 

f. The project sites under consideration are not located near a private airstrip.  The 
proposed project would not result in any hazards to the operation of any private 
airstrips. 

g. The project would be constructed and operated on private land, and would not 
interfere with the implementation of any designated emergency response plans or 
emergency evacuation plans.  No impacts of this nature would occur.   
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h. The project sites under consideration are surrounded by irrigated agricultural crops, 
which are not susceptible to seasonal fire hazards.  Project components would be 
constructed of non-combustible materials (masonry, concrete and steel).  The 
proposed project does not include the construction or occupancy of any habitable 
structures.  Therefore, the project would not subject persons or property to fire 
hazards.   

3.7.2 Further Study 

An Environmental Site Assessment will be completed for all project sites under 
consideration, and potential impacts associated with hazardous materials will be addressed in 
an EIR.  A testing program for historical pesticides would be conducted if warranted based on 
the results of the Environmental Site Assessment.   Further study of the potential hazards of 
chemical use will be provided in the EIR. 

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

    

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems? 

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

 
g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

    

i. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam? 

    

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

3.8.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The proposed project would serve to improve drinking water quality in the City of 
Camarillo.  However, the project would generate brine as part of the reverse osmosis 
process, which would be discharged to the Calleguas MWD Salinity Management 
pipeline and would be ultimately discharged to the Pacific Ocean near Port 
Hueneme.  Impacts to ocean water quality have been assessed in the Final Program 
EIR/EA for the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project prepared by 
Calleguas MWD.  The Final Program EIR/EA concluded that the ammonia, copper 
and mercury water quality standards of the California Ocean Plan would be 
exceeded at the Ormond Beach outfall, under design flow rates when the power 
plant was not pumping cooling water through the outfall.  Calleguas MWD has 
selected a new outfall and is currently working with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board to develop dilution ratios and effluent limits that would ensure 
compliance with the California Ocean Plan.  Project-related brine flows were included 
in the design flows analyzed in the Program EIR/EA for the Calleguas Regional 
Salinity Management Project, and impacts have been assessed and would be 
mitigated as part of that project. 

b. Currently, the City pumps about 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater from 
the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin from Well B.  The proposed project includes 
groundwater treatment and a new well(s), which would increase groundwater 
production up to about 6,000 gpm.   Based on the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Plan, in the northern portion of Camarillo (project area) increased 
surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas has raised groundwater levels to historic highs 
(increase of 250 feet since 1994).   Therefore, the proposed increase in groundwater 
production is not expected to deplete groundwater supplies. 

c. The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not alter drainage patterns, but 
would be provided with storm drains as needed to ensure ponding of rain water does 
not occur.  No erosion or siltation is anticipated. 

d. The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not require altering the course 
of any drainage.  Large areas of impervious surfaces would not be created, thus 
major increases in surface water runoff from the site would not result.  
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e. The area of impervious surfaces would be less than one acre, such that the increase 
in run-off would be minimal.  The City’s existing storm drain system would be 
adequate to handle this increase. 

f. The purpose of the project is to improve drinking water quality, and remove chloride 
from the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  The project would not substantially 
degrade surface water or groundwater quality. 

g. The project would not involve the construction of any housing.     

h. Based on preliminary revisions to floodplain maps, Alternative Site 7 is located within 
a floodway and construction of the Groundwater Treatment Facility at this site may 
impede flood flows. 

i. Based on preliminary revisions to floodplain maps, Alternative Sites 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 
are located within the 100-year floodplain, and Alternative Site 7 is located within a 
floodway.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would be manned.   The 
project would expose people and structures to a potentially significant flood hazard.  

j. Tsunamis are large-scale sea waves produces by tectonic activities along the ocean 
floor.  Seiches are freestanding or oscillatory waves associated with large enclosed 
or semi-enclosed bodies of water.  As the project site is not located near the ocean 
or any large enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of water, the project is not subject to 
any impacts of this nature.  Debris and mudflows are typically a hazard experienced 
in the floodplains of streams that drain very steep watersheds.  The project sites 
under consideration are located in level areas, which are not subject to mudflows/ 

3.8.2 Further Study 

Flood-related hazards will be addressed in an EIR for all sites under consideration. 

3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?     
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 
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3.9.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project sites under consideration are located in agricultural areas, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially 
physically divide an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

b. Depending on the site selected, the project may be considered inconsistent with the 
current agricultural zoning, and the Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural 
Resources (SOAR) Initiative. 

c. There are no habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans or 
similar plans that apply to the project site.  No impacts of this nature would result.   

3.9.2 Further Study 

Annexation of the project site into the City of Camarillo and Camarillo Sanitary District, 
consistency with SOAR and zoning changes would be addressed in an EIR. 

3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

3.10.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project site is not located in a mineral resource area, and would not hamper the 
extraction of such resources in the region.  Therefore, no impacts to such resources 
would occur as result of project implementation. 

b. The nearest mineral resource recovery site is the Mary Smith quarry, located 
approximately five miles southeast of the project sites.  The proposed project would 
not adversely affect the continued operation of this quarry. 

3.10.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to mineral resources.  No further study of this 
issue is required. 
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3.11 NOISE 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

    

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

    

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

3.11.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would include 24 hour per day operation of high pressure pumps and 
other noise-generating equipment at the Groundwater Treatment Facility, and a 
pump/motor at the proposed new well(s).  The high pressure pumps and associated 
treatment equipment would be enclosed in a masonry building, which would 
attenuate noise.  The City’s noise ordinance (Chapter 10.34 of the Municipal Code) 
limits nighttime noise (9 pm to 7 am) to 45 dBA at residential properties.  Alternative 
sites 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 are located within 350 feet of residences and may result in 
nighttime noise levels exceeding the noise ordinance standards. 

b. Excavation and well drilling at the project site as part of construction may result in 
some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the short duration and small 
magnitude of these activities, these impacts are considered less than significant. 

c. Alternative sites 1 through 7 are located in commercial or residential areas within the 
City and are exposed to traffic noise.  Alternative site 8 is located in an agricultural 
area and is exposed to noise related to cultivation and harvesting of orchard crops.  
The proposed high pressure pumps and related noise-generating equipment would 
be housed in a masonry building, and the well pump(s) would be submersible.  
Therefore, project-related noise is not anticipated to substantially increase ambient 
noise in areas adjacent to the sites under consideration.   
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d. City of Camarillo Municipal Code Chapter 10.34 establishes noise standards for 
construction, if these activities occur in the evening or nighttime (7 pm to 7 am) or on 
Sunday.  Excluding well drilling, project-related construction activities would be 
limited to daytime hours.  Well drilling activities may occur at nighttime and would 
exceed the noise ordinance standards if conducted near residential land uses. 

e. The project is not located in an area addressed in an Airport Land Use Plan, nor is it 
within two miles of any public or private airstrips.  Therefore, no impacts are 
expected. 

f. See the discussion of airstrip-related noise in part e. above. 

3.11.2 Further Study  

Depending on the site selected, the City’s noise standards may be exceeded at adjacent 
residential areas.  Further study of this issue would be conducted in an EIR. 

3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

3.12.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would increase the production rate of groundwater used as a source of 
drinking water for the City of Camarillo, and could be viewed as growth inducing.  
However, this water would be used as a replacement for more expensive imported 
water, and the net amount of drinking water provided would not substantially change.  
In addition, drinking water is not currently an impediment to population growth as the 
City has sufficient groundwater and imported water allocations to meet current and 
projected needs. 

b. No housing would be displaced and construction of replacement housing would not 
be necessary. 

c. As people would not be displaced as a result of project implementation, it would not 
be necessary to provide replacement housing. 

3.12.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to population or housing.  No further study of 
this issue is required.  
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

3.13.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Police protection services, fire protection services, schools, parks and other public 
facilities are normally required to be augmented as a result of projects that increase 
an area’s population (e.g., new residential, commercial, and industrial development).  
The proposed project would not increase the local population.  The proposed 
structures would be constructed of non-flammable materials (concrete, masonry, 
steel) and would not require fire protection services.  The proposed facilities would 
be provided security services by City, such that police protection services would not 
be required.  Therefore, no impacts to police protection services, fire protection 
services, schools, parks and other public facilities are expected.   

3.13.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to public services.  No further study of this 
issue is required. 
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3.14 RECREATION 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

3.14.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would not result in population growth, and would not increase the use of 
existing neighborhood or regional parks, or any other recreational facilities.  As such, 
the project would not result in the accelerated physical deterioration of any 
recreational facilities.  No impact would result. 

b. The project would not involve the construction or expansion of any recreational 
facilities.  Thus, the project would not have any impacts on the physical environment 
associated with the construction or use of recreational facilities.   

3.14.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to recreational facilities, or to the physical 
environment through the use or construction of recreational facilities.  No further study of this 
issue is required.  
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3.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 

    

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?     
g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

    

3.15.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Construction activities may generate up to 30 round trips per day (light and heavy-
duty vehicles), over the 12 to 18 month construction period.  Most of these trips 
would utilize State Route 34 (Lewis Road/Somis Road) to access the project site.  
Somis Road transitions from 4 lanes to 2 lanes approximately 0.3 miles northeast of 
the Las Posas Road intersection.  Based on 2006 data collected by Caltrans, the 
average annual daily trips on the 2 lane roadway segment is 16,700, which is 
equivalent to Level of Service E (considered unacceptable by the City of Camarillo 
and Ventura County).  Project-related construction vehicle trips may aggravate the 
existing unacceptable LOS on this roadway.  However, due to the short-term nature 
of construction activities and the small incremental increase in vehicle trips, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 

Operation of the proposed facilities would require periodic maintenance and 
monitoring of site operations by employees, and deliveries of treatment supplies.  It 
is estimated that project operations would generate approximately 10 daily vehicle 
round trips, and is not considered a substantial increase in traffic volumes.   

b. See the discussion under part a. above. 
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c. Since no public airports or private airstrips are located near the project site, no 
impacts to such facilities would result from the project. 

d. The proposed project would include the construction of an access road to the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site.  The access road would be constructed 
according to City and County safety standards.  If alternative site 5, 6 or 8 was 
selected, the access road would intersect Somis Road near the transition from 4 to 2 
lanes.  During construction, heavy-duty trucks entering or exiting the access road 
from/to Somis Road may result in a traffic hazard.  However, a traffic control plan 
would be developed and implemented as part of an encroachment permit required 
from Caltrans, and would prevent significant traffic hazards. 

e. The proposed project would be manned and may require emergency services.  The 
proposed access road would be suitable for emergency access.  The project would 
not create conditions that would impede emergency access for adjacent land uses. 

f. All short-term construction related parking and long-term project operation related 
parking would be accommodated onsite.  Therefore no impacts to parking capacity 
would result.   

g. As discussed in response a. above, the project would result in temporary short-term 
increases in traffic volumes.  However, construction-related traffic would not be of 
significant levels that would conflict with or impede existing alternative transportation 
(e.g., mass transit, bicycles, etc.).  In addition, the project would not result in 
obstruction of areas (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks, bicycle lanes, etc.) that 
support alternative transportation plans, policies or programs.  In addition, the project 
does not include any residential development and would not generate transportation 
demand.  

3.15.2 Further Study 

No significant impacts related to traffic/circulation would result; therefore, no further 
study of this issue is required. 
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3.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

    

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

    

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

    

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
projects solid waste disposal needs? 

    

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?     

3.16.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Wastewater (brine) generated by groundwater treatment is addressed in Section 
3.8.1.a.  Proposed restroom facilities would generate small volumes of municipal 
wastewater, which would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements.  
Considering the above, the project would not result in any impacts to wastewater 
facilities. 

b. The Groundwater Treatment Facility would be provided with a restroom, with 
wastewater treated at the Camarillo Sanitary District facilities.  No new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities would be required for the proposed project.  

c. The project would not require the construction or modification of public storm water 
drainage facilities.  No impacts would result.  

d. The project would result in a beneficial impact to public water supply by facilitating 
more effective use of State water and groundwater.  Only minimal amounts of water 
would be used on site, as part of water quality testing.  This would not require new 
water entitlements or sources.   
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e. See response b. 

f. Any project that generates solid waste would have an impact on the demand for solid 
waste disposal capacity in Ventura County.  The Countywide Siting Element 
approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board on June 20, 2001 
demonstrates that the approval of extension of the existing Solid Waste Facility 
Permit for the Simi Valley Landfill and Recycling Center, combined with the existing 
permitted capacity of the Toland Road Landfill would provide Ventura County with 
sufficient disposal capacity beyond the 15 year planning period mandated by State 
law.  Therefore, no individual project would have a significant impact on the demand 
for solid waste capacity. 

g. The City of Camarillo complies with all federal, state and local statutes relating to 
solid waste, and would continue to do so during the operation of the proposed 
project.  As such, no impacts of this type are expected to result. 

3.16.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in significant impacts to utilities or services.  No further 
study of this issue is required. 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.  Under Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency (City of 
Camarillo) must identify cumulative impacts, determine their significance and determine if the 
effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

A list of other projects proposed or recently approved in the vicinity of the selected 
project site will be developed as part of the EIR. 

4.2 DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

An analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project in combination with other 
projects proposed or recently approved in the vicinity of the selected project site will be provided 
in the EIR. 
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5.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

a. Based on preliminary analysis, the project may result in significant impacts to the 
quality of the environment, including potential disturbance of cultural resources.    

b. The project is unlikely to result in significant cumulative impacts.  The significance of 
cumulative impacts will determined as part of the EIR.   

c. The project may have substantial direct or indirect adverse effects (i.e., significant 
impacts) on human beings associated with hazardous materials, flooding and noise. 
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6.0 DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

 

On the basis of this evaluation: 

 

[  ] I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

 

[  ] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant impact on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect with the implementation of mitigation 
measures described in this Initial Study.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
should be prepared. 

 

[X] I find the proposed project, individually and/or cumulatively, MAY have a significant 
effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signature of Person Responsible for Administering the Project Date 
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County Government Center • Hall of Administration • 800 S. Victoria Avenue • Ventura, CA  93009-1850 
Tel (805) 654-2576 • Fax (805) 477-7101 

http://www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov 

 
 
 
 
May 27, 2008 
 
 
Ms. Lucia McGovern 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA  93010 
 
Subject:  Notice of Preparation for the Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility 
 
Dear Ms. McGovern: 
 
Thank you for providing the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
with the opportunity to comment on the subject notice of preparation (NOP).  As a 
CEQA responsible agency, we are charged with ensuring that environmental 
documents prepared by lead agencies address the issues that relate to our scope of 
authority.   
 
With the exception of Alternative Site 7, all of the sites are located outside the 
boundaries of the City of Camarillo and outside the City’s sphere of influence.   These 
same sites are also outside the Camarillo Sanitary District’s boundaries and sphere of 
influence.  Should any of these sites be chosen for the project, both the City’s and the 
District’s sphere of influence would need to be amended and the site annexed.  The 
same site would also need to be detached from the Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District.  Therefore, LAFCO approval will be necessary in conjunction with 
the development of the proposed project on any of the sites, aside from Alternative Site 
7.   Each of these changes of organization (sphere of influence amendments, 
annexations, and detachment) should be described in the EIR and referred to 
collectively as a “reorganization” process. 
 
The issues raised in this letter should be addressed in the EIR.  If outstanding issues 
remain, LAFCO may consider any application for reorganization as incomplete for 
processing. 
 
The Ventura LAFCO has the following comments: 
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Project Description: 
 
• The project description for the EIR should reference the required General Plan 

amendment, prezone, and describe the reorganization.  These elements of the 
project are currently located in the introduction.          

 
• The NOP states that the precise location of the 3-acre treatment facility within each 

alternative site has not been determined.  With the exception of Alternate Site 7, the 
EIR should specifically identify whether the areas indentified as the “potential 
treatment plant location” or the “alternative project sites” are proposed to be 
annexed to the city and clearly quantify the total acres involved.     

 
• According to the NOP, the purpose of the project is to develop a facility to teat 

groundwater obtained from existing and future wells.  The locations of these wells 
and the alignment of the infrastructure between the wells and the treatment facility 
should be identified and mapped.  In addition, the infrastructure/pipeline that will 
discharge brine to the Regional Salinity Management pipeline should also be 
identified with a map.    

 
• The project will deliver brine to the Regional Salinity Management pipeline.   

However, the pipeline is not fully constructed, including the section to which the 
treatment facility will connect.  The completion of the pipeline is likely years away.  
The EIR should discuss the status of the pipeline and a timeline for its completion.      

 
Agricultural Resources: 
 

Section 3.1.5 of the LAFCO Commissioner’s Handbook (available at 
www.ventura.lafco.ca.gov) contains polices that LAFCO must consider when acting 
on proposals for a change of organization that will result in impacts to, or loss of, 
agricultural land.  The EIR should discuss and evaluate the impacts that the project 
may have on agricultural resources.       

 
a. The determination that the conversion of prime farmland and farmland of 

statewide significance is less than significant is based on the Ventura County’s 
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, which considers conversion of less than 5 
acres to be less than significant.  The City should only cite this as a threshold if 
the City has adopted policies stating such. 

 
As discussed above, it is unclear whether the entire alterative site or only the 3 
acres needed for the facility are to be annexed.  If the entire alternative site is to 
be annexed, then the EIR must evaluate the conversion of farmland for the entire 
alternative site. 
 
In addition, access roads should be factored into the amount of farmland that 
may be impacted.  The roads may be longer than anticipated if the final location 
of the facility within each area is not that which is identified in the NOP.   
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b. The project would appear to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, as 

each of the sites (except 7) are currently zoned for agriculture (as discussed in 
section 3.9.1 b).  This project will remove land from agricultural production.  This 
impact should be discussed. 

 
One of the other factors that LAFCO must evaluate when making a determination is 
whether the project will involve the extension of infrastructure through prime 
farmland (LAFCO policy 3.1.5.3).  Site 8 would definitely require the extension of 
such infrastructure.  The other sites may require such infrastructure depending on 
where the plant will be located within the alternative site.  These potential impacts 
should be evaluated.      

 
Please note that these comments are solely those of the LAFCO staff; the document 
has not been reviewed by the Commission.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the NOP.  Please feel free to 
contact me should you have any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kai Luoma, AICP 
Senior Analyst 
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                                     COUNTY OF VENTURA 
                                   PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY     
                                 ENGINEERING SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
                       DEVELOPMENT & INSPECTION SERVICES DIVISION 
 

 

MEMORANDUM 
DATE:  May 27, 2008 
 

TO:  Kari Finley 
  RMA - Planning Division 
     

FROM:  Brian J. Trushinski, BES, MA, CFM 
  Engineer IV, Development and Inspection Services  
 
SUBJECT: APPLICATION COMPLETENESS 
  PROJECT NO.: 08-019 
 PERMITTEE:  CITY OF CAMARILLO –GROUNDWATER  
    TREATMENT FACILITY  
   
 
Development & Inspection Services has reviewed the NOP of the Draft EIR for the 
proposed development and is in agreement with the findings.   We note that all sites 
except one are in a FEMA 100-year floodplain and development should be subject to the 
provisions of Title 44, Code of Federal Regulations Sections 59 and 60, as well as the 
city’s floodplain management ordinance. 
 
One suggestion would be to capture rainwater and treat it as an additional source rather 
than discharging it to the storm drain system. 
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VENTURA COUNTY 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
Memorandum 

 
 

TO: Kari Finley/Dawnyelle Addison, Planning DATE:  May 27, 2008 
 
FROM: Alicia Stratton 
 
SUBJECT: Request for Review of Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental 

Impact Report for the City of Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility  
 (Reference No. 08-019) 
 
Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject project, which is a proposal 
for a groundwater treatment facility.  The project components include a groundwater 
treatment facility, new wells, and pipelines.  The project location would be located within 
or immediately adjacent to the northeastern portion of the City of Camarillo, near the Las 
Posas Road/Lewis Road intersection.  Eight alternative sites are being evaluated. 
 
District staff recommends that the air quality section of the draft environmental impact 
report be prepared in accordance with the 2003 Ventura County Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines (2003 Guidelines).  A copy of the 2003 Guidelines can be accessed from the 
downloadable materials section of the APCD website at www.vcapcd.org.   
 
Specifically, the air quality assessment should consider reactive organic compound and 
nitrogen oxide emissions from all project-related motor vehicles and construction 
equipment.  Additionally, the air quality assessment should consider potential impacts 
from fugitive dust, including PM10, that will be generated by construction activities.   
 
If project-related air quality impacts are deemed significant, appropriate mitigation 
measures should be identified and included in the environmental impact report. 
 
If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426. 
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 VENTURA COUNTY 
WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT 

PLANNING AND REGULATORY DIVISION 
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009 

Sergio Vargas. Deputy Director  - 805 650-4077 
 

 
 
 
DATE:  May 28, 2008 
 
TO:  Kari Finley, Resource Management 
 
FROM: Sergio Vargas, P.E. 
  Deputy Director Planning and Regulatory 
 
SUBJECT: RMA 08-019.GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 
  Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
The Watershed Protection District has reviewed  the above project and our 
findings are as follows: 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
No comment at this time please send two copies of Draft Environmental Impact 
Report. 
 
WATER RESOURCES 
 
The proposed project is within the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 
Agency (FCGMA).  The Draft EIR should include analysis from the May 2007 
FCGMA Groundwater Management Plan strategies Page 56, Section 9.3 
Development of Brackish Groundwater, Pleasant Valley Basin that specifically 
describes a potential remedy for the rising salinity content of the groundwater.  
The planned groundwater desalter facility has the potential to partially resolve the 
poor groundwater quality in the northeast portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin.  
Since there is likelihood that this is a local project only that would involve upper 
or shallow zone groundwater, it may not appreciably improve the primary water 
resources of the Lower Aquifer System (LAS).  The DEIR should evaluate the 
affect on the Upper and Lower Aquifers due to increase pumping/extraction and 
show it does not make the existing Pleasant Valley Basin pumping trough worse. 
 
Recent communication with FCGMA staff has confirmed that only the existing 
groundwater allocations held by the City of Camarillo are available to justify any 
pumping associated with this project, and no permanent right to extract 
groundwater without an allocation has been granted or guaranteed by the 
FCGMA. 
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RMA 08-019 
 
PLANNING AND REGULATORY 
 
The Draft EIR should have hydrology studies that addresses the increase in the 
peak runoff rate, if there is any, due to the increase in impervious area produced 
by construction of the Camarillo Groundwater Treatment Facility per Watershed 
Protection District standard, which is that there must be no increase in peak runoff 
rate in any storm frequency.  This report should also provide recommendations for 
mitigation of the increase in peak runoff rate, if there is any.   
 
Any construction within the bed and banks of the Groves Place Drain will require 
a permit from the Watershed Protection District. 
 

End of Text 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 417 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 418 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 419 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 420 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 421 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 422 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 423 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 424 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 425 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 426 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 427 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 428 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 429 of 1199



10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 430 of 1199



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX C 
 
 
 
2013 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE  
NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

 

Date: September 25, 2013 

Project Title:  

North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility 

Lead Agency and Project Proponent: 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Attention: Ms. Lucia McGovern 

Location:  

Project facilities would be located within or immediately adjacent to the northeastern portion of 
the City of Camarillo, in the general vicinity of the Las Posas Road/Lewis Road intersection.  
Eight alternative project sites have been preliminarily evaluated in the attached Initial Study, one 
within the City limits and seven within adjacent portions of Ventura County. 

Introduction: 

Pursuant to Section 15082(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Notice of Preparation (NOP) is 
circulated for a 30-day period to Trustee Agencies, Responsible Agencies, and other parties 
that have expressed an interest in the subject project.  The purpose of this NOP is to solicit 
participation in determining the scope and content of the environmental analysis to be 
conducted as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  Comments on the NOP 
should provide specific details as to the scope and content of the EIR which are germane to 
your agency’s statutory responsibilities.  Due to time limits mandated by State law, your 
response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later than 30 days after the receipt 
of this notice.  Please send your response to the contact person identified above. 

Project Description: 

An Initial Study is attached, and includes a detailed project description. 
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DRAFT INITIAL STUDY 

NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY  
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

 

 
Lead Agency: 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 

Camarillo, California 93010 
Contact: Ms. Lucia McGovern 

(805) 388-5334 

Prepared by: 

Padre Associates, Inc. 
1861 Knoll Drive 

Ventura, CA 93003 
(805) 644-2220 

 

September 2013 

Project No. 1302-0431
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION 

The City prepared an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) in April 2008 for 
a very similar project.  The IS and NOP were distributed to responsible and trustee agencies 
and the State Clearinghouse, and the project was assigned State Clearinghouse no. 
2008041159.  Comments were received from the Ventura County LAFCO, Ventura County 
Resource Management Agency, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Ventura County Air 
Pollution Control District, Ventura County Watershed Protection District, California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, Native American Heritage Commission, and California Department 
of Fish and Game.  In June 2008, the City initiated preparation of an environmental impact 
report for the project, but it was never completed. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

An Initial Study has been prepared for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment 
Facility Project, which has been proposed by the City of Camarillo (City), the project proponent.  
Section 2.0 of this document provides a description of the proposed project.  The City is also the 
“lead agency” for the proposed project.  As defined by Section 15367 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the lead agency is “the public agency which has 
the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which may have a significant 
impact on the environment.”   

Seven of the eight alternative sites under consideration are located outside the City 
boundary, and the City’s and City Water District’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area 
of Interest and City Water District Special Study Area.  Should one of these seven sites be 
selected, the City would consider annexation and adjustment of the City’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary.  A lot line adjustment may also be required.  The annexation would be subject to 
approval by the Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  The lot line 
adjustment would be subject to the approval of Ventura County and In this case, both LAFCO 
and Ventura County are considered responsible agencies.  In addition, sites located outside the 
City boundary would be subject to the Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural 
Resources (SOAR) Initiative.  Alternatively, the City may not consider annexation if the selected 
site is outside the City boundary, but request a waiver from Ventura County from the minimum 
parcel size required by the AE-40 ac zoning. 

Based on the findings of the Impact Analysis (Section 4.0 of this Initial Study), it has 
been determined that the project may be controversial due to agricultural conversion and 
annexation issues (if considered) and may have a significant impact on the environment.  As 
such, an Environmental Impact Report will be prepared for the project in accordance with 
CEQA. 
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1.3 PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 

1.4 PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

Eight alternative project sites located near Wells A and B have been evaluated in this 
Initial Study (see Figure 2).  The proposed project would serve two existing water wells, two new 
wells and would discharge a waste (brine) stream to the Regional Salinity Management pipeline, 
near the intersection of Las Posas Road and Lewis Road.  Therefore, each of the alternative 
sites is located within one mile of the existing well sites and the Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline.  Currently, Site 4 is considered the preferred site for the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility, and has been selected to accommodate development of the adjacent Camarillo 
Academy High School. 

1.4.1 Alternative Site 1 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within Ventura County, and is 
zoned AE-40 ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40 acre minimum parcel size).  Site 1 is located in the 
western portion of Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 156-0-180-14 (57.57 acres), near the 
intersection of Ponderosa Drive and Antonio Avenue.  The current land use is agriculture 
(orchards). 

1.4.2 Alternative Site 2 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within Ventura County, and is 
zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 2 is located in the western portion of APN 156-0-180-34 (77.30 acres), 
along Antonio Avenue.  The current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.4.3 Alternative Site 3 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within Ventura County, and is 
zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 3 is located in the southwestern portion of APN 156-0-180-34 (77.30 
acres), near the intersection of Antonio Avenue and Villamonte Court (immediately east of Site 
2).  The current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.4.4 Alternative Site 4 

This site is located approximately 800 feet north of the City limits within Ventura County, 
and is zoned AE-40 ac.  The project site is located in the eastern portion of APN 156-0-180-34 
(77.30 acres), and the current land use is agriculture (row crops).  Surrounding land uses 
include agriculture to the west, north and east, with the Camarillo Library to the south.  The 
recently approved Camarillo Academy High School would be located immediately south of the 
site.  
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1.4.5 Alternative Site 5 

This site is located immediately north of the City limits within Ventura County, and is 
zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 5 is located in the southwestern portion of APN 156-0-180-28 (40.22 
acres), near the intersection of Las Posas Road and Lewis Road.  The current land use is 
agriculture (row crops). 

1.4.6 Alternative Site 6 

This site is located north of the City limits within Ventura County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  
Site 6 is located in the southern portion of APN 156-0-180-28 (40.22 acres), along Somis Road 
(immediately east of Site 5).  The current land use is agriculture (row crops). 

1.4.7 Alternative Site 7 

This site is located within the City limits, and is zoned RE (Rural Exclusive).  Site 7 is 
located in the southern portion of APN 163-0-070-25 (5.77 acres), near the intersection of 
Upland Road and Lewis Road.  The current land use is agriculture (orchards). 

1.4.8 Alternative Site 8 

This site is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the City limits within Ventura 
County, and is zoned AE-40 ac.  Site 8 is located in the eastern portion of APN 156-0-180-14 
(57.57 acres).  The current land use is agriculture (orchards). 

1.5 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The City provides drinking water to approximately 60 percent of City residents, which is 
obtained from local groundwater wells and imported water.  The quality of groundwater from two 
of the wells (Wells A and B) has deteriorated, primarily due to elevated levels of total dissolved 
solids (TDS), chloride, iron and manganese.  Due to these water quality issues, the City has 
placed one of these wells (Well A) on standby, and is blending water from the second well (Well 
B) with imported water from the Calleguas Municipal Water District to meet drinking water 
quality standards. 

The City is considering the construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment 
Facility in the vicinity of Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese 
from groundwater produced by these and future well(s), and reduce reliance on imported water.  
A Groundwater Treatment Facility Feasibility Study was prepared by Black & Veatch in 2005, in 
association with Separation Processes, Inc., to determine the appropriate technology and basic 
configuration of treatment processes to be used.  The Feasibility Study identified target 
concentrations of TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese to be met by the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility.  The target concentrations of TDS (330 mg/l) and chloride (80 
mg/l) were set low, as these constituents would add to the mass loading in wastewater 
produced during use of supplied potable water.  Wastewater is treated by the Camarillo Sanitary 
District and discharged to Conejo Creek (north of confluence with Calleguas Creek), which has 
strict limits on TDS, chloride and sulfate.  The target concentrations for iron (0.3 mg/l) and 
manganese (0.05 mg/l) are the drinking water Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels set in 
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.   
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Based on the evaluation of four treatment processes (distillation, ion exchange, 
electrodialysis, reverse osmosis), the Feasibility Study determined reverse osmosis (RO) to be 
the most cost effective treatment process.  Iron and manganese are effectively removed by the 
RO process.  However, if iron and/or manganese are present in groundwater in oxidized forms, 
fouling of the RO membranes may occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to 
reverse osmosis would be required.  Based on the results of a recently completed pilot study at 
Well A, oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using sodium hypochlorite was selected 
at the preferred pre-treatment process.  The oxidation process would convert the dissolved iron 
and manganese into a solid precipitate, and the resulting precipitate would be removed by 
granular media filters.  The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated 
precipitate.  

Two new wells are proposed, one located at the Groundwater Treatment Facility and a 
second well located near the Adolfo Road/Flynn Road intersection or the Lewis Road/Upland 
Road intersection.  These new wells would produce brackish groundwater for treatment at the 
new Facility.  Overall, approximately 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) from Wells A and B, and 
3,000 gpm from new brackish groundwater wells would be treated at the Facility.  A well siting 
study was prepared by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants in 2003, and considered 16 sites 
based on hydrogeologic suitability, accommodation of treatment facilities and construction 
suitability.  These sites were further evaluated by Black & Veatch Engineers to ensure 
construction and operating costs could be accommodated within the available funding.   

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater wells, and discharge to the Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline.  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to 
these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding 
land uses within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the 
proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.  Therefore, sites selected for analysis within the 
document are limited to agricultural lands, mostly within adjacent Ventura County. 

1.6 FUNDING 

The project would be funded through a cooperative agreement between the City of 
Camarillo, the City of Thousand Oaks and the Camrosa Water District.  However, the City plans 
to pursue federal funding, likely with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.  Therefore, the City may 
prepare a joint CEQA/NEPA document.  The City has also applied for a grant through the 
California Department of Water Resources Integrated Regional Water Management program.   

1.7 PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY 

This document was prepared for the City by the following staff of Padre Associates, Inc.: 

Matt Ingamells, Project Manager 

Suzun Rasmusson, Graphics Specialist 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

Eight alternative sites were assessed for the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility 
(see Figure 2).  The sites considered vary from about 3 to 21 acres.  However, a minimum of 3 
acres would be needed for the Groundwater Treatment Facility and brackish groundwater 
well(s).  The precise location of the 3 acre facility area within each site has not been 
determined.  The proposed facilities would occupy approximately 3 acres; however, a 5 acre 
site is desired to provide access, a buffer from adjacent agricultural operations and 
accommodate short-term storage of materials and equipment. 

2.1.1 Groundwater Treatment Facility 

A preliminary layout of the Groundwater Treatment Facility is provided as Figure 3.  A 
single-story administration building (approximately 3,200 square feet) would house a control 
room, electrical room, and storage area.  Photo-voltaic solar panels may be installed on the roof 
of the administration building to supplement the electrical needs of the Facility.  A separate 
building would house an emergency generator.  The blower building (approximately 500 square 
feet) would have sound enclosures for noise control of pump and blower equipment.  The 
reverse osmosis (RO) treatment system would be located outdoors and underneath a canopy 
for protection from the elements.  Parking and driveway space would be provided for operations 
and maintenance personnel, delivery of water treatment chemicals and supplies, and for routine 
maintenance activities at the facility. 

Groundwater to be treated contains elevated concentrations of iron and manganese. If 
iron and/or manganese are present in oxidized forms, fouling of the RO membranes may occur.  
Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to RO would be required.  Based on the 
results of a recently completed pilot study at Well A, oxidation of the dissolved iron and 
manganese using sodium hypochlorite was selected at the preferred pre-treatment process.  
The oxidation process converts the dissolved iron and manganese into a solid precipitate, and 
would be conducted in a contact basin (see Figure 3).  The resulting precipitate would be 
removed by granular media filters.  The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove 
accumulated precipitate.  The backwash water/precipitate mixture (wash-water) would be 
temporarily stored in an equalization basin, then pumped to a package solids settling system to 
physically separate the solids from the water into a concentrated side-stream.  Solids removed 
from the wash-water (primarily iron and manganese) would be disposed of either to local sewers 
or to the Regional Salinity Management pipeline.  A backwash holding tank would provide water 
storage needed for filter backwashing. 

The RO process would be designed for a groundwater feed of 6,000 gallons per minute 
(gpm), and produce approximately 4,700 gpm of treated water.  The RO process would be used 
to lower the total dissolved solids (TDS) content of the groundwater supply to make it suitable 
for potable use.  The City’s two existing wells (A & B) have capacities of 1,500 gallons per 
minute (gpm) each for a total combined capacity of 3,000 gpm.  The additional 3,000 gpm of 
feed water would be produced by two proposed brackish groundwater wells, one located at the 
Facility and one located off-site.   
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Filtered water from the pre-treatment system would be stored in a RO feed tank.  The 
pre-treated water would be pumped from the RO feed tank through cartridge filters and boosted 
again by high pressure pumps to the RO system.  The RO system would be comprised of four 
RO skids.  The RO feed tank enables a constant feed for the RO system as well as facilitate in 
start-up and shutdowns of the RO system.  The high pressure RO feed pumps would be 
enclosed for noise control, while the RO skids would be covered by a canopy. 

Following RO treatment, the treated water would be decarbonated to remove carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and raise the pH.  The blowers for the decarbonators would be fully enclosed for 
noise control.  Approximately 5-7 percent of the RO influent flow would be bypassed and 
blended with the treated water.  Sodium hydroxide may be added for additional pH control.  The 
RO-treated water would be disinfected with ammonium sulfate (or aqueous ammonia) and 
sodium hypochlorite.   

The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water standards, with an estimated 
concentration of 0.08 mg/l iron, 0.03 mg/l manganese, 224 mg/l TDS and 21 mg/l chloride.  The 
waste stream (brine) would have a TDS concentration of about 7,000 mg/l and would be 
discharged to the Regional Salinity Management pipeline at Lewis Road, which would transport 
the brine stream to an ocean outfall at Port Hueneme.  

Treated, blended water would be collected into a pump well below the finished water 
pump station.  The pumps would be housed in sound enclosures for noise control.  The pump 
station would have the capability to pump all of the water produced either to the City’s Zone 1 or 
Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of the two zones. 

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30 day supply) and 
include sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, ammonium sulfate (or aqueous ammonia), 
sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid, and anti-scalant.   

2.1.2 New Brackish Groundwater Wells 

The City proposes to develop about 3,000 gpm brackish groundwater well capacity, 
using two new wells, one located at the Groundwater Treatment Facility (see Figure 3) and a 
second well located near the Adolfo Road/Flynn Road intersection or the Lewis Road/Upland 
Road intersection.  The precise location of the second well has not been determined to date, but 
would likely be located on commercial or agricultural property acquired by the City.  Brackish 
groundwater produced by these new wells would be treated at the Facility, and would serve to 
provide an additional source of potable water, and remove chloride from the groundwater basin.  
It is anticipated that the well sites would include the following components: 

 Wellhead and enclosure;  

 Submersible pumps; and 

 Piping and electrical gear. 
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2.1.3 Pipelines 

New pipelines would be required to: 

 Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility; 

 Connect both new wells to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

 Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Regional Salinity 
Management pipeline; 

 Connect the wash-water solids settling system to a local sewer or the Regional 
Salinity Management pipeline; and 

 Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to existing 
Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 12 
to 18 inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 10 inches in diameter if 
pressurized, and approximately 14 inches in diameter if flow relies on gravity.  It is anticipated 
that the pipelines would be located within the public right-of-way along roadways, primarily 
Antonio Avenue, Las Posas Road and Somis Road.  However, the selection of Sites 4 or 8 
would require portions of pipelines to be located on agricultural lands. 

2.1.4 Access 

An access road would be constructed between the nearest public street and the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site.  Sites 4 or 8 are located further from roadways, and would 
require longer access roads. 

2.1.5 Emergency Power 

An emergency generator would be provided at the Groundwater Treatment Facility site 
to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure pumps and other water treatment 
equipment.  The emergency generator may also be used to provide emergency power to the 
proposed groundwater well.  The emergency generator would only be used during power 
outages, and for short periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would produce up to 
3,000 KW of electricity and would be powered by a diesel engine.  The generator would include 
an integral diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 

2.1.6 Operation 

The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be operated 24 hours 
per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ 6 to 9 persons (three 8-hour shifts).  Existing City 
employees would provide a portion of project staffing. 
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2.2 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with funding and would 
likely be initiated in 2014.  Construction would last approximately 12 to 18 months, including 
pipeline installation.     

2.2.1 Treatment and Well Facilities 

Ground disturbance associated with construction of the Groundwater Treatment Facility 
would be approximately three acres, including the access road.  However, selection of 
Alternative Sites 4 or 8 would require a longer access road and the disturbance area would be 
larger.  The off-site well facility would comprise less than 0.25 acres, and located in a previously 
disturbed area, if feasible. 

2.2.2 Pipelines 

Excluding Alternative Sites 4 and 8, pipelines would be located in public roadways, and 
installed using conventional trenching methods.  The trench would be about 3 feet wide and 5 
feet deep.  A concrete slurry would be used as the final backfill over the pipelines, and the 
pavement replaced.  Pipeline installation would be coordinated with planned street repairs and 
pavement overlays, schedule permitting. 

Portions of the pipelines associated with Alternative Sites 4 and 8 would be located in 
farmlands, and be installed using conventional trenching methods.  The pipelines would be 
located at least 5 feet under farmlands, to allow cultivation to occur over the buried pipelines. 
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Back of Figure 1
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Backside Figure 2 
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Backside of Figure 3 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This section provides an analysis of the potential environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed project.  The analysis is organized by environmental issue area (e.g., aesthetics, 
agricultural resources, air quality, etc.).  Each issue area begins with a checklist, which identifies 
criteria that has been used to assess the significance or insignificance of each potential impact.  
The checklists used in this Initial Study were developed by the State of California, and are 
provided as Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  The checklists also indicate the 
conclusions made regarding the potential significance of each impact.  Explanations of each 
conclusion are provided after the checklists.  Finally, any issues that are in need of further study 
(i.e., in an Environmental Impact Report) are identified.  

Impact classifications used in the checklists are the following: 

 Potentially Significant Impact.  An impact that could be significant, and 
requires further study in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

 Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  An impact that is potentially 
significant, but can feasibly be mitigated to a less than significant level with 
measures identified in the Initial Study. 

 Less than Significant Impact.  An impact that would not be significantly 
adverse. 

 No Impact.  Applied when the project would not result in any impact to a specific 
issue area  

3.1 AESTHETICS 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 
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3.1.1 Impact Analysis 

a. There are no designated scenic vistas in the project area.  The primary structure 
would be a stucco-coated masonry building with clay roof tiles.  This structure would 
be compatible with the architecture of adjacent residential and commercial land uses.  
As such, the project would not impact scenic views from public vistas. 

b. Based on a review of the City of Camarillo General Plan, scenic corridors in the 
project area include Las Posas Road, Lewis Road, Ponderosa Drive and Upland 
Road.   Alternative Site 1 would be visible from Ponderosa Drive.  Alternative Site 4 
may be visible from Las Posas Road, behind the Library.  Alternative Site 5 may be 
visible from Las Posas Road and Lewis Road.  Alternative Site 7 would be visible 
from Upland Road and Lewis Road.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility would be 
compatible with the architecture of adjacent residential and commercial land uses, 
and would not substantially degrade views from scenic corridors. 

c. The Groundwater Treatment Facility would be generally compatible with the 
architecture of adjacent residential and commercial land uses.  However, the 
proposed project would involve placing an industrial facility within an area dominated 
by commercial, residential and institutional (City library and planned high school) 
land uses.  The project may be considered inconsistent with the visual character of 
the area, and could substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site 
and surroundings. 

d. The Groundwater Treatment Facility would include limited night lighting, consisting of 
spotlights directed to illuminate security gates.  At Alternative Site 3, this lighting may 
be visible from nearby residences.  However, such lighting is not considered a 
substantial increase in light and would not affect day or nighttime views.  The 
proposed solar panels have the potential to produce glare, which may affect adjacent 
land uses. 

3.1.2 Further Study 

The project may result in significant impacts related to aesthetics.  Aesthetics/visual 
resource issues will be studied further in an EIR, and mitigation measures provided as needed. 

3.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of forest land or timberland? 

    

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

    

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

    

3.2.1 Impact Analysis 

a. According to the 2010 State of California Department of Conservation Important 
Farmland Map, Alternative Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8 are located in areas designated as 
Prime farmland.   Alternative Sites 5 and 6 are located in areas designated as 
Statewide Importance farmland.  Alternative Site 7 includes both Prime and 
Statewide Importance farmland.  The maximum project-related loss of farmland 
would be 5.1 acres (5 acre facility site, ~2,000 foot access road).  Farmland 
conversion impacts may be considered significant. 

b. The proposed project may include annexing up to 5 acres of land and changing the 
zoning to a non-agricultural designation.  However, the zoning of remaining portions 
of affected parcels would not be modified, and Williamson Act contracts would not be 
affected. 

c. The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220) or 
timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 miles 
north of the sites.  The project would require rezoning of the site to be annexed, but 
would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned. 

d. The project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
uses. 

e. The converted farmland area would be located along the margins of large parcels, 
and would not preclude the continuation of farming on these parcels.  In addition, the 
Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and the 
Ventura County Right-to-Farm ordinance would preclude conversion of adjacent 
farmlands. 

Projects that involve public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a 
previously undeveloped area may lead to inducement of population growth and 
associated conversion of agricultural lands.   The project would improve the quality 
and reliability of local potable water supplies.  However, the City has an adequate 
allocation of imported water to augment local sources.  Therefore, potable 
groundwater provided by the proposed project would not result in population growth 
and related conversion of farmland.       
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3.2.2 Further Study 

The project may result in significant impacts to agricultural resources.  Farmland 
conversion issues will be studied further in an EIR, and mitigation measures provided as 
needed.   

3.3 AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?     

3.3.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Projects that cause local populations to exceed population forecasts in the Ventura 
County Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) are considered inconsistent with the 
AQMP, as exceeding population forecasts can result in the generation of emissions 
beyond those which have been projected in the AQMP.  The proposed project would 
not directly or indirectly result in population growth, and therefore would not cause 
population forecasts in the AQMP to be exceeded.  As such, the project would be 
consistent with the AQMP. 

b. State 1-hour ambient standards for CO are sometimes exceeded at roadway 
intersections during times of peak traffic congestion.  These localized areas are 
sometimes called CO “hotspots”.  Due to the relatively low ambient CO levels and 
the lack of major intersections in the region, CO hotspots rarely occur.  The project 
would generate only small amounts of traffic, primarily during the construction period.  
Considering the above, the project would not be expected to create or contribute 
substantially to the violation of CO standards. 
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Fugitive dust would be generated by the operation of earth-moving equipment and 
off-road use of vehicles during the construction of the Facility and installation of 
pipelines.  Dust generation from these activities would be considered a significant 
impact if APCD Rule 51 is violated.  Rule 51 states “A person shall not discharge 
from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material 
which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number 
of persons or the public or which endangers the comfort, repose, health or safety of 
any such persons or the public or which cause or have a natural tendency to cause 
injury or damage to business or property.”  Standard dust control measures would be 
implemented, and would reduce dust impacts to a less than significant level. 

c. Emissions would be generated during the construction phase by construction 
equipment, heavy-duty trucks and employee passenger vehicles.  Exhaust emissions 
during peak construction periods would exceed the 25 pounds per day threshold 
established by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).  However, 
due to the temporary, short-term nature of construction emissions, the APCD does 
not apply the quantitative emissions thresholds for ROC and NOX to construction 
activities.  The APCD does require that emission reduction measures be 
implemented during construction to reduce exhaust emissions and fugitive dust 
generation.  Applicable measures have been incorporated into the project. 

Operational emissions would be limited to transportation of operating staff and 
chemical supplies, and periodic testing of the emergency generator.  These 
emissions are anticipated to be well below the APCD’s 25 pound per day emissions 
thresholds. 

d. See the discussion under part b. above regarding CO and fugitive dust.   

e. Small amounts of mildly odorous compounds would be used at the Groundwater 
Treatment Facility, including sodium hypochlorite, sodium bisulfite and aqueous 
ammonia.  Although these compounds would be stored in sealed containers and 
used in closed systems, odors may be detectable at immediately adjacent land uses 
(primarily Alternative Sites 3, 4 and 5). 

3.3.2 Further Study 

Air quality impacts of the project are unlikely to be significant.  However, potential odor 
impacts will be studied further in an EIR. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

3.4.1 Impact Analysis 

a. All sites under consideration are located in agricultural areas supporting short 
rotation row crops or orchards.  No native vegetation or wildlife habitat would be 
removed or adversely affected.  Therefore, special-status species would not be 
affected. 

b. No riparian or other sensitive natural community occurs within or in close proximity to 
the project sites under consideration.  Therefore, the project would not impact 
sensitive biological communities.   
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c. No wetlands occur within or in close proximity to the project sites under 
consideration.  No impacts to wetlands would occur. 

d. Arroyo Las Posas is located approximately 200 feet east of Alternative Site 7, and 
may be a local wildlife movement corridor.  The project would not impede the 
movement of wildlife through Arroyo Las Posas, and intervening orchard trees would 
shield the Groundwater Treatment Facility.  No impacts to wildlife migration would 
occur.   

e. The project would not impact biological resources, and would not conflict with any 
tree protection ordinance, or other local policies or ordinances established to protect 
sensitive species or habitats.   

f. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans 
that apply to the project site.  Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with 
such plans. 

3.4.2 Further Study 

Impacts of the proposed project to biological resources are expected to be less than 
significant.  No further study of this issue is required. 

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation  

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in Section 5064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines? 

    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 5064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines? 

    

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

3.5.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project sites under consideration are currently under cultivation as row crops or 
orchards, and do not contain any historical structures or resources.  No impact would 
result.  

b. An archeological survey or record search of the alternative project sites has not been 
conducted to date.  However, the potential for intact artifacts is low, based on the 
current agricultural land use. 
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c. The alternative sites have not been included within a paleontological resource area 
on the Ventura County resource maps.  In addition, these sites has been the location 
of an extensive amount of past ground disturbance associated with agricultural 
operations, and project construction would be limited to previously disturbed areas.  
Therefore, the project is not expected to result in impacts to paleontological 
resources.  

d. An archeological survey or record search of the alternative project sites has not been 
conducted to date.  However, the potential for human remains to be encountered is 
low, based on the current agricultural land use. 

3.5.2 Further Study 

An archeological survey and record search will be conducted for the preferred site and 
several alternatives, and potential impacts of the project to cultural resources will be assessed 
in an EIR. 

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground-shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv) Landslides?     

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil?     

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

    

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

3.6.1 Impact Analysis 

a. None of the sites under consideration are located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zone.  Therefore, substantial seismic-related ground-shaking or ground failure 
are not expected.  The sites under consideration are relatively level and would not be 
subject to landslides.  

b. Project construction would require the removal of existing crops, which acts to 
stabilize soils.  As such there is the potential for the project to result in soil erosion.  
However, grading would not occur on steep slopes and would affect an area of about 
3 acres.  Therefore, the potential for soil erosion is considered less than significant. 

c. According to the Camarillo General Plan Safety Element and Ventura County 
General Plan Hazards Element, the sites under consideration are not located in a 
subsidence or liquefaction hazard zone.  As such, the selected site is not expected to 
be subject to impacts associated with land subsidence or liquefaction.  See response 
a. for discussion of issues related to landslides.  

d. Based on the Camarillo General Plan Safety Element and Soil Survey, Ventura Area, 
California (Edwards et al., 1970), the sites under consideration are located in a 
moderate expansive soil area.   It is anticipated that the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility site would be excavated and backfilled with suitable soils, and damage 
associated with expansive soils would not occur. 

e. Septic waste disposal systems are not proposed as part of this project.  No impacts 
would result.   

3.6.2 Further Study 

No further study of this issue is required. 

3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 
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3.7.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Construction of the Facility and well and pipeline installation would result in 
greenhouse gas emissions, primarily in the form of CO2 exhaust emissions from the 
use of off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicles.  Operation of the 
Facility would result in greenhouse gas emissions associated with transportation of 
employees and chemical supplies, periodic emergency generator testing and usage 
of electricity for pumps, blowers and related equipment.  Overall, project-related 
greenhouse gas emissions and the effect on global climate change would be 
negligible on a regional scale. 

b. The project would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated 
under the State cap and trade program, or other plans or policies regulating these 
emissions. 

3.7.2 Further Study 

Although significant impacts related to global climate change are not anticipated, a good 
faith effort will be made to estimate greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project as 
required by Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  This analysis will be included in an 
EIR. 

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

    

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

    

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

    

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

    

3.8.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The proposed project would use treatment-related chemicals, including sulfuric acid, 
sodium hypochlorite, sodium bisulfite, aqueous ammonia and sodium hydroxide.  
However, these chemicals would be transported and stored according to State and 
Federal requirements.  In addition, the City would be required to develop a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan to address potential hazards and submit the 
Plan to the Ventura County Environmental Health Department.  The transportation 
and use of these chemicals would not result in a hazard to the public or the 
environment.  

b. The City would implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan, which would 
minimize the potential for accidental release of treatment-related chemicals.  The 
transportation and use of these chemicals would not result in a hazard to the public 
or the environment. An environmental site assessment has not been conducted to 
date, and the alternative sites may contain contaminated soils or other residual 
materials that may be considered hazardous.  Each of the eight sites under 
consideration has a long history of agricultural cultivation and could contain 
historically applied pesticides. 

c. Alternative Sites 2 through 8 are located within one-quarter mile of the planned 
Camarillo Academy High School.  The project would involve the storage and use of 
sodium hydroxide, ammonium sulfate, aqueous ammonia, sodium bisulfite and 
sulfuric acid, which may be considered hazardous if misused.  However, none of 
these compounds are carcinogenic or acutely hazardous to humans or the 
environment.  These compounds would be properly stored in sealed containers (with 
spill containment) and used in closed systems.  Potential project-related hazards to 
the planned high school are considered less than significant. 

d. None of the project sites under consideration are included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 460 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o   
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  In i t i a l  S tudy 

Page 26 
 

e. The project sites under consideration are located approximately 4 miles northeast of 
the Camarillo Airport, and are not located within the airport land use plan.  The 
proposed project would not result in any hazards to the operation of the Camarillo 
Airport. 

f. The project sites under consideration are not located near a private airstrip.  The 
proposed project would not result in any hazards to the operation of any private 
airstrips. 

g. The project would be constructed and operated on private land, and would not 
interfere with the implementation of any designated emergency response plans or 
emergency evacuation plans.  No impacts of this nature would occur.   

h. The project sites under consideration are surrounded by irrigated agricultural crops, 
which are not susceptible to seasonal fire hazards.  Project components would be 
constructed of non-combustible materials (masonry, concrete and steel).  The 
proposed project does not include the construction or occupancy of any habitable 
structures.  Therefore, the project would not subject persons or property to fire 
hazards.   

3.8.2 Further Study 

An Environmental Site Assessment will be completed for the preferred site and several 
alternatives, and potential impacts associated with hazardous materials will be addressed in an 
EIR.  A testing program for historical pesticides would be conducted if warranted, based on the 
results of the Environmental Site Assessment.    

3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

    

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems? 

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

    

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

    

i. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam? 

    

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

3.9.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The proposed project would serve to improve drinking water quality in the City of 
Camarillo.  However, the project would generate brine as part of the reverse osmosis 
process, which would be discharged to the Calleguas MWD Salinity Management 
pipeline and would be ultimately discharged to the Pacific Ocean near Port 
Hueneme.  Project-related brine flows were included in the design flows analyzed in 
the EIR/EA for the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project – Hueneme 
Outfall Replacement Project (Padre Associates, 2007).  This EIR/EA concluded that 
the ocean outfall diffuser design would provide sufficient dilution of wastewater with 
ocean water to meet the water quality standards of the California Ocean Plan. 

b. Currently, the City pumps about 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) of groundwater from 
the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin from Well B.  The proposed project includes 
groundwater treatment and a new well(s), which would increase groundwater 
production up to about 6,000 gpm.   In the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin (project area), infiltration of surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas has 
raised groundwater levels to historic highs (increase of over 200 feet since 1994) 
(Bachman, 2012).   Therefore, the proposed increase in groundwater production is 
not expected to deplete groundwater supplies.   
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However, modeling conducted by Bachman (2012) indicates that project-related 
brackish groundwater pumping has the potential to drawdown the groundwater 
elevation below 1994 levels, and interfere with agricultural wells located south of 
U.S. 101.  This impact may be significant. 

c. The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not alter drainage patterns, but 
would be provided with storm drains as needed to ensure ponding of rain water does 
not occur.  No erosion or siltation is anticipated. 

d. The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not require altering the course 
of any drainage.  Large areas of impervious surfaces would not be created, thus 
major increases in surface water runoff from the site would not result.  

e. The area of impervious surfaces would be less than two acres, such that the 
increase in run-off would be minimal.  The City’s existing storm drain system would 
be adequate to handle this increase. 

f. The purpose of the project is to improve drinking water quality, and remove chloride 
from the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  The project would not substantially 
degrade surface water or groundwater quality. 

g. The project would not involve the construction of any housing.     

h. Based on Flood Insurance Rate Map panel 06111C0932E (effective January 20, 
2010) Alternative Sites 2 and 3 are located within the 100-year floodplain (Zones AO 
and X), but not within a floodway.  Construction of the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility at any of the alternative sites would not impede flood flows. 

i. Based on Based on Flood Insurance Rate Map panel 06111C0932E (effective 
January 20, 2010), Alternative Sites 2 and 3 are located within the 100-year 
floodplain (Zones AO and X).  The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would 
be manned.  The project would expose people and structures to a potentially 
significant flood hazard.  

j. Tsunamis are large-scale sea waves produces by tectonic activities along the ocean 
floor.  Seiches are freestanding or oscillatory waves associated with large enclosed 
or semi-enclosed bodies of water.  As the project site is not located near the ocean 
or any large enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of water, the project is not subject to 
any impacts of this nature.  Debris and mudflows are typically a hazard experienced 
in the floodplains of streams that drain very steep watersheds.  The project sites 
under consideration are located in level areas, which are not subject to mudflows. 

3.9.2 Further Study 

Potential well interference and flood-related hazards will be addressed in an EIR for the 
preferred site and several alternatives.  In addition, project compliance with available 
groundwater allocations set by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency will be 
addressed. 
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3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?     

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

    

3.10.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project sites under consideration are located in agricultural areas, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially 
physically divide an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

b. Depending on the site selected, the project may be considered inconsistent with the 
current agricultural zoning, and the SOAR Initiative. 

c. There are no habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans or 
similar plans that apply to the project site.  No impacts of this nature would result.   

3.10.2 Further Study 

The potential annexation of the project site into the City of Camarillo, consistency with 
SOAR, zoning changes and LAFCO policies will be addressed in an EIR. 

3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

3.11.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project site is not located in a mineral resource area, and would not hamper the 
extraction of such resources in the region.  Therefore, no impacts to such resources 
would occur as result of project implementation. 
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b. The nearest mineral resource recovery site is the Pacific Rock, Inc. quarry, located 
approximately five miles southeast of the project sites.  The proposed project would 
not adversely affect the continued operation of this quarry. 

3.11.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to mineral resources.  No further study of this 
issue is required. 

3.12 NOISE 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

    

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

    

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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3.12.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would include 24 hour per day operation of high pressure pumps, 
blowers and other noise-generating equipment at the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility, and a pump/motor at the proposed off-site well.  The high pressure pumps 
and associated treatment equipment would be enclosed in a building or similar 
enclosure, which would attenuate noise.  The City’s noise ordinance (Chapter 10.34 
of the Municipal Code) limits nighttime noise (9 pm to 7 am) to 45 dBA at residential 
properties.  Alternative sites 3, 5, 6 and 7 are located within 375 feet of residences 
and may result in nighttime noise levels exceeding the noise ordinance standards. 

b. On-site excavation and well drilling, and off-site well drilling and pipeline installation 
may result in some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the short duration and 
small magnitude of these activities, these impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

c. Alternative Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 are located adjacent to roadways and are 
exposed to traffic noise.  Alternative Sites 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 are located in agricultural 
areas and are exposed to noise related to cultivation and harvesting of row crops 
and orchard crops.  However, the proposed high pressure pumps, blowers and 
related noise-generating equipment may substantially increase nighttime ambient 
noise in residential areas adjacent to the sites under consideration.   

d. City of Camarillo Municipal Code Chapter 10.34 establishes noise standards for 
construction, if these activities occur in the evening or nighttime (7 pm to 7 am) or on 
Sunday.  Excluding well drilling, project-related construction activities would be 
limited to daytime hours.  Well drilling activities may occur at nighttime and would 
exceed the noise ordinance standards if conducted near residential land uses. 

e. The project is not located in an area addressed in an Airport Land Use Plan, nor is it 
within two miles of any public or private airstrips.  Therefore, no impacts are 
expected. 

f. See the discussion of airstrip-related noise in part e. above. 

3.12.2 Further Study  

Depending on the site selected, the City’s noise standards may be exceeded at adjacent 
residential areas.  Further study of this issue would be conducted in an EIR. 
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

3.13.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would increase the production rate of groundwater used as a source of 
drinking water for the City of Camarillo, and could be viewed as growth inducing.  
However, this water would be used as a replacement for more expensive imported 
water, and the net amount of drinking water provided would not substantially change.  
In addition, drinking water is not currently an impediment to population growth as the 
City has sufficient groundwater and imported water allocations to meet current and 
projected needs. 

b. No housing would be displaced and construction of replacement housing would not 
be necessary. 

c. As people would not be displaced as a result of project implementation, it would not 
be necessary to provide replacement housing. 

3.13.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to population or housing.  No further study of 
this issue is required.  
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3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

3.14.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Police protection services, fire protection services, schools, parks and other public 
facilities are normally required to be augmented as a result of projects that increase 
an area’s population (e.g., new residential, commercial, and industrial development).  
The proposed project would not increase the local population.  The proposed 
structures would be constructed of non-flammable materials (concrete, masonry, 
steel) and would not require fire protection services.  The proposed facilities would 
be provided security services by City, such that police protection services would not 
be required.  Therefore, no impacts to police protection services, fire protection 
services, schools, parks and other public facilities are expected.   

3.14.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to public services.  No further study of this 
issue is required. 
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3.15 RECREATION 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

3.15.1 Impact Analysis 

a. The project would not result in population growth, and would not increase the use of 
existing neighborhood or regional parks, or any other recreational facilities.  As such, 
the project would not result in the accelerated physical deterioration of any 
recreational facilities.  No impact would result. 

b. The project would not involve the construction or expansion of any recreational 
facilities.  Thus, the project would not have any impacts on the physical environment 
associated with the construction or use of recreational facilities.   

3.15.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in any impacts to recreational facilities, or to the physical 
environment through the use or construction of recreational facilities.  No further study of this 
issue is required.  

3.16 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial 
in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on 
roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or 
a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks? 
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Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

    

3.16.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Construction activities may generate up to 30 round trips per day (light and heavy-
duty vehicles), over the 12 to 18 month construction period.  Most of these trips 
would utilize State Route 34 (Lewis Road/Somis Road) to access the project site.  
Somis Road transitions from 4 lanes to 2 lanes approximately 0.3 miles northeast of 
the Las Posas Road intersection.  Based on year 2012 traffic counts compiled by 
Caltrans, the average annual traffic volume on SR 34 is 7,900 vehicles per day north 
of the Las Posas Road intersection, and 12,500 vehicles per day south of SR 118.  
Based on the Ventura County Level of Service (LOS) thresholds for conventional 
state highways, SR 34 operates at LOS D (near SR 118), which is considered 
acceptable by the City of Camarillo and Ventura County.  Project-related construction 
vehicle trips would not be sufficient to reduce LOS on SR 34 to unacceptable levels. 

Operation of the proposed facilities would involve employee transportation, periodic 
maintenance and monitoring of site operations, and deliveries of chemical supplies.  
It is estimated that project operations would generate up to approximately 10 daily 
vehicle round trips, and is not considered a substantial increase in traffic volumes.   

b. See the discussion under part a. above. 

c. Since no public airports or private airstrips are located near the project site, no 
impacts to such facilities would result from the project. 

d. The proposed project would include the construction of an access road to the 
Groundwater Treatment Facility site.  The access road would be constructed 
according to City and County safety standards.  If Alternative Site 5, 6 or 8 was 
selected, the access road would intersect Somis Road near the transition from 4 to 2 
lanes.  During construction, heavy-duty trucks entering or exiting the access road 
from/to Somis Road may result in a traffic hazard.  However, a traffic control plan 
would be developed and implemented as part of an encroachment permit required 
from Caltrans, and would prevent significant traffic hazards. 
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e. The proposed project would be manned and may require emergency services.  The 
proposed access road would be suitable for emergency access.  The project would 
not create conditions that would impede emergency access for adjacent land uses. 

f. All short-term construction related parking and long-term project operation related 
parking would be accommodated on-site.  Therefore, no impacts to parking capacity 
would result.   

g. As discussed above, the project would result in small increases in traffic volumes.  
However, project-related traffic would not be of significant levels that would conflict 
with or impede existing alternative transportation (e.g., mass transit, bicycles, etc.).  
In addition, the project would not result in obstruction of areas (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks, bicycle lanes, etc.) that support alternative transportation plans, 
policies or programs.  In addition, the project does not include any residential 
development and would not generate transportation demand.  

3.16.2 Further Study 

No significant impacts related to traffic/circulation would result; therefore, no further 
study of this issue is required. 

3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

    

b. Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

    

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
projects solid waste disposal needs? 

    

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste?     

3.17.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Domestic wastewater generation would be limited to occasional use of on-site 
sanitary facilities by operations and maintenance staff.  This wastewater would drain 
to a sanitary collection tank, and would be periodically trucked off-site for disposal at 
an approved facility.  Alternatively, a small diameter lateral sewer pipeline would be 
constructed from the site to an existing sewer main along adjacent roadways.  
Wastewater generation rates would be very small, and would not result in any 
impacts to wastewater facilities. 

b. No new water or wastewater treatment facilities would be required for the proposed 
project.  

c. The project would not require the construction or modification of public storm water 
drainage facilities.  No impacts would result.  

d. The project would result in a beneficial impact to public water supply by facilitating 
more effective use of State water and groundwater.  Small amounts of water would 
be used on-site, for filter backwashing, employee restrooms and water quality 
testing.  This would not require new water entitlements or sources.   

e. See response b. 

f. Any project that generates solid waste would have an impact on the demand for solid 
waste disposal capacity in Ventura County.  The Countywide Siting Element 
approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board on June 20, 2001 
demonstrates that the approval of extension of the existing Solid Waste Facility 
Permit for the Simi Valley Landfill and Recycling Center, combined with the existing 
permitted capacity of the Toland Road Landfill would provide Ventura County with 
sufficient disposal capacity beyond the 15 year planning period mandated by State 
law.  Therefore, no individual project would have a significant impact on the demand 
for solid waste capacity. 

g. The City of Camarillo complies with all federal, state and local statutes relating to 
solid waste, and would continue to do so during the operation of the proposed 
project.  As such, no impacts of this type are expected to result. 

3.17.2 Further Study 

The project would not result in significant impacts to utilities or services.  No further 
study of this issue is required. 
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.  Under Section 15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency (City of 
Camarillo) must identify cumulative impacts, determine their significance and determine if the 
effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

A list of other projects proposed or recently approved in the vicinity of the selected 
project site will be developed as part of the EIR. 

4.2 DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

An analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project in combination with other 
projects proposed or recently approved in the vicinity of the selected project site will be provided 
in the EIR. 
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5.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

a. Based on preliminary analysis, the project may result in significant impacts to the 
quality of the environment, including potential disturbance of cultural resources.    

b. The project may incrementally contribute to significant cumulative impacts.    

c. The project may have substantial direct or indirect adverse effects (i.e., significant 
impacts) on human beings associated with aesthetics, agricultural resources, 
hazardous materials, agricultural well interference, flooding, land use and noise. 
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6.0 DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT 

 

On the basis of this evaluation: 

 

[  ] I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared. 

 

[  ] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant impact on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect with the implementation of mitigation 
measures described in this Initial Study.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
should be prepared. 

 

[X] I find the proposed project, individually and/or cumulatively, MAY have a significant 
effect on the environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signature of Person Responsible for Administering the Project Date 
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1 Introduction 

Poor-quality brackish water from upstream discharges has infiltrated into the northern 
Pleasant Valley basin (NPV) since 1994.  This infiltration has caused a large mound of poor-
quality groundwater in NPV that has both raised groundwater elevations almost 200 ft within the 
mound and deteriorated groundwater quality for both agricultural and municipal pumpers.  The 
proposed NPV Desalter project aims to reverse the water quality degradation by pumping poor-
quality groundwater from the mound and treating it to drinking water standards.  The timing of 
the proposed project is dependent upon the arrival of the Salinity Management Pipeline (SMP) 
into the Camarillo area near the location of the proposed project because brine from the reverse 
osmosis treatment process must be discharged to the SMP. 

This study included constructing a groundwater flow model to simulate a range of scenarios 
to help answer several questions: 

 Groundwater elevations – would the NPV Desalter pumping effectively reduce the 
mound of poor quality groundwater and prevent its migration into the main portion 
of the Pleasant Valley basin?  Could the pumping occur without adversely affecting 
the basin and other pumpers? 

 Water quality – how far has the poor-quality water spread into the basin1

 Project Capacity – how many wells would be required, what capacity could be 
pumped and treated, what would pumping rates be, and where would the desalter 
wells be located? 

?  Could the 
project pull this water back effectively?  What duration of desalting project would 
the re-captured water sustain?  Would all the poor-quality water be extracted? 

 
The study consisted of collecting and analyzing surface water and groundwater data, 

constructing and calibrating a groundwater flow model, simulating salt migration through 
particle tracking modeling, and analyzing a number of model scenarios to test capacity and 
location of desalter wells, and the groundwater response to this pumping. 

2 Hydrogeology of Northern Pleasant Valley Basin 

NPV is the northern extension of the main Pleasant Valley basin, an important source of 
groundwater for both urban use and the irrigation of the extensive crops of the Oxnard Plain.  
The discussion of the hydrogeology of the NPV is organized from the general to the specific, 
with general geology followed by aquifer testing and aquifer properties. 

1 Poor quality water defined as exceeding Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Basin Plan 
Objectives, TDS 700 mg/L, sulfate 300 mg/L, chloride 150 mg/L (http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/ 
water_issues/programs/basin_plan/electronics_documents/bp3_water_quality_objectives.pdf) 
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2.1 General Geology 
Historical interest in NPV has largely focused on structural geology, with a number of faults 

identified over the years.  Because some of these faults are considered active, evaluating these 
faults in terms of geologic hazards has been a priority.  Some of these faults have surface 
expression, whereas others are buried in the alluvium (Figure 1 indicates faults as they are 
depicted by the U.S. Geological Survey in their latest GIS coverage2

Faulting and accompanying folding in NPV is largely controlled by regional stresses 
associated with the rotation and movement of the Transverse Ranges.  Compressional forces 
dominate, with the major faults in the area having a significant component of north-south 
thrusting.  The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone (

).  Whether any of these 
faults impede groundwater movement is discussed in the next section. 

Figure 1) is associated with anticlinal folding, both 
along the Camarillo Hills and as shown crossing Section A-A’ just south of the Reunion Beryl #2 
well.  NPV is located in a syncline that trends south-southwest through the approximate location 
of the Pitts #1 well. 

Two cross sections were constructed approximately orthogonally through the center of NPV 
(Figure 1).  Stratigraphic correlations along the section lines were made primarily using oil well 
geophysical logs, supplemented by water well drillers logs.  Section A-A’ was tied on both ends 
to Turner and Mukae’s (1975) regional cross sections B-B’ and D-D’.  The sections were also 
tied to cross sections being constructed by United Water Conservation District as part of the 
effort to revise the Ventura Regional Groundwater Model.  The interpreted geophysical log for 
the Pitts #1 well is shown in Figure 2. 

The water-bearing units of the Lower (LAS) and Upper (UAS) Aquifer Systems rest on both 
older sedimentary units and Conejo Volcanics.  The UAS and LAS together reach a thickness of 
as much as 1,500 ft in NPV (Figure 3, Figure 4).  The basal LAS consist of the Grimes Canyon 
Aquifer overlain by the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  The Fox Canyon is now the primary water-
producing unit in NPV.  The LAS is folded and partially truncated at the north end of NPV 
(Figure 3).  This truncation is evident where the LAS is exposed in the hills on the west and east 
sides of northernmost NPV (Figure 1).  Along Arroyo Las Posas, this truncation surface is 
unconformably overlain by the sediments deposited by the arroyo (description in following 
paragraph).  The UAS is present in NPV but is not a major water-producing unit.  It is entirely 
truncated in the northern portion of NPV (Figure 3). 

Unconformably overlying the UAS and LAS is an alluvial unit deposited along the Arroyo 
Las Posas.  Drillers’ logs indicate that this alluvial unit, herein designated as the Shallow 
Aquifer, consists of sand and gravel, with finer-grained units in overbank locations (e.g., Figure 
4).  The maximum thickness of the unit in NPV is about 200 ft.  Where the sand and gravel 
facies of the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer, there is a ready conduit for 
recharge from the arroyo to the Fox Canyon (e.g., Figure 3).  This occurs in a limited area within 
NPV, but apparently is the main recharge area for NPV.  The limits of this recharge area are 
discussed in the next chapter. 

2 USGS, 2003, Simulation of Groundwater/Surface Water Flow in the Santa Clara-Calleguas Basin, Ventura 
County, California, WRIR 02-4136, 157 p. 
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Figure 1.  Geologic map of NPV indicating location of cross sections in following figures.  Wells used in 

hydrographs are also shown. 

 
Figure 2.  Geophysical log from Pitts #1 oil well (see location map).  SP (spontaneous potential) is measured in 

millivolts; resistivity is measured in ohms m2/m. 

SP Resistivity 
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Fox Canyon 

Basal LAS 
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Figure 3.  Section A-A’ that crosses the project area from southwest (A) to northeast (A’) (see location map).  

The southern end of the section ties to Turner-Mukae’s section B-B’ and United Water’s 
regional cross sections and the northern end of the section ties to Turner-Mukae’s section D-
D’.  The northern end of the project area is located at the basin boundary, where an anticline 
(and likely at least one fault structure) forms the boundary between NPV and the East Las 
Posas basin.  Note that the Fox Canyon Aquifer is truncated by the Shallow Aquifer near the 
basin boundary; where this relationship occurs, water from the arroyo can percolate through 
the Shallow Aquifer into the Fox Canyon Aquifer, providing a conduit for movement of 
brackish water from the arroyo into the Fox Canyon.  Perforations in water wells are 
indicated by hachured areas. 
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Figure 4.  Section B-B’ that crosses the project area from northwest (B) to southeast (B’) (see location map).  

Although this section indicates the same relationships between geologic units as Section A-A’, 
the Fox Canyon Aquifer in Section B-B’ is overlain by clay-rich alluvium and does not present 
a ready path for movement of surface water into the Fox Canyon Aquifer. 

2.2 Hydrogeology 
NPV has seen rapid changes in both water levels and water quality over a two-decade period.  

The trigger for these changes appears to be the advent of overflow of dry-weather flow from the 
Las Posas basin, with the dual effect of rapidly raising groundwater elevations from this new 
source of recharge and deterioration of water quality from the poorer-quality baseflow in the 
arroyo. 

Trends in Groundwater Elevations 
Hydrographs constructed in the northern portion of NPV exhibit the rapid rise (over 200 ft) in 

groundwater elevations that began in the early 1990s (Figure 5).  In the portions of NPV closest 
to the Santa Rosa basin (and away from the recharge area in NPV), groundwater elevations had 
risen by about 50 ft by 2005 (Figure 6); there are no data available for later time periods in that 
area.  South across Highway 101, there was a less substantial rise in groundwater elevations 
(Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9), with water level trends complicated by recovery from drought 
pumping in the late 1980s and early 1990s, increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by United 
Water Conservation District, and the beginning of the Conejo Creek Project. 

Groundwater elevation maps were constructed for Spring of 1994 (Figure 10) and 2011 
(Figure 11).  There was a significant pumping depression in NPV (groundwater elevations as low 
as 120 feet below sea level) in 1994 (Figure 10).  The additional percolation from the dry-
weather flow (base flow) of Arroyo Las Posas had sufficiently recharged the Lower Aquifer 
System of NPV that by 2011 the pumping depression was eradicated and a recharge mound 
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created (Figure 11).  At its northern edge, this recharge mound creates heads that are near ground 
surface.  Figure 12 indicates that groundwater elevations increased by as much as 225 ft from 
1980 to 2011.  As discussed previously, some of this rise in groundwater elevations south of 
Highway 101 is likely caused by increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by United Water 
Conservation District and the Conejo Creek Project to the area. 

 

 
Figure 5.  Hydrographs for wells near Desalter Project.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 6.  Hydrographs for wells 32D1 and 28G2.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 
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Figure 7.  Hydrographs for wells 1B4 and 36N1.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 8.  Hydrographs for wells 34D2 and 35M2.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 
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Figure 9.  Hydrographs for USGS nested site 34G.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 10.  Groundwater elevation map for Spring 1994. 
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Figure 11.  Groundwater elevation map for Spring 2011. 

 
Figure 12.  Increase in groundwater elevation from 1994 to 2011. 
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Groundwater Quality 
The effect of the recharge of the poorer-quality base flow of Arroyo Las Posas is evident in 

the wells closest to the area of recharge in the northernmost wells in NPV.  Figure 14 and Figure 
15 show increases in sulfate, chloride, and TDS starting in the 1990s; Figure 14 shows the most 
distinct change in water quality sometime after year 1995.  For context, groundwater elevations 
started to rise in about 1992 in these wells – a lag time between a rise in groundwater elevation 
and actual movement of the poor-quality out into the aquifer would be expected.  The observed 
lag time was used to help calibrate the groundwater model. 

PV wells located towards the center of the basin have not yet detected the water quality 
changes seen in the wells located in northern PV (Figure 16 to Figure 21).  There is a data gap in 
recent sampling in much of NPV because the wells that provided earlier data have been 
destroyed as urban growth occurred.  Thus, it is not known how much further the poor quality 
water has migrated southward in PV.  The particle tracking analysis discussed in a later chapter 
models the possibilities for this migration. 

Two additional water quality analyses were performed in NPV.  Stiff diagrams (charting 
milliequivalents of major cations and anions) for the 1980s and in 2010-11 were constructed to 
examine differences in water quality with time and space (Figure 22 and Figure 23).  There is a 
variety of water quality types shown in Figure 22, indicating different sources of water and/or 
different histories of migration of the waters.  From the 1980s to 2010-11, the only evident 
change in water quality occurs in the northernmost wells, where sulfate and chloride now 
dominate the major ions.  This is consistent with the determination of water quality documented 
in preceding paragraphs in this northern portion of NPV.  The gap in recent data in NPV is also 
documented in Figure 23. 

A series of graduated-dot maps were constructed for groundwater quality in NPV in 2010-11.  
Although chloride concentrations have increased in NPV, levels are below drinking water 
standards.  In the main Pleasant Valley basin, chloride concentrations above 200 mg/L are 
problematic for irrigation of many crops (Figure 24) and are not related to the baseflow recharge 
in NPV.  Increased TDS and sulfate concentrations in NPV are higher than drinking water 
standards (Figure 25 and Figure 26), one of the main reasons the NPV Desalter Project was 
conceived to remove the excess salts that have infiltrated into NPV. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 542 of 1199



 
Figure 13.  Location of wells with water quality graphs.  Some of the graphs are in the Appendix. 

 
Figure 14.  Water quality in well 19F4.  See Figure 13 for location. 
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Figure 15.  Water quality in well 19L5.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 16.  Water quality in well 29B2 (Camrosa WD Woodcreek well).  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 17.  Water quality in well 34C1.  See Fifure 13 for location. 
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Figure 18.  Water quality in well 34G1.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 19.  Chloride in wells 34G.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 20.  TDS in wells 34G.  See Figure 13 for location. 
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Figure 21.  Water quality in wells 1B.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 22.  Stiff water quality diagrams for NPV groundwater in the 1980s. 
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Figure 23.  Stiff water quality diagrams for NPV groundwater 2010-11.  See previous figure for Stiff legend. 

 
Figure 24.  Maximum chloride concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 

and 2011. 
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Figure 25.  Maximum TDS concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 and 

2011. 

 
Figure 26.  Maximum sulfate concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 

and 2011. 
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Subsidence 
Potential subsidence caused by historical lowering of groundwater elevations has not been 

measured in the NPV area, although there are no reported surface indications of subsidence (e.g., 
offset roads or parking lots, foundation cracking, etc.).  The USGS documented a couple of feet 
of subsidence on the Oxnard Plain that they related to overdraft of the Oxnard Plain basin.  There 
is a baseline of information from a LIDAR fly-over a decade ago; portions of this survey have 
been processed, largely at well heads and in Arroyo Las Posas.  There is also additional 
information from traditional surveys within NPV. 

When subsidence occurs because of lowered groundwater elevations in a basin, there is 
dewatering of the finer-grained sediments within and between the aquifers, but the pore space in 
sand and gravel aquifers is largely unaffected by lowered groundwater elevations.  Because 
groundwater elevations dropped significantly by the early 1990s (see Figure 7 and Figure 8), any 
subsidence related to those lowered water levels has likely already occurred – future subsidence, 
if any, related to drops in groundwater elevations to similar depths in the future may be largely 
mitigated by the earlier event. 

Aquifer Properties 
A series of aquifer tests, dynamic spinner logs, and vertical chemical profiles were conducted 

in 2011 for the City of Camarillo (contracted by TMR Geological Consulting Services).  Two of 
Camarillo’s production wells (A and B) and two other nearby wells were used as pumping and 
observation wells for the aquifer tests.  All of the testing was conducted in the Fox Canyon 
Aquifer.  The details of the results are included in the Appendix and on the attached CD.  Ranges 
of results included: 

Transmissivity: 4,000 to 10,300 ft2/day 

Storativity: 3.1E-06 to 4.5 E-04 

Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity: 11 to 30 ft/day 

3 Analysis of Flow – Arroyo Las Posas 

The flow of Arroyo Las Posas as it crosses the boundary between the Las Posas basin (LPB) 
and NPV is one of the most important components of the water balance for the NPV Desalter.  
There is no permanent gage at the basin boundary, so gages upstream and downstream of the 
project area must be used in flow analysis.  Additional information was provided by a two- 
month long dry-weather flow study conducted in late 2011 in the LPB3

The two permanent gage sites of interest (

. 

Figure 27) are upstream in the LPB at Hitch Blvd 
(Gages #841, 841a) and downstream near Highway 101 (Gages #806, 806a).  The gages have 
overlapping but not completely coincident periods of record (Table 1).  A number of analyses 
were conducted to understand baseflow and stormflow relationships between the gage sites.  An 

3 Larry Walker and Assoc., 2012, Phase I Study: Surface Flow and Groundwater Recharge in Arroyo Las Posas, 
report to Calleguas Municipal Water District.  
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examination of historical aerial photos also provided insight into the downstream progression of 
baseflow percolation as the Shallow Aquifer in the LPB filled. 

Baseflow in Arroyo Las Posas is a mixture of natural dry-weather flows, discharges from 
wastewater treatment plants, discharge from dewatering wells in Simi Valley, and agricultural 
tail waters.  The terminus of the baseflow has moved downstream over the past decades as basins 
adjacent to the arroyo have filled, with spillage across the LPB-NPV boundary occurring in the 
early 1990s.  Since that time, baseflow has entirely percolated into groundwater in the upstream 
quarter-mile or so of the arroyo as it flows into NPV (Figure 28). 

In contrast, stormflows percolate into a longer reach of the arroyo than baseflow (Figure 28).  
The extent of stormflow percolation in NPV is not known with certainty.  Aquifer testing in City 
of Camarillo wells A and B indicate that confined aquifer conditions exist at those locations, 
somewhat limiting the potential extent of percolation of stormflow into the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  
The possible downstream limit of significant percolation may occur where the arroyo changes 
from a wider braided stream to a narrow channel (Figure 28). 

There are a number of inputs and outputs to streamflow between the Hitch and 101 gage sites.  
These include: 

a) Tributaries within LPB (flow gain); 

b) Percolation into groundwater as the arroyo flows over the LPB (flow lost); 

c) Rising groundwater as the arroyo flows over the LPB (flow gain), 

d) Percolation into groundwater as the arroyo flows over the NPV (flow lost); and 

e) Tributaries and stormwater channels within NPV (flow gain). 
 

There is only a loose correlation between daily flows gaged at the Hitch and 101 sites (Figure 
29).  The main reason for this poor correlation of daily flows is that baseflow is included in the 
comparison, and baseflow at Hitch never reaches the 101 gage site (it completely percolates 
along the route).  However, if stormflow totals (the total flows from individual storm events) are 
compared, there is a good correlation between the two gage sites (Figure 30).  Stormflow totals 
are somewhat higher at the 101 gage site, indicating that storm runoff between the two gages is 
higher than percolation from the arroyo. 

It is important to separate infiltration of baseflow from infiltration of stormflow because 
baseflow is the source of poor-quality water in the aquifers.  To estimate the amount of baseflow 
infiltration into NPV, the fate of baseflow between the Hitch gage site and the NPV basin 
boundary must be determined.  The two-month long dry-weather study of the arroyo in LPB by 
Larry Walker Associates characterized flow at a number of sites in the reach between the Hitch 
gage and the LPB/NPV boundary.  Net dry-weather loss along this reach averaged 10.6 acre-feet 
per day (Table 2).  This net loss includes all additions and subtractions of water along the reach 
from the Hitch gage to the NPV boundary – water flowing in from upstream of the gage, water 
from tributaries and treatment plants along the reach, infiltration into the groundwater basin, and 
evapotranspiration losses.  There were some uncertainties that will be addressed in a follow-up 
study during the 2012 dry season. 
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By subtracting the daily losses from the daily baseflow at Hitch, the baseflow reaching NPV 
can be estimated for the period 1994-2010 (baseflow first reached NPV about 1994).  Within 
rounding errors, the baseflow reaching NPV is 3,851 acre-feet per year (10.55 acre-feet per day 
loss multiplied by 365 days) less than the baseflow at the Hitch gage.  The summation of these 
daily estimates is shown in Table 4.  Note that all baseflow entering NPV is percolated, which 
has been established by visual and aerial photography evidence.  In addition, there is little or no 
recorded baseflow at the 101 gage site. 

Stormflow percolation in NPV must be calculated using a different technique.  Because there 
is currently little infiltration of stormflow in the Las Posas basin (infiltration of baseflow keeps 
groundwater elevations at stream level), it was assumed that stormflow gaged at the Hitch site 
reached the Las Posas basin/NPV boundary (plus additional tributary flows that are ungaged).  
The stormflow likely bypassed the first quarter-mile of the NPV reach because this reach has 
perennial flow and percolation of baseflow.  Thus, infiltration of stormflow likely occurs 
downstream of the first quarter-mile of the arroyo, with the downstream limit of percolation 
indicated in Figure 28 and discussed earlier. 

There is no direct measurement of percolation rates in the area of stormflow percolation.  
However, percolation rates can be estimated from baseflow percolation (Table 3).  Baseflow 
percolates about 23 acre-feet per day (8,300 acre-feet per year divided by 365 days/year) over the 
measured length of the streambed where percolation occurs (1,400 ft).  This equates to an 
infiltration rate of about 0.02 acre-feet per day per foot of arroyo length.  If the same infiltration 
rate (0.02 acre-feet per day per foot) is used over the 5,500 ft reach where storm flow can 
infiltrate, a maximum of 89 acre-feet per day of storm water can be infiltrated. 

The average number of days of stormflow at the Hitch gage was calculated using the daily 
measured flow at that gage for the period of record 1990-2011.  Stormflow was considered to be 
the portion of the flow in a day that was in excess of the 5-day average from the previous 
baseflow-only period.  This increase in flow occurred on average over the period of record about 
54 days/year (ranges from 18 to 103 days/year).  When the infiltration rate from the previous 
paragraph is applied during the stormflow days of the year, percolated stormflow can be 
estimated (Table 4).  It should be noted that ungaged tributary flows between the Hitch gage and 
NPV are not included in this estimate.  Infiltration of baseflow into NPV averages about 8,300 
acre-feet per year and infiltration of stormflow averages at least 2,200 acre-feet per year (Table 
4). 

These estimated recharge rates are based on current data and studies, and likely have an error 
range of tens of percent.  Potential errors in percolation amounts are integrated into the 
groundwater modeling for this study; amounts of percolation are varied to determine the 
sensitivity of percolation amounts to project modeling results. 

Gage Period of Record Missing Yrs since 1990 
Gage #841,a (Hitch) 1990 to present WY 1996 
Gage #806,a (101) 1968 to present WY 2008 

 
Table 1.  Period of record of gages used in this study. 
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Reach between Gage Sites Reach Gain 
(Loss) (CFD) 

Reach Gain 
(Loss) (AFD) 

Portion of 5 to 6 below Hitch 78,577 1.80 
6 to 7 (5,967) (0.14) 
7 to 8 193,226 4.43 
8 to 9 (480,211) (11.0) 
9 to 10 Unknown  
10 to 11 at NPV Boundary (245,806) (5.64) 

Total Gain (Loss) (460,181) (10.6) 
 
Table 2.  Calculations of dry-weather stream gains and losses in Las Posas basin between the Hitch gage and 

the NPV border, based on Table 3 of the Larry Walker Assoc. study. 

Recharge Area Reach 
Length (ft) 

Annual 
Recharge 

(AFY) 

Daily 
Recharge 

(AFD) 

Unit 
Recharge 

Rate 
(AFD/ft) 

Baseflow 1,400 8,307 23 0.02 
Stormflow 5,500  89 0.02 

 
Table 3.  Calculation of recharge rate for stormflows in NPV.  The average annual recharge for baseflow was 

based on daily and annual calculations (see Table 4).  The average recharge of 8,307 AFY 
equates to a daily recharge rate of 23 AFD, or 0.02 AFD for each foot of reach length.  Using 
this unit recharge rate over the 5,500 feet of stormflow reach yields a potential of 89 AFD of 
stormflow recharge.  89 AFD was then applied in the daily stormflow calculations as the upper 
limit on daily infiltration. 

 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 552 of 1199



  
Table 4.  Estimated baseflow and stormflow percolating into NPV.  All of the Arroyo Las Posas baseflow 

crossing into NPV percolates into NPV.  A portion of the stormflow crossing into NPV 
percolates into NPV.  Totals are summations of daily flows.  Significant figures are to nearest 
thousand at best.  The sensitivity of modeling results to streamflow was tested and is described 
in the section “Using Model Results”. 
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Figure 27.  Gages on Arroyo Las Posas/Calleguas Creek used in this study.  Circle is location of project. 

 

 
Figure 28.  Location of percolation of baseflow and stormflow of Arroyo Las Posas into groundwater. 

 

Baseflow Percolation 

Stormflow Percolation 
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Figure 29.  Comparison of daily flows at Hitch and 101 gage sites. 

 
Figure 30.  Comparison of storm total flows at Hitch and 101 gage sites. 
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4 Model Setup 

The MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas version 6 was used for the modeling.  
Grid spacing is variable, with the smallest cells (200 ft by 200 ft) located in the project area to 
accommodate particle tracking. 

4.1 Model Hydrogeology 
Although the geology of the project area appears highly folded and faulted in the cross 

sections shown in this report (Figure 3 and Figure 4), it must be noted that the vertical 
exaggeration in the cross sections is 8.3:1 to 9:1, meaning that the folds are shown with much 
more amplitude than actual (this is done to better show the stratigraphy in the cross section).  The 
beds are actually relatively flat-lying and can be readily modeled (the model uses the actual dips 
of the beds).  Faulting which causes documented offsets in groundwater elevations and thus 
represent hydrogeologic boundaries can be accommodated by either low-flow or no-flow 
boundaries. 

The model has two layers, Shallow Aquifer/Upper Aquifer/Hueneme (Layer 1) and Fox 
Canyon Aquifer (Layer 2), with both layers extending to the coast (Figure 31).  In practice, the 
active portion of Layer 1 largely represents the Shallow Aquifer because the layer is considered 
no-flow outside of the area where the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer (Figure 
32).  The active portion of Layer 1 is considered to be unconfined.  The outer limit where the 
Shallow Aquifer lies directly on the Fox Canyon Aquifer is somewhat uncertain.  Its location is 
estimated based on historical aerial photos showing the location of stream percolation, aquifer 
testing (City of Camarillo wells are in the confined portion of aquifer and therefore outside of the 
area where the unconfined Shallow Aquifer rests directly in the Fox Canyon), the cross sections 
discussed earlier, and stream morphology. 

 The active area of Layer 1 accommodates all the percolation from Arroyo Las Posas.  Layer 
1 aquifer properties were initially estimated and then refined during the model calibration 
process (Table 5). 

The thickness of Layer 2 (Fox Canyon Aquifer) within the project area varies laterally 
somewhat, based on perforated intervals and well logs.  South of US 101, the aquifer thickness 
used was that defined by the US Geological Survey in their groundwater model.  In all cases 
within the project area and within a mile or so south of Highway 101, the thickness of Layer 2 
was between 300 ft and 340 ft.  Layer 2 aquifer properties in the project area were based on the 
recent aquifer testing of City of Camarillo’s and nearby wells (discussed in an earlier section), 
where the effects of constant rate pumping on nearby wells were measured (Table 5) and on 
USGS model-calibrated values. 

The thickness of the Fox Canyon in the model is the overall thickness based on drilling 
results.  Within this overall aquifer thickness there are more- and less-transmissive beds.  The 
extent of these beds both vertically and across the modeled area is very likely to be highly 
variable, and cannot be determined from a few wells penetrating the aquifer.  Any attempt to 
separate the Fox Canyon Aquifer into more- and less-transmissive zones would not only be 
difficult, it would be highly misleading as to the knowledge of aquifer details.  Increased 
uncertainty in model results occurs when model complexity increases without more data 
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control4.  The calibrated property values in the model thus represent an average across the 
aquifer – the horizontal conductivity represents the average for lateral flow through all beds and 
the vertical conductivity is the average for vertical flow through very-transmissive beds as well 
as less-transmissive beds.  This averaging of layer properties is inherent in essentially every 
groundwater model.  It should also be noted that aquifer properties outside of the project area 
were based on the calibrated USGS regional groundwater model5

The model boundaries were defined by basin edges (no-flow) and a set of constant-head cells 
located near the coastline and at a distance sufficient from the project area not to cause unwanted 
boundary effects.  The values of the constant-head cells were based on sets of historical 
groundwater elevations measured during the calibration period.  The model edge at the Pleasant 
Valley/Santa Rosa basin boundary was considered a no-flow boundary for model simplification.  
Because there is likely some movement of groundwater across this basin boundary, groundwater 
elevations in NPV may be higher than modeled and the effects of pumping may be overstated.  
There is also a no-flow boundary between the Pleasant Valley and East Las Posas basins.  This is 
based upon observed groundwater elevations that indicate large differences in head (100+ ft) 
across the boundary. 

. 

4.2 Modeling Conditions 
The model has annual stress periods, with 25 time steps each.  Pumping for the appropriate 

model period was assigned to each well location based on historical pumping reported semi-
annually to the FCGMA.  Streamflow percolation was simulated by a set of cells with a specified 
flux located along the arroyo between the northern edge of the Pleasant Valley basin and the 
southern edge of Layer 1.  Water was added to Layer 1 based on the estimated streamflow 
percolation of Table 4. 

There were three types of modeling runs performed: 

1. Steady State – Model was run in steady-state mode (inputs and outputs are constant) 
during an historical period when there was little change in groundwater elevations.  
Used to test the overall water balance, conceptual geometry, and aquifer properties for 
stability. 

2. Transient Calibration – Model was run in transient mode (input and outputs change 
with time) using historical data.  Groundwater elevations predicted by the model 
should match measured historical water levels during the calibration period.  Selected 
parameters (hydraulic properties of layers) were varied until there was a reasonable 
match. 

3. Project Modeling – Project scenarios were simulated for a future period given specific 
inputs and outputs to the calibrated transient model. 

  

4 US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Science Advisor, 2009, Guidance on the Development, 
Evaluation, and Application of Environmental Models, EPA/100/K-09/003. 
5 USGS, 2003, Simulation of Groundwater/Surface Water Flow in the Santa Clara-Calleguas Basin, Ventura 
County, California, WRIR 02-4136, 157 p. 
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 Kx (ft/day) Kz (ft/day) S 
Model – Layer 1 40 20 0.15 
Model – Layer 2 18 10 2E-04 
Aquifer Tests Fox Canyon (Layer 2) 11-30 2-4 3E-06 to 5E-04 

 
Table 5.  Aquifer properties from aquifer tests on Camarillo wells A & B and adjacent wells compared to 

calibrated aquifer properties in model.  Kx = horizontal conductivity, Kz = vertical 
conductivity, S = storativity.  The modeled value for Kz in layer 2 is a calibrated value, which 
can vary from aquifer tests at a specific well because it applies to a large area of the model. 

 

  
Figure 31.  Model grid for layer 2.  Model cell size was significantly decreased in the project area to 

accommodate particle tracking.  Shaded areas are no-flow boundaries coinciding with the 
edges of the groundwater basins; blue model cells are constant head boundaries near the 
coastline. 
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Figure 32.  Model grid for layer 1.  Model cell size was significantly decreased in the project area to 

accommodate particle tracking.  Shaded areas are no-flow boundaries coinciding with the 
modeled extent of the Shallow Aquifer. 
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4.3 Steady-State Model 
The model was run in steady-state mode for the period 1983 through 1986 to test the stability 

of the model.  This period was chosen because there was little change in groundwater elevations 
and there was little baseflow yet reaching NPV from the Las Posas basin.  Average stormflow 
and reported pumping for the period were used as inputs and outputs.  Results simulated by the 
model indicated that water levels did not change during the period, verifying that the model was 
stable and ready for transient calibration (Figure 33). 

  
Figure 33.  Composite groundwater elevations in area of Camarillo’s wells A and B (2N/20W-19 location 

shown on Figure 34).  Symbols are initial heads (blue circle) and final heads (red box) in the 
steady-state model. 

 

4.4 Transient Calibration of Model 
The model was then run in transient mode.  Annual stress periods with 25 time steps each 

were prepared for the time interval 1994 through 2010.  This period coincided with the beginning 
of spillage of brackish arroyo baseflow into NPV and the rapid rise in groundwater elevations 
caused by percolation of this brackish water.  Streamflow percolation was simulated by 
introducing water into Layer 1 in the annual quantities indicated in Table 4.  Baseflow was added 
in the first quarter-mile of the arroyo south of the boundary with the Las Posas basin and 
stormflow was added in the remainder of the arroyo within the extent of Layer 1.  Production 
wells were pumped with the annual volume reported by well operators to the FCGMA (varied by 
year). 

A set of wells with measured historical groundwater elevations was selected as “target” wells 
for the calibration period (Figure 34).  The measured groundwater elevations for the target wells 
were input into the model for comparison with modeled values.  The model then compared target 
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to simulated groundwater elevations in these wells.  The calibration process is iterative, with 
changes made to the model following one calibration run and then the model is run again.  There 
were approximately 25 calibration runs for this study.  The RMS error for each calibration well 
is indicated in Figure 35.  Contours of measured groundwater elevations at the beginning and the 
end of the calibration period are indicated in Figure 36 and Figure 37. 

Although Groundwater Vistas has various methods of auto-calibration, the only automated 
tool used in this calibration was doing a sensitivity analysis of single model parameters.  Because 
there were measured constraints on many of the model parameters, the only parameters that were 
allowed to be varied in the calibration process were Layer 1 hydraulic conductivity (horizontal 
and vertical), Layer 1 storage coefficient, and Layer 2 vertical conductivity. 

The results of the calibration process are indicated in Figure 38 and Figure 39, with additional 
targets in the Appendix.  The most important parameters in model verification are the timing and 
magnitude of change of groundwater elevations.  In addition, calibration error is calculated by 
Groundwater Vistas – the scaled root mean squared (RMS) error of this model is 4.5%, well 
within the recommended error range of 10%6

Table 6
.  An expanded list of calibration statistics is shown 

in . 

The rise in groundwater elevations during the calibration period was significant, so the model 
is calibrated over a range of groundwater elevations; this is important in simulating project 
effects because pumping down the mound of brackish water would also occur over this same 
range of groundwater elevations. 

Statistic Value 
Residual Standard Dev 16.48 
Absolute Residual Mean 11.51 
RMS Error 16.48 
Scaled Residual Standard Dev 0.045 
Scaled Absolute Mean 0.031 
Scaled RMS 0.045 

 
Table 6.  Statistics at completion of model calibration. 

6 Zheng, C., and C. Neville, 1994, Practical Modeling of Pump-and-Treat Systems Using MODFLOW, PATH3d 
and MT3D, Short Course Notes. 
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Figure 34.  Calibration targets.  Charts for two of these targets are shown in following pages; the remainder 

are included as Appendix 14.3.  In addition to wells with measured groundwater elevations, a 
calibration target was chosen in the area of the groundwater mounding to ensure that 
groundwater elevations did not exceed ground surface (MODFLOW allows this to occur in 
unconfined aquifers). 

 
Figure 35.  Model RMS error for each calibration well. 
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Figure 36.  Groundwater elevations in spring 1994, just prior to the beginning of growth of the brackish 

mound beneath NPV. 

 
Figure 37.  Groundwater elevations in spring 2010, after development of the brackish mound beneath NPV. 
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Figure 38.  Calibration targets in section 2N/20W-19.  Multiple wells are used because a single well does not 

have adequate data across the calibration period. 

 

 
Figure 39.  Calibration target 2N/21W-34G3. 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 564 of 1199



Project Modeling 
To model the effects of the project, both background hydrology (streamflow) and project 

yield/locations were varied.  A representative base period was chosen to evaluate the project. 

Model Base Period 
A base period used for project modeling should reflect conditions that might be expected 

during the project.  These conditions could include rainfall (e.g., wet and dry cycles), streamflow 
(base flow and storm flow), groundwater pumping, and discharges to the arroyo.  In many 
basins, choosing a representative rainfall pattern would ensure that streamflow and pumping are 
also representative because they are inter-related. 

In the NPV area, however, the largest changes in hydrology are not related to climate cycles – 
the basin filled because of increased upstream discharges from wastewater treatment plants and 
dewatering wells.  Likewise, pumping has only partially been controlled by climate, with the 
majority controlled by urbanization and in-lieu projects such as the Pleasant Valley pipeline and 
the Conejo Creek project.  Thus, the base period used in the modeling must reflect conditions 
expected during the project, rather than historical climate conditions that are of lesser effect in 
NPV. 

Figure 40 is an illustration of historical streamflow in the Arroyo Simi-Arroyo Las Posas 
stream system.  Discharges from wastewater treatment plants and dewatering wells have 
significantly increased streamflow over time.  Any choice of a base period prior to the most 
recent two decades would not accurately portray future streamflow conditions that include these 
higher flows. 

Choosing a base period that includes representative future pumping is also limited by local 
factors.  The most serious concern is that prior to the 1980s, pumping was not reported in the 
NPV area.  Although pumping prior to the 1980s could be estimated using historical aerial 
photographs and crop factors, it is the policy of the FCGMA that reported pumping is a more 
accurate method of determining pumping.  In addition, pumping patterns within the NPV area 
have changed over the last several decades, as urbanization replaced some agricultural pumping.  
Figure 41 illustrates the change in pumping from the beginning of the reporting period.  There 
was significantly higher pumping in the early years in the NPV area – even though the 1987-90 
period was dry, the overall pumping in subsequent average and dry years never reached the 1984 
to 1990 levels.  Thus, to reflect current pumping trends, the model base period should be limited 
to within the period following 1990. 

The period used for the project modeling started with the 17 years of the calibration period 
(1994-2010) and added 30 project years for a total model period of 47 years.  The 1994-2010 
period satisfies the constraints discussed above related to streamflow and pumping trends, plus it 
coincides with the advent of filling of the basin with brackish water, which will be tracked as 
part of the modeling.  
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Figure 40.  Annual streamflow in Arroyo Simi measured at the downstream (western) end of Simi Valley.  

This gage has the longest period of record in the Arroyo Simi-Arroyo Las Posas stream 
system.  Note the significant increase in streamflow as upstream discharges increased with 
time.  Representative streamflow for project modeling must be biased towards the last two 
decades to reflect the increase in arroyo flows during that time. 

 
Figure 41.  Groundwater pumping reported to the FCGMA in the NPV modeled area. 
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Modeling Inputs 
Streamflow for model years 1 to 17 were the same as for model calibration.  For the next 30 

years, streamflow varied in two overall scenarios: 

Scenario #1 – Annual streamflow (including baseflow and stormflow) was the average of 
the calibration period 1994-2010 (see average in Table 4).  This captures the period of 
increased streamflow caused by wastewater and dewatering discharges.  This scenario 
assumes that no desalters (with their accompanying shallow groundwater pumping) were 
built and operated in Las Posas basin.  This is a best-case scenario for source water for the 
NPV Desalter project. 

Scenario #2 – Baseflow percolating into NPV is identical to Scenario #1 until the beginning 
of model year 23, when 5,000 AFY of baseflow is removed from NPV as a Las Posas 
desalter comes on line7

 

.  At the beginning of model year 28, the rest of the baseflow is 
removed by Las Posas desalting, leaving only stormflow entering NPV (as was the case 
prior to 1994).  The amount of stormflow entering NPV would vary depending upon the 
effect of future upstream pumping for desalters in the Las Posas basin.  Historically, when 
baseflow was lower prior to discharges of wastewater and dewatering into the arroyo, 
stormflow commonly flowed across NPV and was measured at a gage near US 101.  
Therefore, it is likely that stormflow would reach NPV in quantity after the man-made 
baseflow was removed.  Recharge of stormflow in NPV could actually increase with the 
removal of baseflow – stormflow would then have a longer length of streambed available 
for percolation.  Scenario #2 is a worse-case scenario for source water for the NPV 
Desalter and the best-case for removal of brackish water. 

Groundwater pumping at individual wells for model years 1 to 17 was from FCGMA reported 
pumping.  For model years 18 to 47 under all scenarios, groundwater pumping at each well was 
the average of the past five years of pumping reported to the FCGMA.  The five-year period was 
chosen to reflect current pumping patterns, unbiased by historical changes in pumping caused by 
past urbanization.  The only exception to the five-year average was for City of Camarillo wells 
(existing and new desalter wells) that varied with each scenario as to location and amounts of 
pumping. 

Base Cases 
The base case for the modeling analysis is that no desalting project would be built.  All other 

inputs and outputs remain the same except that there is no project pumping.  There is one 
change, however – City of Camarillo moves pumping of its 4,500 AFY FCGMA allocation to 
Well D and the Airport Well because the brackish water at its wells A and B make those wells 
unusable for potable supply. 

In Base Case #1, the mound of poor-quality water continued to grow, extending into the main 
portion of the Pleasant Valley basin (Figure 42).  Particle tracking for this scenario indicates that 
salts would affect a wide area of the basin, causing a potential new threat to aquifers within the 
FCGMA (see section Particle Tracking). 

7 This desalter is likely to be the Moorpark Desalter, but any desalter project along the arroyo in Las Posas will yield 
the same effect in NPV. 
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In Base Case #2 where desalters in the Las Posas basin eventually remove brackish baseflow 
from the arroyo, the recharge mound at the northern edge of NPV remained, but was less 
pronounced (Figure 43).  The main reason for any mound remaining in Base Case #2 is that the 
City of Camarillo has moved its pumping away from NPV towards the Highway 101/Camarillo 
Airport area, reducing pumping of the mound. 

Project Scenarios 
A number of project scenarios were run with the model against the backdrop of Scenarios #1 

and #2 changes in baseflow in the arroyo.  In some of the project scenarios, the City of 
Camarillo’s pumping is moved entirely to the desalter wells, eliminating pumping of Well D and 
the Airport Well (all scenarios except those with “-AP” at the end of scenario number).  In other 
scenarios, there continues to be some pumping near the airport (scenarios with “-AP” at end of 
scenario number).  As modeling results were discussed periodically among the desalter 
participants, the focus of later model runs was on using Scenario #2 arroyo flows because they 
represented a worse-case track for project longevity and effects, as well as a best-case for 
removing salts from the aquifer.  Two scenarios also tested the sensitivity of varying the amount 
of baseflow in the arroyo that percolates into NPV (increase/decrease by 20%).  Well locations 
used in the modeling are indicated on Figure 44.  The project scenarios are summarized below: 

Scenarios #1a and #2a – 4,500 AFY of desalter pumping (equivalent to Camarillo’s 
FCGMA allocation) from two wells (existing wells A and B). 

Scenarios #1b and #2b – 9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells (wells A and B 
plus two nearby new wells). 

Scenarios #1c and #2c – 9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells (wells A and B 
plus two new wells extending northeast in a line from the existing wells).  The only 
different between #b and #c is the location of the two new wells. 

Scenario #2c-25yr – Same as Scenario #2c except project pumps water for 25 years instead 
of 30 yrs. 

Scenario #2c-AP – Same as Scenario #2c except 2,000 AFY are pumped from Well D and 
the Airport Well during the project. 

Scenarios #1d and #2d – 11,800 AFY of desalter pumping (the highest customer demand 
from desalter group) from five wells (wells A and B plus three new wells extending 
northeast in a line from the existing wells). 

Scenario #2e – Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells) with 
baseflow infiltration increased to 120% of calculated 8,300 AFY. 

Scenario #2e-AP – Same as Scenario #2e except 2,000 AFY are pumped from Well D and 
the Airport Well during the project. 

Scenario #2f – Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells) with 
baseflow infiltration decreased to 80% of calculated 8,300 AFY. 

Scenario #2f-AP – Same as Scenario #2f except 2,000 AFY are pumped from Well D and 
the Airport Well during the project. 
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Scenario #2g – 7,500 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells (wells A and B plus two 
new wells, one to the northeast of the existing wells and one to the south of the existing 
wells that would target “stranded brackish water” indentified during particle tracking). 

Scenario #2h – 9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells (same as Scenario #2c with 
further optimization of well locations). 

Scenario #2h-AP – Same as Scenario #2h except 2,000 AFY are pumped from Well D and 
the Airport Well during the project. 

Scenario #2h – 9,000 AFY of desalter pumping from four wells (same as Scenario #2c with 
further optimization of well locations). 

Scenario #2i – 11,800 AFY of desalter pumping from five wells over 25 years (rather than 
30 yrs). 

 
Modeling results were analyzed several ways.  The modeled change in groundwater 

elevations at several monitoring points within and adjacent to NPV were plotted and scenarios 
were compared.  Groundwater elevation contour maps were also compared among scenarios.  
Particle tracking provided a technique to evaluate the potential movement of salts from their site 
of infiltration, their potential path of migration into NPV, and their movement after desalter 
pumping began. 

The monitoring points that were used for evaluating model results included a combination of 
calibration wells, wells at the northern edge of agricultural production in the Pleasant Valley 
basin, and monitoring points located within the model at strategic positions within NPV.  The 
locations of these monitoring points are shown in Figure 45. 

The groundwater model operates on one-year time steps.  Thus, the groundwater elevations 
indicated at specific monitoring points are an annual average – actual groundwater elevations 
would be higher during the wet portion of the year and lower during the dry portion of the year.  
The range of measured annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations is indicated for each 
hydrograph. 

Model Results in Groundwater Mound  
The mound of poor-quality water is only pumped down at higher desalter pumping rates in 

Scenario #1 options (Figure 46), whereas the mound is dissipated to a larger degree at lower 
pumping rates in Scenario #2 options (Figure 47).  Without desalter pumping in Base Cases #1 
and #2, the mound of poor-quality water would remain as a prominent feature. 

Model Results within City of Camarillo  
None of the pumping options in Scenario #1 would reduce the mound of poor-quality water to 

below historical-low groundwater elevations (Figure 48, Figure 50).  In contrast, the higher 
pumping-rate options of Scenario #2 eliminate the mound completely, in some cases lowering 
water levels below historical-low groundwater elevations (Figure 49, Figure 51). 

Model Results at Southern Edge of City of Camarillo  
Model results at three locations south of the City of Camarillo were analyzed: the USGS 

monitoring well at the PVCWD office and the two active agricultural wells closest to the 
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southern boundary of the City of Camarillo (Figure 45).  All Scenario #1 pumping options failed 
to reduce the effect of the mounding of the poor-quality groundwater at the USGS monitoring 
well site (Figure 52).  In contrast, the higher pumping-rate options of Scenario #2 essentially 
eliminated the post-1994 groundwater mounding (Figure 53, Figure 54, Figure 55). 

Further Optimizing of Desalter Wells Locations  
To further optimize the location of the desalter wells, two additional scenarios (Scenarios #2h 

and #2h-AP) were added that mimicked Scenarios #2c and #2c-AP (9.000 AFY, 4 wells) except 
that the well farthest to the northeast was moved within the area of the other three desalter wells 
(location shown in Particle Tracking section, Figure 73).  There were some decided advantages 
to this move, which are discussed in the Particle Tracking section.  The potential disadvantage 
was that drawdown could be increased at the southern edge of Camarillo; however, as indicated 
in Figure 56, there is no discernible extra drawdown along the southern edge of the City. 

25-Year Project  
Following discussions with the NPV Desalter group, the option of a 25-year project (instead 

of 30 years) was modeled at project pumping rates of 9,000 AFY (Scenario #2c-25yr) and 
11,800 AFY (Scenario #2i).  Several iterations with differing well locations were simulated to 
determine least impact on surrounding pumpers and maximum potential recovery of brackish 
water.  The iterations were combined with particle tracking described in the next section to 
determine when project wells would no longer pump brackish water and would therefore be 
turned off.  Five wells were used in the 11,800 AFY simulation (Figure 57) and an additional 
monitoring point was added (Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well 19E1; Figure 58). 

Simulated hydrographs at monitoring points indicate that when the project pumps for 25 
years, drawdown effects are muted compared to a 30-year project (Figure 58 to Figure 60). 
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Figure 42.  Scenario #1 Base Case groundwater elevations at end of 47-year modeling period.  No project, no 

Las Posas basin desalters upstream (i.e., no pumping of shallow, brackish groundwater 
anywhere along Arroyo Las Posas and Calleguas Creek). 

 
Figure 43.  Scenario #2 Base Case groundwater elevations at end of 47-year modeling period.  No project, but 

progressive reduction in brackish baseflow as Las Posas desalters comes on line. 
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Figure 44.  Location of wells used in desalter model runs.  Label next to well indicates which scenario(s) the 

well was used for. 

  
Figure 45.  Location of monitoring points in model used for evaluation of the varying project scenarios.  

Monitoring wells and production wells are actual wells; observation points are selected in the 
model to simulate what a monitoring well would observe at that location.  Mound #2 is a 
Shallow Aquifer (model Layer 1) monitoring point whereas the other monitoring points are in 
the Fox Canyon Aquifer (model Layer 2). 
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Figure 46.  Hydrograph of Scenario #1 options at Mound #2 observation point.  A 25-yr project would end at 

time shown; a 30-yr project would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 

 

  
Figure 47.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options at Mound #2 observation point.  A 25-yr project would end at 

time shown; a 30-yr project would end at Model Year 47.  Note that the range of elevation on 
the vertical axis differs in this figure from other hydrographs (400 ft rather than 350 ft).  See 
Figure 45 for location. 

25-yr 
Project 

25-yr 
Project 
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Figure 48.  Hydrograph of Scenario #1 options near City of Camarillo’s well #A and #B.  Historical low is for 

well 2N/20W-19M4.  Seasonal variations of about ±8 ft from yearly average are observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project 
would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 49.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options near City of Camarillo’s well #A and #B.  Historical low is for 

well 2N/20W-19M4.  Seasonal variations of about ±8 ft from yearly average are observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project 
would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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25-yr 
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Figure 50.  Hydrograph of Scenario #1 options near middle of City of Camarillo.  Historical low is for well 

2N/21W-25B1.  Seasonal variations of ±5 ft from yearly average were observed in measured 
groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project would end 
at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 51.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options near middle of City of Camarillo.  Historical low is for well 

2N/21W-25B1.  Seasonal variations of ±5 ft from yearly average were observed in measured 
groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project would end 
at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 52.  Hydrograph of Scenario #1 options at USGS monitoring site at PVCWD office.  Historical low is 

for well 2N/21W-34G3.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project 
would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 53.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options at USGS monitoring site at PVCWD office.  Historical low is 

for well 2N/21W-34G3.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project 
would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 54.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options at well 35M2.  Historical low is for nearby well 2N/21W-35K1.  

Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were observed in measured groundwater 
elevations.  A 25-yr project would end at time shown; a 30-yr project would end at Model Year 
47.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 55.  Hydrograph of Scenario #2 options at well 1B5.  This well represents the farthest north pumping 

in that area.  Historical low is for well 1N/21W-1B4.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from 
yearly average were observed in measured groundwater elevations.  A 25-yr project would end 
at time shown; a 30-yr project would end at Model Year 47.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 56.  There is no discernible effect at well 1B5 near the City of Camarillo’s southern border from 

moving the farthest-northeast well in Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells) back into the area of 
the other three desalter wells (Scenario #2h, 9,000 AFY, 4 wells).  Seasonal variations up to ±25 
ft from yearly average were observed in measured groundwater elevations.  Location of moved 
well indicated in Figure 73. 

 
Figure 57.  Location of desalter and monitoring wells for Scenario #2i (11,800 AFY, 5 wells, 25 years). 

25-yr 
Project 
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Figure 58.  Simulated hydrograph at 19E1 well for 25-year project for pumping rates of 9,000 and 11,800 

AFY, including 5 years of recovery following the completion of project pumping.  Historical 
low is for nearby well 2N/20W-19M4.  Seasonal variations up to ±10 ft from yearly average 
were observed in measured groundwater elevations.  Well location shown in Figure 57. 
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Figure 59.  Simulated hydrograph at well 35M2 (southwestern edge of City of Camarillo) for 25-year project 

for pumping rates of 9,000 and 11,800 AFY, including 5 years of recovery following the 
completion of project pumping.  Historical low is for nearby well 2N/21W-35K1.  Seasonal 
variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were observed in measured groundwater 
elevations.  Well location shown in Figure 57. 

   
Figure 60.  Simulated hydrograph at well 1B5 at southern boundary of City of Camarillo for 25-year project 

for pumping rates of 9,000 and 11,800 AFY, including 5 years of recovery following the 
completion of project pumping.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were 
observed in measured groundwater elevations.  Well location shown in Figure 57. 
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5 Particle Tracking 

Particle tracking is an especially useful tool for analyzing projects such as the NPV Desalter.  
The particle tracking component of MODFLOW, called MODPATH, uses the MODFLOW grid 
and cell-by-cell model results to simulate the movement of a particle within the groundwater 
flow path.  A starting time and location of a particle is designated, and the path of the particle is 
then traced during any portion of the model period.  The particle moves both horizontally and 
vertically (potentially from one model layer to another) depending upon the groundwater 
gradient in each cell of the model for each time step of the model.  Because this model used 25 
time steps in each of 47 annual stress periods, a particle could be tracked over as many as 1,175 
time steps. 

In this study, particles were used to simulate plug-flow in the aquifer.  In other words, the 
brackish water moves as a mass through the aquifer, pushing fresh water in front of it.  There is 
no assumed dilution or dispersion at the front of the water mass.  At monitoring wells along the 
coastline, there appears to be a relatively sharp contrast between seawater and fresh water, so this 
assumption does not likely lead to large error. 

The results of one set of particle tracks are indicated in Figure 61.  A set of these particle 
tracking results was generated for each scenario, with the set containing tracks of particles at 
different starting times.  In all Scenario #2 options, one set of particle tracks was timed to 
coincide with the end of baseflow percolation into NPV (when upstream desalters had removed 
all baseflow from the arroyo).  This set of particles represented the beginning of movement of 
better-quality stormflow, so the location of the tail-end of the brackish water could be tracked. 

By combining the results of the set of particle tracks for each scenario, an approximation of 
the location of the brackish water at any time could be determined.  For the Base Case scenarios, 
the furthest travel of the particles at the end of the 47 years of the model is indicated.  For all 
other scenarios, the progressive movement of the particles is indicated. 

5.1 Verification of Particle Tracking 
An additional verification of the groundwater model is available as the result of the particle 

tracking simulations.  The arrival time of the first particles released in the model (coinciding with 
base flow first reaching NPV) can be compared against the time when measured water quality 
changed in production wells (Figure 62 and Figure 63).  As shown in the two charts, water levels 
rose several years prior to the arrival of brackish water.  The delay time for these brackish water 
molecules to actually reach the wells coincides with the arrival time predicted by particle 
tracking, providing model verification.  This verification can be accomplished for wells within 
about the first 10 years of travel time from the arroyo; beyond that, the recommended monitoring 
wells can be used for verification in the future. 

5.2 Particle Tracking Results 
Results for Base Cases – For Base Case #1 (no desalters in either Las Posas basin or NPV), 

particles track across Highway 101 and beneath the agricultural fields of Pleasant Valley (Figure 
64).  The potential of salts reaching that far south is a new threat to the water resources of the 
Pleasant Valley basin.  If desalters are built in Las Posas and baseflow into NPV is eliminated 
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(Base Case #2), brackish water that entered the aquifer prior to reduction of baseflow would 
continue to move southward towards the main Pleasant Valley basin, but at a slower rate (Figure 
65). 

Results with NPV Desalter Pumping – Particle movement with NPV desalters operating 
(starting in model year 18) is largely dependent upon the location of the desalter wells and the 
rate of pumping.  The locations of desalter wells were optimized iteratively by examining both 
water level drawdown and particle tracking.  Thus, the scenarios in this evaluation are largely 
dependent upon pumping rate.  As pumping rates were increased (4,500-7,500-9,000 AFY), the 
period and extent of migration was shortened. 

In Scenario #2a (4,500 AFY, 2 wells, Figure 66, Figure 67) particles just cross beneath 
Highway 101 before they are reversed.  Most importantly, there is a relatively large area of 
potential brackish water that remains stranded at model year 47.  When pumping rates are 
increased to 7,500 AFY (Scenario #2g, 4 wells – Figure 68, Figure 69) and 9,000 AFY (Scenario 
#2c, 4 wells – Figure 70, Figure 71) the southward extent and the area of potential stranded salts 
are decreased.  When the airport wells are pumped during the model simulation (Figure 72), 
brackish water migrates farther to the southwest, but is effectively recovered before model year 
47.  The effectiveness of the recovery may be caused by better alignment of the brackish water 
with the recovery wells. 

Scenario #2h (9,000 AFY, 4 wells) was constructed to extend the period during which the 
desalter wells were potentially pumping brackish water.  As indicated in Figure 73, moving the 
northeastern well resulted in desalter wells pumping potentially brackish water over a longer 
period of time. 

Simulation of the 25-year, 11,800 AFY project (Scenario #2i) indicates that there is complete 
recapture of particles prior to the end of model year 47 (Figure 74).  In the scenario, two wells 
were shut off near the end of the model period as particles were recaptured (i.e., “brackish water” 
was completely recaptured at that site).  For a 25-year project pumping 9,000 AFY, not all the 
brackish water is removed (42-yr interpolation between arcs for 40 and 47 years in Figure 71). 
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Figure 61.  Particle tracking results for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells) with a set of particles released at 

the baseflow recharge area at the beginning of year 1 of the model.  Years are shown for each 
particle track; the light green tracks are when the particle is in Layer 1, whereas the purple 
tracks are when the particle is in Layer 2.  Particles reverse direction following the beginning 
of desalter pumping in year 18. 

 
Figure 62.  Measurements of sulfate concentrations and groundwater elevations compared to timing of 

arrival of first particles at well 19F4.  Note that measured groundwater elevations rise several 
years prior to the first brackish water arriving, with the predicted brackish water arrival 
coinciding with its actual arrival. 
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Figure 63.  Measurements of sulfate concentrations and groundwater elevations compared to timing of 

arrival of first particles at well 19M6.  Note that measured groundwater elevations rise several 
years prior to the first brackish water arriving, with the predicted brackish water arrival 
coinciding with its actual arrival. 

 
Figure 64.  Particle tracking results for Base Case #1, indicating that by the end of model year 47 (30 years 

from now), the poor-quality water could migrate beneath the agricultural fields of the Pleasant 
Valley County Water District. 
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Figure 65.  Particle tracking results for Base Case #2, indicating that by the end of model year 47 (30 years 

from now), the poor-quality water could migrate south of Highway 101 even with Las Posas 
desalters operating. 

 
Figure 66.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2a (4,500 AFY, 2 wells), model years 1 to 27.  Particle movement 

slowed down somewhat after the beginning of desalter pumping in year 18. 
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Figure 67.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2a (4,500 AFY, 2 wells), model years 27 to 47.  After model year 

27, particles reverse direction and the area of potential brackish water decreases somewhat.  
There is a significant area of potentially stranded salts (inside year 47 boundary). 

 
Figure 68.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2g (7,500 AFY, 4 wells), model years 1 to 27.  Particles stop 

migrating to southwest by model year 23. 
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Figure 69.  Particle tracking for Scenario# 2g (7,500 AFY, 4 wells), model years 27 to 47.  Potential areas with 

brackish water in model year 47 are significantly reduced from Scenario #2a (4,500 AFY, 2 
wells). 

 
Figure 70.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells), model years 1 to 27.  Particles stop 

migrating to southwest by model year 23. 
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Figure 71.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells), model years 27 to 47.  Potential areas of 

brackish water are almost eliminated by model year 47.  For a 25-year project (ending in 
model year 42), an interpolation can be made between arcs for 40 and 47 years. 

 
Figure 72.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2c-AP (9,000 AFY, 4 wells, pumping of Airport wells), model years 

27 to 47.  Comparison to the previous figure indicates that the pumping at the airport wells 
tends to migrate the brackish water farther southwest by year 27, but results in elimination of 
the brackish water before model year 47. 
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Figure 73.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2h (9,000 AFY, 4 wells), which mimics Scenario #2c except that 

farthest northeast desalter well was moved closer to the other desalter wells. 

 
Figure 74.  Particle tracking results for Scenario #2i, the 11,800 AFY project that was shortened to 25 years.  

All particles are recovered by model year 47, suggesting a successful recapture of brackish 
water. 
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6 Using Model Results 

Modeling is used to simulate actual behavior in the aquifer.  When interpreting model results, 
it is important to determine how well the model does represent aquifer responses.  Three methods 
were used to determine the accuracy of the modeling and how sensitive model results are to 
inputs such as streamflow. 

Water Level Comparisons – this was the model calibration process discussed earlier in the 
report.  Because calibration took place during the building of the mound, the model is 
well suited for simulating depletion of the mound over the same water level range (i.e., 
the model is operated within its calibrated range). 

Water Quality Comparisons – water quality measured in wells can be compared to the 
results of the particle tracking analysis.  In theory, you could compare water quality 
changes throughout the historical period.  In practice, there were few wells within the city 
limits of Camarillo during the 17-year period when model results could be compared to 
measured results.  There is the opportunity to do this with Camarillo’s wells A and B – 
they are within the mound of poor-quality water and there are abundant water level and 
water quality data during this period.  In these wells, there is a lag time of 5 to 10 years 
between when water levels started to rise and when increased salts reached the wells.  
MODFLOW and MODPATH model results predict that particles released in the area of 
baseflow infiltration along the arroyo would reach wells A and B in a similar time frame.  
Thus, there is agreement between observed and modeled results. 

Sensitivity Analysis – the sensitivity of model parameters such as aquifer properties was 
part of the model calibration – the model parameters were optimized for calibration to 
measured groundwater elevations.  The sensitivity of the model to major input and outputs 
such as pumping and recharge need to be addressed separately for this model.  
Groundwater pumping in the model is from data reported by pumpers to the FCGMA.  
Although there has been long discussion on the accuracy of this self-reporting, the amount 
of pumping in the model does not vary between scenarios except for City of Camarillo 
and desalter pumping.  Thus, the changes in aquifer response between the various 
scenarios, where only desalter pumping is varied, are likely to be fairly representative of 
actual changes. 
 
The significant input to the model is percolation from streamflow.  In particular, the 
amount of baseflow (brackish water) is important in determining both groundwater 
elevations and particle tracking.  To test the sensitivity of the model to variations in the 
amount of baseflow, baseflow was varied by ± 20% for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 
wells).  The largest effect in groundwater elevations in the sensitivity analysis is in the 
area where baseflow percolation occurs (Figure 75).  Farther from the area of percolation, 
the effects of changing baseflow become more muted (Figure 76 and Figure 77).  At 
reduced baseflow, particles do not extend as far southwest as in Scenario #2c and the area 
of “stranded brackish water” at model year 47 is eliminated (Figure 78).  With increased 
baseflow, particles extend farther southwest and the area of “stranded brackish water” at 
model year 47 is larger (Figure 79).  This information is integrated into the analysis of the 
project in the following chapter. 
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Figure 75.  Sensitivity analysis at observation point Mound #2 (Figure 45) by changing baseflow by ± 20% for 

Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells). 

   
Figure 76.  Sensitivity analysis at observation point MW #2 (Figure 45) by changing baseflow by ± 20% for 

Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells). 
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Figure 77.  Sensitivity analysis at monitoring well 34G3 by changing baseflow by ± 20% for Scenario #2c 

(9,000 AFY, 4 wells). 

 
Figure 78.  Sensitivity analysis for particle tracking for Scenario #2f (Scenario #2c with 80% baseflow 

infiltration).  Compare results to those shown on Figure 71 for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 
wells). 
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Figure 79.  Sensitivity analysis for particle tracking for Scenario# 2e (9,000 AFY, 4 wells, baseflow 120%).  

Compare results to those shown on Figure 71 for Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells, 100% 
baseflow. 
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7 Analysis of Results 

Modeling results indicate that with no desalter pumping in NPV and/or the Las Posas basin, 
poor-quality water could continue its migration towards and into the agricultural areas of the 
main Pleasant Valley basin.  NPV desalter pumping largely eliminates that threat to the aquifers.  
Both Scenario #1 options (no desalter pumping in the Las Posas basin) and Scenario #2 (reduced 
flow in arroyo caused by upstream desalter projects) were evaluated in this study.  Base Case #1 
and Scenario #1 project scenarios were was used to determine project effects compared to 
current conditions.  Base Case #2 project scenarios were used to assess worst-case effects for the 
NPV desalter project. 

At lowered rates of desalter pumping (e.g., 4,500 AFY), the mound of brackish water in NPV 
would be reduced but not eliminated.  Likewise, there would likely be “stranded brackish water” 
under the City of Camarillo at these lower pumping rates that would continue moving southward 
into the basin.  At higher rates of desalter pumping, there becomes a trade-off between salt 
removal and lowered groundwater elevations.  The effect of project pumping on the Pleasant 
Valley basin is summarized in this section. 

7.1 Project Effects Relative to Current Conditions 
To evaluate the project relative to current (no project) conditions, groundwater model Base 

Case #1 model runs were used to project effects over the 25-year life of the project.  Base Case 
#1 continues the current flows in Arroyo Las Posas during this 25-year project period because 
there are currently no approved projects in the Las Posas basin that would decrease that flow.  
Project Scenario #1c (same base flow, 9,000 AFY desalter pumping) was then compared to Base 
Case #1 results  at four different sites in the northern Pleasant Valley basin – two very near 
project pumping (Figure 80, Figure 81) and two in the closest down-gradient areas of private 
pumping (Figure 82, Figure 83). 

Near project pumping wells, modeled groundwater elevations at the end of the 25-year project 
dropped 100 to 120 ft from their historical highs – highs created by the growth of the mound of 
brackish water over the last decades.  During the life of the project, as modeled no-project 
groundwater elevations rise as the mound of brackish water continues to degrade the aquifer, 
project groundwater elevations are as much as 150 ft lower than no-project elevations.  However, 
project groundwater elevations remain above pre-mounding elevations and well above measured 
historical low elevations in these wells (Figure 80, Figure 81).  Thus, the effect on these nearby 
wells is an increased pumping lift, but there would be no negative effect on the wells themselves 
– groundwater elevations would remain within historical fluctuations.  Nearby well owners 
would also benefit over time from improved water quality, potentially more than offsetting any 
increased pumping lift. 

In the nearest down-gradient wells, the model predicts that project groundwater elevations 
would drop no more than 30 ft below historical high levels caused by the mounding of brackish 
groundwater (Figure 82, Figure 83).  The potential overall decrease in groundwater elevations is 
in the range of the semi-annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations from wet to dry portions 
of the year.  Groundwater elevations would remain above pre-mounding elevations, and greater 
than 150 ft above historical low groundwater elevations.  Well owners in these areas would also 
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likely avoid the arrival of the mound of brackish water that is predicted to degrade their water 
quality in the future if the project is not implemented (Figure 86). 

7.2 Effect on Existing Wells 
To determine the potential worst-case effect on existing wells, pumping for Scenario #2c-25yr 

was used (this scenario has reduced base flow in the arroyo) in the analysis.  Active wells in the 
vicinity of the NPV Desalter project are shown on Figure 84.  The closest well is operated by the 
Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company (19E1).  Model results for 25-year projects indicate that 
water levels in this well would drop slightly below historical low levels near the end of the 
project, but then recover to above historical lows after project completion (Figure 85).  Other 
nearby wells would likely see a similar pattern in groundwater elevations, but with levels not 
dropping below historical levels.  The Bell Ranch well is shown on Figure 84.  It is not clear at 
this time which basin that well is in – if it in the Pleasant Valley basin, the well would also likely 
see drawdown from the NPV Desalter project. 

Another potential effect of NPV desalter pumping would be on the largely agricultural 
pumpers south of the Camarillo city limits.  Wells along this southern boundary were used to 
estimate project effects.  Modeled groundwater elevations at the USGS monitoring well at 
PVCWD’s office (Figure 53) and other locations away from the project (Figure 54, Figure 55) 
indicate that groundwater elevations would remain above historical low groundwater elevations. 

7.3 Removal of Brackish Water 
Particle tracking results suggest that much of the poor-quality water that has infiltrated into 

NPV can be recaptured by NPV Desalter pumping.  By careful examination of the set of particle 
traces that were initiated at different times during the model period, the period during which 
brackish water could potentially be pumped by the desalter wells can be estimated (Table 6).  
Three aspects are evident in the table: 

 Moving the northeastern desalter well of Scenario #2c (9,000 AFY, 4 wells) 
increased substantially the period during which all four project wells could 
potentially operate as desalter wells (Scenario #2h, 9,000 AFY, 4 wells); 

 The amount of brackish baseflow infiltrating into NPV is an important factor in 
project longevity; and 

 A 25-year project could potentially recapture most of the “brackish” water. 
 

It is important to note that particle tracking has its limitations and that conclusions based on 
the particle tracking should be tempered by these limitations.  The limitations are that particle 
tracking inherits any errors from the main MODFLOW results, particle movement is plug flow 
and has no components of mixing processes (dispersion, diffusion), the brackish baseflow could 
be stratified in the aquifer and groundwater pumped could be a mix of brackish water and 
ambient better-quality groundwater, and individual wells could be pulling in brackish water from 
one direction and better-quality well from another direction.  Thus, the actual water quality 
pumped by any desalter well may vary in salt concentration.  This variation in concentration may 
be more pronounced in later stages of the project, when the brackish water may have taken 
complex travel paths from infiltration to extraction. 
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Scenario 5 wells 4 wells 3 wells 2 wells 1 well 

2a (4.5K Pumping)    23 to 29 30+ 
2g (7.5K Pumping)  19 to 22 19 to 30+ 30+ 30+ 
2c (9K Pumping)  11 to 17 24 to 29 24 to 29 30+ 
2c-AP (9K Pumping)   11 to 17 24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 
2c-25yr (9K, 25-yr)  11 to 17 24 to 25   
2f (9K w/80% flow)  19 to 22 24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 
2f-AP (9K w/80% flow)  24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 
2e (9K w/120% flow)  19 to 22 30+ 30+ 30+ 
2e-AP (9K w/120% flow  19 to 22 30+ 30+ 30+ 
2h (9K optimized)  24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 30+ 
2h-AP (9K optimized)  19 to 22 24 to 29 24 to 29 24 to 29 
2i (11.8K, 25-yr) 19 to 22 19 to 22 24+   
 
Table 7.  Results of particle tracking, indicating the number of years wells would pump “brackish” water for 

each Scenario #2 pumping option.  For example, under Scenario #2g four wells would be within the 
area of “brackish” particles for at least 19 years but perhaps for as long as 22 years; three wells 
would be within the area of “brackish” particles for at least 19 years, but perhaps as long as 30+ 
years.  In Scenario #2i, there is nearly complete recapture of “brackish” water by the end of the 
project. 

7.4 Effect on Water Quality and Seawater Intrusion 
The most noticeable water quality problems in the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley basins 

are seawater intrusion near the coastline and the mound of brackish groundwater that is 
migrating southwestward from the opposite side of the basin.  Removal of this later mound is the 
purpose of the proposed project – its effectiveness was discussed in the previous section.  The 
effect of not doing the project is serious for the basin – the mound of brackish water will migrate 
into the main agricultural portion of the Pleasant Valley basin (Figure 86).  Therefore, a no-
project scenario has a serious negative water quality effect on the basin. 

The second water quality problem is the long-recognized seawater intrusion at the coastline.  
The Lower Aquifer System of the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley basins has been 
characterized over the past decades as being below sea level in coastal areas, with a significant 
pumping depression along the boundary between the two basins (Figure 87).  This has caused 
intrusion of seawater in local areas along the coast near offshore submarine canyons.  To predict 
the effects of the project on seawater intrusion, two set of model results were combined: 

1)  In the northeastern half of the area of contours in where the project and modeled 
pumping wells were located, contours of groundwater elevations were derived 
directly from model results for Scenario 1c-25 yrs for the last year of the project.  

2)  Southwest of the above area, the large number of pumping wells were not modeled 
(outside the scope of the modeling effort), but the residual effect of the project can be 
determined as the difference between Base Case 1 (no project) and Scenario 1c-25 yrs 
(with project).  This difference (which varied from a few 10s of feet to less than a 
foot) was then subtracted from the Fall 2013 groundwater elevations to approximate 
the effect of the project on the pumping depression.  
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With no project, the groundwater gradient in NPV steepens somewhat during the 25 years 
(Figure 88).  The greatest effect, however, is that the pumping depression deepens and it widens 
to north of its present location.   This widening and deepening is largely caused by the shift in 
pumping from Camarillo’s NPV wells to its airport wells as the brackish water mound continues 
to degrade water quality in NPV – a shift in pumping necessary to meet DPH drinking water 
standards. 

With the project operating for 25 years, the groundwater gradient in the project area is 
towards the southwest and west, towards the coastline (Figure 89).  The pumping depression is 
widened slightly towards the east and the eastern gradient of the pumping depression is 
steepened somewhat.  There would be no adverse effect on seawater intrusion – the pumping 
depression remains at the same elevation and location and there would be no change to the 
groundwater gradient seaward of the pumping depression.  Thus, the modeling indicates that 
there would be no adverse effect from the project on seawater intrusion. 

 
Figure 80.  Modeled groundwater elevations near project pumping wells for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
Historical low is for well 2N/20W-19M4. 
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Figure 81.  Modeled groundwater elevations 1650 feet from project pumping wells for no project (Base Case 

#1, current conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 
AFY-25 yr).  See Figure 1 for location. 

 
Figure 82.  Modeled groundwater elevations south of Highway 101 for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
The slight rise in elevation when the project commences is caused by reduced pumping of 
Camarillo’s nearby airport wells.  Location shown in Figures 1 and 57. 
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Figure 83.  Modeled groundwater elevations south of Highway 101 for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
Historical low is for nearby well 2N/21W-36L2.  Location shown in Figures 1 and 34. 

 
Figure 84.  Map of wells in vicinity of desalter project. 
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Figure 85.  Effect of 25-year project on closest well.  Groundwater elevations partially recover following 

completion of the project.  Historical low is from nearby well 2N/20W-19M4, which has a 
longer historical record (well 19M4 adjacent to wells 19M5 and 19M6).  See Figure 84 for 
locations. 

 
Figure 86.  Base Case #1 particle tracking results indicating the potential movement of the plume of brackish 

water into the main agricultural portion of the Pleasant Valley basin if a desalting project is 
not completed. 
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Figure 87.  Contours of measured groundwater elevations in wells in Fall 2013.  Note the pumping depression 

that has formed along the boundary between the Pleasant Valley and Oxnard Plain basins.  
This pumping depression forms a landward groundwater gradient from the coastline to the 
basin boundary. 
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Figure 88.  Groundwater elevations predicted 25 years in the future, based on the groundwater modeling, 

under current conditions (no change in base flow in the arroyo) and with no desalting project.  
The groundwater gradient from NPV to the southwest increases in steepness from Fall 2013, 
but the pumping depression deepens and widens to the north as Camarillo replaces NPV 
pumping with pumping near the Camarillo airport.  This change in pumping pattern is 
necessitated by the migration of the mound of brackish water into Camarillo’s NPV wells. 
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Figure 89.  Groundwater elevations predicted 25 years in the future, based on the groundwater modeling, 

with the NPV desalting project in operation.  Groundwater gradients in NPV have flattened 
somewhat from Fall 2013, but the pumping depression remains largely unchanged. 

 

8 Margin of Error 

The margin of error in the analysis is made up of uncertainty in the model inputs and the 
accuracy of the measured data used for model calibration.  The accuracy of model results is 
meant in this context as how accurately groundwater elevations are predicted in the model. 

Measured data are used as inputs into the model (e.g., pumping, streamflow) and for 
calibration of the model (groundwater elevations).  The accuracy of these data can vary upon 
how (and how often) they are measured.  DWR has estimated the accuracy of these data in 
general; pumping is better measured within the FCGMA and is reflected in Table 8. 

Besides pumping and streamflow, model inputs include aquifer geometry, hydraulic 
conductivity, streamflow percolation, and storativity (amount of aquifer volume filled with 
extractable water).  These inputs were estimated based on a limited number of available 
measurements within study area.  The measurement uncertainty for these inputs is also affected 
by the fact that the variability in these inputs throughout the model domain cannot be 
characterized by a limited number of point measurements. 

The uncertainty associated with the model inputs is reduced through the process of model 
calibration.  However, because different combinations of inputs can result in similar levels of 
calibration, all models are non-unique and uncertainty (potential error) in the model results 
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remains, even with the very best calibrated models.  The best method to evaluate potential error 
in the model results is through sensitivity analyses8

Table 9

 – that is, change input values in the 
calibrated model and see what the effect is on modeled groundwater elevations.  The results of 
this analysis are shown in . 

The sensitivity analyses indicate that the input values most likely to affect model results are 
pumping, streamflow, and layer 2 horizontal hydraulic conductivity and storativity.  However, 
the actual margin of error in the model is reduced by the calibration process, as discussed earlier.  
The root mean square error of the calibrated model – that is, the difference between model 
results and measured groundwater elevations in the calibration period – is 16.5 ft. 

Data Type DWR9 
Within Project 

Area 
Pumping ± 20-100% ± 15% 
Streamflow-gaged ± 5-10% ± 10% 
Streamflow-ungaged ± 10-200% ± 20% 
Groundwater Elevation ± 5% ± 5% 

Table 8.  Potential accuracy of measured data. 

Input Type 
Sensitivity 
Analysis 

Change in 
Modeled 

Groundwater 
Elevation (ft) 

Pumping ± 25% ± 27 ft 
Streamflow ± 20% ± 20 ft 
Horizontal Conductivity (Lyr 1) 500% 1.6 ft 
Horizontal Conductivity (Lyr 2) 500% 14.8 ft 
Vertical Conductivity (Lyr 1) 500% <<1 ft  
Vertical Conductivity (Lyr 2) 500% <<1 ft 
Storativity (Lyr 1) 500% 1.25 ft 
Storativity (Lyr 2) 200% 18 ft 

Table 9.  Sensitivity of model to changes in input values. 

9 Potential for Land Subsidence During Project 

Land subsidence can occur when pumping causes groundwater elevations to drop sufficiently 
to dewater sediments in the basin or to create pressure gradients where water flows out of the 
sediments.  It is the fine-grained sediments (e.g., mudstone) which may be present both within 
the aquifers and as low-permeability layers between the aquifers that cause land subsidence – 
water lost from these sediments is permanent and causes compaction of the material.  In contrast, 

8 US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Science Advisor, 2009, Guidance on the Development, 
Evaluation, and Application of Environmental Models, EPA/100/K-09/003. “Sensitivity analysis is recommended as 
the principal evaluation tool for characterizing the most and least important sources of uncertainty in environmental 
models.” 
9 California Department of Water Resources, 1981, Table 28 from Peters, short course notes on water budgets. 
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water lost from coarser-grained sediments (e.g., sand and gravel) causes minimal compaction 
and water can re-enter the pore spaces when water levels rise. 

Repeated cycling of groundwater elevations caused by drought/wet periods or 
pumping/recharge periods is less likely to cause further subsidence as long as groundwater 
elevations remain above historical lows.  In NPV, groundwater elevations reached their lowest 
level prior to 1994, and then rose substantially after that time (e.g., Figure 90).  Thus, the 
potential for land subsidence is significantly reduced if project groundwater elevations remain 
above historical low elevations.  If groundwater elevations drop below historical lows, then the 
land surface elevation in the area of the low groundwater elevations should be monitored 
regularly to detect any subsidence. 

 
Figure 90.  Example of historical low groundwater elevation prior to 1994.  Locations shown in Figure 1. 
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10 Monitoring and Contingency Plan 

A Monitoring and Contingency Plan serves the multiple purposes of assisting Project 
operators in fine-tuning operation of the Project, providing a basis for compliance with FCGMA 
requirements, and providing a level of comfort for other pumpers in the NPV.  The Plan is 
discussed in two parts in the following sections. 

10.1 Monitoring Plan 
The recommended monitoring plan for the desalter project includes drilling new monitoring 

wells, monitoring water levels and water quality in existing wells, monitoring water quality and 
flow at one stream location, and analyzing/reporting results annually. 

Wells as Monitoring Points 
Dedicated Monitoring Wells – It is recommended that three new monitoring wells be 

installed in NPV.  The purpose of the monitoring wells is two-fold: establishing baseline 
information and tracking the progress of the desalter project as it pulls salts from the basin.  The 
recommended approximate locations of the new monitoring wells are indicated in Figure 91.  
They are spaced on either side of the calculated particle track boundary for 17 years of 
groundwater movement since brackish water first reached NPV (approximates today’s 
conditions). 

It is recommended that the monitoring wells be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical 
U.S. Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the 
well (e.g., Figure 92).  The approximate depth and screened intervals at each well location as 
indicated in Table 10; the actual screened intervals will have to be determined after a 
geophysical log is run between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each screened interval 
is continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the 
screen.  A bentonite seal is placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval 
(Figure 92). 

The screen length in a monitoring well can vary from tens of feet (targeting a specific zone 
within an aquifer) up to hundreds of feet (targeting most or all of an aquifer’s thickness).  Each 
end member has its own advantages and disadvantages.  The purpose of the recommended 
monitoring wells is to determine the salt content in each of the major units and how they change 
with time.  Thus, a relatively thick interval is sampled in each recommended screen interval 
(particularly in the Fox Canyon Aquifer, which is the primary water-producing zone in NPV and 
is the target of the desalter project).  Thus, sampling results should be similar to what would be 
detected in a typical Fox Canyon production well and in desalter project extraction wells. 

The monitoring wells should be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A 2-inch PVC casing and 
screen are generally used for each screened interval.  This allows multiple screened intervals to 
be completed in each well bore.  However, if depth to groundwater is expected to exceed 200 ft, 
the casing size should be increased to 4-inch to accommodate a larger sampling pump that can 
adequately lift water to the surface.  If 4-inch wells are required, it may be more practical to drill 
each well separately rather than nesting the wells. 
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A transducer/data logger should be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded 
periodically.  It might be advantageous for the transducers to measure both water levels and 
electrical conductivity – the movement of brackish groundwater may be more complex than 
periodic water quality sampling can detect.  Recommended sampling intervals are shown in 
Table 11. 

There is an existing USGS monitoring well cluster located near Highway 101 and Las Posas 
Rd (2N/21W-34G).  The cluster has screened intervals appropriate to this project and is already 
being monitored by United Water Conservation District for both water levels and water quality.  
These data should be included and analyzed in the Annual Monitoring Report. 

The new monitoring wells should be surveyed for location and elevation.  The existing USGS 
well already has an accurate elevation from processed LIDAR data.  The monitoring wells are 
recommended to be surveyed (traditional survey or LIDAR) every ten years to detect any 
changes in elevation related to subsidence.  Both the wellhead and surrounding land surface 
should be surveyed to ensure adequate detection of subsidence. 

Monitoring in Project Area – In the project area (Figure 84), it is recommended that three 
existing production wells be monitored.  One of Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company’s wells 
(19M5 or 19E1) and the Bell Ranch well (19B1) are the closest to the likely desalter wells, and 
will indicate localized effects of pumping for the desalter.  An additional well is recommended to 
be chosen among the wells farther to the east.  If allowed by the well owner, a transducer/data 
logger should be installed in each production well.  Recommended sampling intervals are shown 
in Table 11. 

Desalter Extraction Wells – Extraction wells used in the desalter project should be equipped 
with transducers/data loggers unless SCADA hardware already measure water levels.  Electrical 
conductivity should be automatically measured on an interval recommended in Table 11. 

Monitoring for Regional Groundwater Trend Evaluation – Baseline regional monitoring 
is important so that regional trends (e.g., drought conditions, regional water quality changes) can 
be identified and accounted for in project monitoring.  To factor these regional effects, 
monitoring points that are far enough away to be unaffected by the project should be utilized.  
Both the County of Ventura and United Water Conservation District regularly monitor a set of 
wells in the Pleasant Valley basin; results of this monitoring should be obtained and used 
annually for identifying both regional water level and water quality trends. 

Surface Water Monitoring 
It will be important to the project to periodically review the amount of dry-weather base flow 

into NPV along Arroyo Las Posas.  Because this baseflow is the source of the brackish water that 
infiltrates into NPV, the amount of baseflow in the future will determine whether NPV will 
continue to be degraded or, if upstream desalters capture much of this water, when the 
degradation may cease and the NPV desalter project can complete its extraction of the brackish 
mound in NPV. 

Monitoring of the baseflow leaving the Las Posas basin when an upstream desalter is 
completed will likely be a monitoring element for the upstream desalter.  It is recommended that 
information from that monitoring be obtained on a regular basis and included in the 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 607 of 1199



recommended Annual Report.  There is currently a periodic monitoring program of flow and 
water quality at a series of locations along the arroyo that is contracted by Calleguas MWD 
which will provide baseline data for the NPV monitoring program. 

Monitoring Data Analysis 
Transducer data from nearby wells, desalter wells, and the dedicated monitoring wells should 

be downloaded quarterly and examined for overall trends and potential trigger values.  When 
water quality analyses are received, a similar examination is warranted.  Water level, streamflow, 
and quality data should be maintained in digital form for annual analyses and determination of 
trends and trigger values.  All these data should be included in the Annual Report. 

Reporting 
An Annual Report is recommended to be prepared by July following the end of the calendar 

year.  The Annual Report should show a summary of desalter operations, data analyses and 
graphs, conclusions formed from the analyses, and recommendations for future operations and 
monitoring.  The Report should also include regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to 
document any effects of the project on the wider Pleasant Valley basin.  These maps can be 
constructed by either United Water Conservation District or specifically for the Annual Report 
using the regional groundwater elevation measurements made by United Water and the County 
of Ventura.  The Annual Report may be submitted to regulatory agencies as required. 

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA will be notified within one month of any 
unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of such results include rapidly 
dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, and unexpected water quality 
analyses. 
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Figure 91.  Recommended sites (circles) for installation of new monitoring wells.  It is recommended that 

wells be installed with at least one well one either side of the particle tracking boundary of 17 
years (approximates today’s condition). 

 
Figure 92.  Monitoring well completion schematic.  Each screened interval is isolated above and below by a 

bentonite seal.  Gravel pack extends 10 to 20 feet above and below screen. 

  

Location A 

Location B 

Location C 
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Well Location Total Depth Shallow Aquifer 
Screen Hueneme Screen Fox Canyon 

Screen 
A 1050’ 60-170’ 430-640’ 680-1030’ 
B 1100’ 60-110’ 620-740’ 830-1080’ 

C* 1100’ 60-140’ none 660-1080’ 
 
Table 10.  Approximate depth and screened intervals for recommended monitoring wells.  Actual screened 

intervals would be based on electric logs run prior to casing the holes.  *May be less expensive 
to drill two separate smaller-diameter wells. 

 Dedicated 
Monitoring 

Wells 

Monitored 
Production 

Wells 

Desalter 
Extraction 

Wells 
Surface Water 

Groundwater Elevation Transdcr-3 hr Transdcr-3 hr Transdcr-3 hr  
Electrical Conductivity Transdcr-3 hr Transdcr-3 hr Transdcr-3 hr  

General Minerals Quarterly Quarterly Monthly Obtain data from 
other programs 

 
Table 11.  Recommended sampling for desalter project. 

 
 

10.2 Contingency Plan 
A Contingency Plan deals with issues that may arise during operation of the project, including 

unexpected water level declines or unexpected changes in water quality.   

Contingency Plan for Groundwater Elevations 

Contingency Triggers for Groundwater Elevations 
Contingency triggers are numerical values for groundwater elevations /water quality 

concentrations beyond which a contingency plan is implemented.  There are several factors that 
must be considered in devising triggers for the desalter project that would result in implementing 
project contingencies. 

 Groundwater elevations rose for decades in the project area as the aquifers were 
filled with a large mound of non-native brackish water (discharge from wastewater 
treatment plants, dewatering of shallow aquifers) that spilled over from the Las Posas 
basin.  Without this recharge, groundwater elevations in the project areas would 
currently be much lower.  Recovery of this brackish water would be expected to 
lower groundwater elevations. 

 There is a water quality benefit to all pumpers who would potentially be affected by 
future movement of the brackish water if the desalter project is not built.  This 
benefit must be balanced against lower groundwater elevations that the pumpers may 
experience.  The benefit applies to both municipal pumpers (sulfates exceeding 
drinking water standards) and agricultural pumpers (chlorides exceeding tolerance 
levels in salt-sensitive crops). 
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 Groundwater elevations in the project area may be lower in the future from causes 
unrelated to desalter pumping – such as current overdraft of the basin and/or 
increased pumping related to crop changes. 

 
It is reasonable that contingency planning be based upon historical groundwater elevations.  

Figure 93 indicates historical groundwater elevations in the project area.  The historical low was 
-168 ft msl in the now-destroyed 19M4 well.  If groundwater elevations in adjacent wells to the 
19M4 well were to approach and/or drop below the historical low groundwater elevation, a set of 
Contingency Actions would take place. 

To ensure that pumping activities by others in the project area do not draw down groundwater 
elevations excessively, project operators will ask the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 
Agency to limit new pumping in the project area so that overall pumping does not exceed an 
annual use of 4 AF/acre. 

Contingency Actions for Groundwater Elevations 
Contingency actions are taken when groundwater elevations measured in the Monitoring Plan 

approach or are deeper than a groundwater elevation trigger.  The actions are progressive, from 
informational/planning to modifying project operations. 

Groundwater Elevation within 16 ft of Trigger – Given the margin of error in model 
calibration is a maximum of 16 ft, the first contingency is set at 16 ft above the trigger 
elevation of 168 ft below mean sea level (historical low)(Table 12).  When any measured 
static groundwater elevation in wells 2N/20W-19F4 or 2N/20W-19L5 within the project 
area drops to 152 ft below mean sea level, the project operator should review the 
monitoring data to determine the reason(s) for the drop.  The project operator should also 
commence monthly downloads of the transducers installed in that project area to 
determine if groundwater elevations are expected to drop below the trigger level.  The 
owner/operators of nearby wells and the FCGMA will be informed of the findings.  A 
survey of the elevation of monitored well(s) in the area where water levels are within 16 
ft of their trigger will be conducted to determine if any subsidence has occurred and to 
use as a benchmark if further decreases in groundwater elevations occur. 

Potential mitigation of the effects of water levels dropping below the trigger values in the 
future will be discussed with the nearby well owner/operator if project pumping is 
determined to be the primary cause of the drop.  Mitigation measures to be discussed 
could include reimbursement for increased pumping lifts, reimbursement for required 
well modifications, and/or modifying project pumping patterns.  For production wells 
drilled prior to the rise in groundwater elevations in 1994, mitigation could include 
lowering bowls and/or deepening the well.  For wells drilled after 1994 within the project 
area, mitigation discussed will include paying for increased pumping costs caused by 
project pumping.  It is not possible to specify in advance how the project pumping 
patterns would change without knowing the configuration of the groundwater elevations 
in the affected area.  However, the primary response would likely be reduced pumping in 
the area where water levels were approaching the trigger. 

Groundwater Elevation Deeper than Trigger – If measured groundwater elevations in 
wells 2N/20W-19F4 or 2N/20W-19L5 are deeper than -168 ft consecutively for more 
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than six months of measurements, and project pumping is determined to be the primary 
cause of the drop, the mitigation discussed in the previous paragraph will be implemented 
in a step-wide procedure.  The nearby owner/operators and the FCGMA will be informed 
of the trigger exceedance. 
 
Two types of actions would occur as mitigation measures.  A plan would be formulated 
with the affected well owner(s), as discussed in the section above, to mitigate effects on 
the well owner(s) well.  Project operators will lower bowls and/or deepen any wells in the 
project area adversely affected by project pumping if those wells were drilled prior to the 
rise in groundwater elevations in 1994.  For wells drilled after 1994 within the project 
area, project operators will pay for increasing pumping costs caused by project pumping.  
In addition, project pumping would be re-adjusted so that the project well closest to the 
affected area would reduce pumping by 10% for a period of six months.  If these actions 
do not mitigate the problem within a six-month period (i.e., prevent further drops in 
groundwater elevations or mitigate the effects on the well owner(s) of the drop in 
groundwater elevation), then pumping from this project well would be reduced an 
additional 10% (for a total reduction of 20%) for a period of six months and further 
evaluated.  This step-wise reduction every six months would continue until the problem is 
mitigated. 
 
This mitigation plan will be discussed with the well owner/operator(s) and reported to the 
FCGMA. 

 

 
Figure 93.  Groundwater elevations for wells in project area for which there are data available.   See locations 

in Figure 84. 
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Wells Trigger GWE (ft msl) 
2N/20W-19F4 
2N/20W-19L5 -168 

 
Table 12.  Trigger groundwater elevation for Contingency Plan. 

Contingency Plan for Groundwater Quality 
The purpose of the Desalter Project is to pump brackish water, treat it to remove salts, and 

discharge the salts from the watershed.  It is an expectation of the Project that the FCGMA will 
extend its policy from the Las Posas basin that allows pumping and treating of this brackish 
without the use of FCGMA allocations or credits.  The movement of salts can be more complex 
than modeled for this Project – particle tracking assumes plug flow (no dispersion or dilution) – 
and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in its geometry and internal bedding than can 
be modeled.  In reality, the water extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from day-to-
day and month-to-month.  Such variation is expected, cannot be avoided, and does not detract 
from the goals of the Project or the benefits of the Project to the aquifer. 

As the Project matures and the travel paths of brackish water become more complex as the 
salts are recovered from aquifer areas further away from Project pumping, there are likely to be 
episodic periods when individual wells pump fresh water.  Although this cannot be avoided 
when attempting to clean up the entire area of brackish groundwater, a contingency plan for 
FCGMA allocations and credits is prudent.  The purpose of the contingency plan is to 
differentiate between extended pumping of fresh groundwater (which would require the use of 
FCGMA allocations and/or credits) and pumping of primarily brackish groundwater (which 
would fit under the FCGMA policy related to pumping and treating brackish groundwater). 

Analytical test results can be variable, and single water quality test results cannot characterize 
the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality.  Therefore, it is recommended 
that single water quality test results should be used as triggers to initiate a response, rather than 
only as a means to determine whether brackish water is being pumped. 

Pumping of Primarily Brackish Groundwater – As discussed previously, the salt content 
of brackish groundwater pumped by the Project is likely to vary episodically with time.  
Thus, the determination of primarily brackish groundwater must take this into account.  
For purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, three components were 
examined – chloride, sulfate, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).  In all cases, 
concentrations were lower prior to the influence of the brackish water and considerably 
higher after the introduction of brackish water (Figures 94 to 96).  Water Quality 
Objectives10

10 Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region, 1995, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, p. 3-
19. 

 are currently being exceeded for all three constituents. 
 
High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas high 
chloride concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation.  To reflect both 
concerns, TDS is used here as the benchmark for project water quality.   It is 
recommended that the criteria for brackish water be a threshold of 700 mg/L of TDS to 
reflect both historical concentrations and the Basin Plan Objective.  Using this threshold, 
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pumped groundwater with TDS concentrations above 700 mg/L would be considered 
brackish water and its removal beneficial to the aquifers. 

 
Extended Pumping of Fresh Groundwater – At some time in the future, Project wells will 

likely start pumping a mixture of brackish and ambient groundwater as the brackish water 
is removed.  It is unlikely that the transition from brackish to ambient groundwater will 
be a sharp break – it is most likely to be transitional, with periods of pumping brackish 
and fresher water.  Given this scenario, there must be criteria for determining how this 
transition is considered.  It is recommended that when TDS concentrations drop below 
700 mg/L in any Project well, a verification period would begin to ensure that brackish 
water has indeed been removed from the portion of the aquifer supplying water to the 
well.  This verification period would be one year in duration, with water quality testing 
increased to monthly during the period.  If, after one year, TDS concentrations remained 
below 700 mg/L, then subsequent pumping would be considered as pumping fresh 
groundwater subject to the FCGMA allocation system.  This contingency is illustrated in 
Table 13. 

 
If future pumping of water from a Project well that has transitioned from brackish to 
fresh water returns to a brackish water condition, then the verification period would be 
reversed – it would require one year of verified pumping of groundwater above 700 mg/L 
TDS to return the well to a brackish water status.  These criteria are summarized in the 
table below.  This information would be provided to the FCGMA in the Annual Report. 
 
 

Contingency 
Project well pumping brackish 
water has TDS drop below 700 

mg/L 

Project well pumping fresh water 
has TDS increase to above 700 

mg/L 
Action Begin one year verification period Begin one year verification period 
Considered Fresh 
Water 

Monthly testing remains below 700 
mg/L for verification period 

Any monthly test is below 700 mg/L 

Addt’l Evaluation Evaluate whether regional conditions 
contributed to drop 

Evaluate whether regional conditions 
contributed to increase 

Considered 
Brackish Water 

Any monthly test exceeds 700 mg/L Monthly tests remain above 700 mg/L 
for verification period 

Termination of 
Action 

One year of pumping below 700 mg/l 
(reverts to fresh water) or any monthly 

test greater than 700 mg/L (remains 
brackish water) 

One year of pumping above 700 mg/L 
(reverts to brackish water) or any test 

less than 700 mg/L (remains fresh 
water) 

FCGMA Allocation No allocation required Prorated use of allocation*  

Sunset Provision If well pumps fresh water for 24 consecutive months, well permanently reverts to 
fresh water status 

 
Table 13.  Contingency actions for water quality.  * If any monthly measurement is greater than 700 mg/L 

TDS, then allocation is prorated across reporting year (e.g., if TDS is greater than 700 mg/L 
for two of the twelve months, then pumping for those two months does not require an 
allocation). 
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Figure 94.  Historical TDS concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality objective 

for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 

 
Figure 95.  Historical sulfate concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality 

objective for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 
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Figure 96.  Historical chloride concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality 

objective for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 

 

11 Recommendations 

Analyses and modeling using current data have largely reached the limit of our understanding 
of the brackish water problem.  Recommendations are therefore centered on obtaining additional 
information for design and subsequent monitoring of the Project.  There is sparse measured 
information outside of the location of Camarillo’s production wells on the current location and 
concentration of the poor-quality baseflow that has infiltrated into NPV.  It is recommended that 
three monitoring wells with pressure and electrical conductivity sensors be installed downstream 
of the NPV area within the City of Camarillo to measure both groundwater elevations and salt 
content.  Installing these wells prior to design of the desalting project would help verify the 
accuracy of the modeling and particle tracking and allow any necessary adjustments to be made 
in modeling conclusions.  The general locations of recommended monitoring wells are indicated 
in Figure 91 with wells located on either side of the 17-year particle boundary that approximates 
today’s condition.  These wells would help verify both current water quality and water level 
predictions from the model and would be used to track these parameters as the project 
progresses. 

A comprehensive Monitoring Plan should be implemented, as discussed in section 10.1.  
Besides monitoring the three new monitoring wells, a surface water monitoring point is 
recommended to be installed along Arroyo Las Posas where it crosses the basin boundary into 
NPV.  The data collected for the Monitoring Plan should be analyzed regularly and presented in 
an Annual Report. 
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It is also recommended that a Contingency Plan be implemented as discussed in the previous 
section.  The Contingency Plan identifies groundwater elevations in several areas that would 
trigger a Project response.  It also recommends water quality criteria to determine when Project 
wells are pumping brackish or fresh water. 

An additional recommendation relates to pumpers near the NPV Desalter pumping area.  
Predicted changes in groundwater elevations caused by pumping for the desalter can be 
addressed prior to commencement of the Project by agreements with affected parties.  It is 
recommended that such an understanding be arranged with Pleasant Valley Mutual Water 
Company, which may be affected by increased pumping if new desalter wells are constructed.  
Likewise, discussions may be prudent with other pumpers within the area of pumping for the 
desalter. 

12 Conclusions 

The MODFLOW model successfully simulated the historical buildup of the mound of poor 
quality beneath NPV, so it appears to be an appropriate tool to test various configurations of the 
NPV Desalter pumping.  An unexpected result of the modeling of base case conditions (without 
project) was the potential threat of migration of poor-quality water into the agricultural areas of 
the Pleasant Valley basin.  This result reinforces the need for desalter projects to prevent further 
groundwater contamination. 

All modeled pumping scenarios indicate that there will be reduction of the mound of poor-
quality groundwater, with a resulting decrease in groundwater elevations in NPV.  This decrease 
in groundwater elevations is necessary – there can’t be cleanup without it.  The extent of the 
drawdown varies by pumping scenario, but modeling of the 25-year project scenario suggests 
that only in the area of desalter pumping will groundwater elevations temporarily drop below 
historical low levels near the end of project pumping.  The Contingency Plan discusses actions to 
be taken when groundwater elevations reach this depth. 

Both changes in groundwater elevations and particle tracking simulated by the model suggest 
that the NPV Desalter project would work as planned – the mound of poor-quality water would 
be pumped down, there would be a significant amount of water available for desalting, and much 
of the brackish water that has infiltrated into the aquifer would be recovered.  Modeling of the 
9,000 AFY, 25-year project suggests that such a project is feasible and would recover most of the 
“brackish water.” 

Groundwater modeling and particle tracking are robust tools to predict the effects of desalter 
pumping, but their limitations and the limitations of the streamflow data indicate that the results 
should be used cautiously.  Monitoring of groundwater elevations and quality is the best method 
of verifying the results of this model.  Monitoring and Contingency Plans recommended here 
should be implemented.  Dedicated monitoring wells recommended as part of the Monitoring 
Plan should be installed prior to desalter design to verify model results and to analyze the 
progress of the project. 
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13 Limitations 

Many of the conclusions in this report are based on groundwater modeling results.  It is 
important to note that modeling of complex hydrogeologic conditions requires simplification of 
these complex conditions and, thus, modeling results are a simplified approximation of future 
groundwater conditions.  Measurement of actual future conditions utilizing the recommended 
Monitoring Plan should be the primary guide to the efficacy of the project, and adaptive 
management based on these monitoring results will be required to ensure that the project meets 
its objectives. 
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14 Appendix 

14.1 Water Quality Graphs 
Additional graphs are shown here.  See location map Figure 13. 
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14.2 Aquifer Testing 
Aquifer testing results contracted by TMR Geological Consulting Services for City of 

Camarillo.  A summary of those results are shown below, with more-detailed results shown in 
this section and on the attached CD.  Reference points, not included in TMR tables, include 
Camarillo Well A - 206 ft, Camarillo Well B - 210 ft, PVMWC Well #10 - 203 ft, PVMWC 
Well #11 - 200 ft. 
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14.3 Additional Calibration Wells 
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14.4 Additional Project Results 
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APPENDIX F 

 

 

MEMORANDUM FROM STEVE BACHMAN TO LUCIE 
MCGOVERN DATED DECEMBER 28, 2013 
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Memorandum 
 
To:     Lucie McGovern, City of Camarillo 
From:     Steven Bachman 
Date:     December 28, 2013 
Subject: Technical Document for NPV Desalter EIR 
 
There were five issues that I was asked to address for the EIR.  They follow: 
 
Subsidence – There has been a couple of feet of subsidence on the Oxnard Plain in the past, as 
documented by the US Geological Survey.  The USGS suggested that this subsidence was 
related to overdrafting in the groundwater basin, with fine-grained sediments becoming 
dewatered.  The USGS measurements were taken during the worst of the last drought, when 
groundwater elevations were at historical lows in many areas of the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant 
Valley basins.  Higher groundwater elevations since that time may have reduced or eliminated 
the subsidence. 
 
Potential subsidence caused by historical lowering of groundwater elevations has not been 
measured in the NPV area, although there are no reported surface indications of subsidence (e.g., 
offset roads or parking lots, foundation cracking, etc.).  There may have been some loss of 
volume of fine-grained sediments within and between the aquifers by dewatering during 
historical lowered groundwater elevations, but the pore space in sand and gravel aquifers is 
largely unaffected by lowered groundwater elevations.  Because groundwater elevations dropped 
significantly by the early 1990s, any subsidence related to those lowered water levels has likely 
already occurred – future subsidence, if any, related to drops in groundwater elevations to similar 
depths in the future may be largely mitigated by the earlier event. 
 
Because groundwater elevations will be lowered locally during pumping for the NPV Desalter, 
there has been a procedure established to detect any further subsidence within the project area.  
The Monitoring and Contingency Plan calls for: The new monitoring wells should be surveyed 
for location and elevation.  The existing USGS well already has an accurate elevation from 
processed LIDAR data.  The monitoring wells are recommended to be surveyed (traditional 
survey or LIDAR) every ten years to detect any changes in elevation related to subsidence.  In 
the Contingency section, the following is called out: A survey of the elevation of monitoring 
well(s) in the area where water levels are within 16 ft of their trigger will be conducted to 
determine if any subsidence has occurred and to use as a benchmark if further decreases in 
groundwater elevations occur.  If groundwater elevations drop below the trigger, the 
Contingency Plan calls for a stepwise reduction in pumping until the problem is mitigated. 
 
Groundwater Supply-Water Budget – Estimates of recharge and extractions for the NPV area 
were formulated as part of the groundwater modeling effort for the project.  Recharge in NPV is 
largely from percolation of streamflow from Arroyo Las Posas.  There are two components of 
this recharge – storm flow and base flow.  The estimates of recharge are based upon stream 
gaging and percolation studies done just upstream of NPV.  Extractions are based on pumping 
reported on a semi-annual basis to the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency. 
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Table 1.  Recharge and extractions in NPV. 

 
Project Alternatives – A series of project alternatives were considered during groundwater 
modeling.  These alternatives varied total project pumping, length of project pumping, and 
locations of project wells.  The alternatives were evaluated as to their effect on recovery of 
brackish water and patterns of drawdown of groundwater elevations within NPV.  The results of 
the evaluation were compared to a no-project base case and a no-project, no-groundwater mound 
condition.  The alternatives evaluated are indicated in the following table. 
 

Project Alternatives 

Pumping 
Amt 
(AFY) 

Pumping 
Length (Yr) 

Brackish Water 
Recovery Period 

(Yrs) 

2a  4,500  30  30+ 
2g  7,500  30  30+ 
2c (pumping near 
desalter) 

9,000  30  30+ 

2c (25 yr)  9,000  25  30+ 
2h (pumping spread)  9,000  30  30+ 
2i  11,800  25  24+ 

Table 2.  Project alternatives evaluated for the NPV Desalter. 

The evaluation of project alternatives included constructing hydrographs for wells both near 
project pumping and elsewhere in NPV.  Base cases were then compared to modeling results for 
project alternatives.  Base cases included: 1) current mounding of brackish water in NPV with no 
desalting project, and 2) no mounding of brackish groundwater and no project.  Locations of 
alternative project wells are indicated in Figure 1 and locations of hydrograph wells are indicated 
in Figure 2.  The effects of project pumping for a 30-year project are indicated in Figures 3 to 5. 
 
At lowered rates of desalter pumping (e.g., 4,500 AFY), the mound of brackish water in NPV 
would be reduced but not eliminated.  Likewise, there would likely be “stranded brackish water” 
under the City of Camarillo at these lower pumping rates that would continue moving southward 
into the basin.  At higher rates of desalter pumping, there becomes a trade-off between salt 
removal and lowered groundwater elevations.  The alternative selected for the project was 
Scenario 2c (9,000 AFY) with a 25-year life.  The hydrograph for this alternative is shown in 
Figure 6.  This alternative removed most of the brackish water in the groundwater mound and 
resulted in groundwater elevations higher than the no-mounding, no-project following project 
completion. 
 

  Avg 1994‐
2010 

Arroyo Base Flow Percolation (AFY)  8,500 
Arroyo Storm Flow Percolation (AFY) 2,300 
Extractions NPV (AFY)  4,985 
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Figure 1.  Location of project wells used in project alternatives. 

 
Figure 2.  Location of monitoring points in model used for evaluation of the varying project scenarios.  Monitoring wells 

and production wells are actual wells; observation points are selected in the model to simulate what a 
monitoring well would observe at that location. 
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Figure 3.  Hydrograph for “MW#1” location comparing effects of project pumping.  All alternatives shown here are for 

30-year projects.  See text for explanation of no-mounding and base case scenarios. 

 
Figure 4.  Hydrograph for 34G3 well comparing effects of project pumping.  All alternatives shown here are for 30-year 

projects.  See text for explanation of no-mounding and base case scenarios. 
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Figure 5.  Hydrograph for 1B5 well comparing effects of project pumping.  All alternatives shown here are for 30-year 

projects.  See text for explanation of no-mounding and base case scenarios. 

 
Figure 6.  Effects on groundwater elevations within “MW#1” with: a) no baseflow in the arroyo causing a mound of 

brackish water to form (“No Mounding, No Project”), b) a mound forming but with no project pumping to 
remove the salts (“Mounding, No Project”); and c) project pumping for 25 years, followed by a recovery 
period. 
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Groundwater Quality – NPV has seen rapid changes in both water levels and water quality 
over a two-decade period.  The trigger for these changes appears to be the advent of overflow of 
dry-weather flow from the Las Posas basin, with the dual effect of rapidly raising groundwater 
elevations from this new source of recharge and deterioration of water quality from the poorer-
quality baseflow in the arroyo. 
 
The effect of the recharge of the poorer-quality base flow of Arroyo Las Posas is evident in the 
wells closest to the area of recharge in the northernmost portion of NPV.  Figures 8 and 9 show 
increases in sulfate, chloride, and TDS starting in the 1990s.  Wells farther away from the mound 
show little or no water quality degradation (Figures 10 and 11).  Increased TDS and sulfate 
concentrations in NPV are higher than drinking water standards.  Although chloride 
concentrations have increased in NPV, levels are below drinking water standards.  However, 
these higher chloride concentrations are problematic for irrigation of many crops. 
 

 
Figure 7.  Location map for wells with water quality plots. 
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Figure 8.  Water quality in well 19F4. 

 
Figure 9.  Water quality in well 19L5. 

 
Figure 10.  Water quality in well 34C1. 
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Figure 11.  Water quality in well 34G1. 

 
Seawater Intrusion – Seawater intrusion has occurred at the coastline in the Oxnard Plain basin.  
A consideration for NPV Desalter pumping is whether the effect of such pumping would be felt 
at the coastline.  Modeled groundwater elevations were compared between the no-mound, no 
project base case and the preferred project alternative (Scenario 2c at 25 years).  Figure 12 
indicates the results of this comparison.  With the project, groundwater elevations are higher 
towards coastal areas to the southwest and lower towards the northeastern corner of NPV.  This 
pattern is the result of the project moving basin pumping away from the coast.  Thus, the 
preferred project is more protective of seawater intrusion than the base case of no-mounding, no 
project. 
 

 
Figure 12.  Change in groundwater elevation from project pumping compared to groundwater elevations if no mounding 

of brackish water had occurred.  A positive value indicates that groundwater elevations would be higher than 
no-mounding, no project conditions.  Project groundwater elevations used for comparison were those in the 
last year of the project, when groundwater elevations would be lowest, and before basin recovery occurred. 
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APPENDIX G 

 

 

PRELIMINARY HYDROGEOLOGIC STUDY 
NORTHEAST PLEASANT VALLEY BASIN SURFACE 
WATER AND GROUNDWATER STUDY 
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     P.O. Box 3596, Ventura, California  93006        Phone: (805) 653-5306         e-mail: chop4@earthlink.net 
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November 7, 2008 
Project No.  03-007-07 

Calleguas Municipal Water District 
2100 Olsen Road 
Thousand Oaks, California 91360 

Attention: Mr. Henry Graumlich 
Manager of Special Projects 

Subject: Preliminary Hydrogeological Study of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin in 
Somis, California. 

Dear Mr. Graumlich: 

Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. (Hopkins) is pleased to provide this final report 
summarizing the findings, conclusions, and recommendations developed from the subject 
preliminary hydrogeological study of conditions that are resulting in groundwater recharge to the 
northeast Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  The study findings indicate that the Arroyo Los 
Posas surface flows percolate into the ground in the Somis area which is defined by the study as 
the Pleasant Valley Forebay.  The resulting groundwater elevation rise, water quality change, and 
isotopic fingerprint, measured at the City of Camarillo Well B location indicate a direct 
connection to recharge from the increased surface water inflows since 1994.  We trust the 
information contained in this report sufficiently describes our understanding of groundwater 
basin conditions in the northeast Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin based on available data.  If 
you have any questions or need any additional information, please give us a call. 

Sincerely, 

HOPKINS GROUNDWATER CONSULTANTS, INC. 

Curtis J. Hopkins 
Certified Hydrogeologist HG 114 
Certified Engineering Geologist EG 1800 

Brian M. Cosner 
Staff Hydrogeologist 

Copies Submitted to Client: Five (5) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The preliminary groundwater study (Study) was conducted to develop a better 
understanding of the changing groundwater conditions observed in the northeast Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin (PVB).  The Study was conducted by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, 
Inc. (Hopkins) in coordination with Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) staff between 
October 2007 and December 2007.  The Study consisted of; a) obtaining and analyzing existing 
groundwater and surface water data, b) collecting a groundwater sample from the City of 
Camarillo (City) Well B, and c) measuring surface flows and collecting a water sample from the 
Arroyo Los Posas. 

The findings of the Study indicate that the Arroyo Los Posas percolates into the ground 
and ceases flowing most of the year in the vicinity of Somis, California.  Available data indicate 
that the northeast PVB has been recovering since the mid 1990’s and is being directly recharged 
by surface water infiltration along the arroyo.  Historical water quality data indicate that the 
chemical character of groundwater sampled from the City’s well has changed over the last 10 
years and closely resembles the surface water quality in the arroyo.  Tritium test results support 
the groundwater is a young age while the oxygen and hydrogen isotope analyses indicate the 
well water is of similar isotopic composition to historical surface water samples tested by other 
studies (Izbicki, 1997).  The nitrogen isotope signatures indicate that the surface water and well 
water samples were very close in their isotopic ratios and tend to exhibit a nitrogen source that is 
likely dominated by nitrate from wastewater treatment plant effluent. 

The Study concludes that the groundwater degradation and rapid water level rise 
documented in the City wells is a direct result of surface water recharge emanating from the 
Arroyo Los Posas.  Recharge began when the East Los Posas Groundwater Basin (located 
upstream) was filled along the arroyo and began to overflow into the PVB in approximately 
1994.  The surface flows rapidly percolated through the coarse alluvial sediments that comprise 
the river bed and into the underlying Saugus and Los Posas Sand Formations that comprise the 
primary aquifer system in the PVB.  Available data indicate that surface water inflow since the 
beginning of the 1990’s has likely resulted in annual groundwater recharge on the order of 
10,000 to 15,000 acre-feet per year.  Water level data appear to indicate that subbasin boundaries 
may be present and restrict the lateral migration of water from the area of recharge which 
comprises the Pleasant Valley Forebay.  The study concludes that water quality in this area of 
the PVB will likely not improve in the foreseeable future and that the City should consider the 
use of treatment to allow continued municipal use of this groundwater supply. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report summarizes the findings, conclusions, and recommendations developed from 
a preliminary hydrogeological study of groundwater recharge occurring in the northeast Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin (PVB).  The study was conducted by Hopkins Groundwater 
Consultants, Inc. (Hopkins) to assist the Calleguas Municipal Water District (CMWD) with 
developing an understanding of the conditions that are resulting in groundwater recharge from 
the Arroyo Las Posas/Calleguas Creek in an area recently recognized as the PVB Forebay.  The 
area of study is located within the northeast portion of the PVB along the Arroyo Las 
Posas/Calleguas Creek reach which lies south of the Springville Fault Zone and north of the 
Camarillo Fault as shown on Plate 1 – Study Area Location Map. 

The purpose of the study is to understand the changing groundwater conditions which are 
causing groundwater degradation in the northeast PVB and affecting the municipal use of 
groundwater in that area of the basin.  The scope of work for the study was developed through 
conversations with Dr. Donald Kendall, General Manager with the CMWD, and Ms. Susan 
Mulligan, Manager of Engineering with the CMWD, and includes the following work tasks: 

• Collect and review historical geology, hydrology, and hydrogeology data 

• Develop a refined interpretation of the hydrogeology in the northeast portion of 
the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin 

• Conduct creek flow measurements 

• Collect creek water samples and well water samples for laboratory analysis 

• Compile and present the data and study findings in this report 

Included with this report are appendices that present technical information that was 
compiled and used by the study.  These appendices include; Appendix A - Water Quality Data 
Appendix B – Aerial Photographs of Arroyo Las Posas, Appendix C - Stream Flow Survey, and 
Appendix D – Laboratory Test Results of Surface and Groundwater Analyses.  A list of 
references used during the study is included at the end of this report. 

FINDINGS 

Historical Data 

Initial work tasks for the study consisted of collecting and reviewing hydrogeological 
information in the northeastern PVB for the purpose of refining the historical understanding of 
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the subsurface materials and geological structures that form the aquifer system in this area of the 
basin.  Data were collected from sources that include the Ventura County Watershed Protection 
District (County), United Water Conservation District (UWCD), City of Camarillo (City), 
CMWD, United States Geological Survey (USGS), and California Division of Mines and 
Geology (CDMG).  From these data we reviewed the local stratigraphy and previous 
interpretations developed by other studies, interpreted and correlated available well logs (State 
well driller reports and geophysical surveys), reviewed historical water level measurements and 
available groundwater quality test results as part of our analysis to understand groundwater 
movement within this portion of the basin.  We reviewed historical stream flow data provided 
from monitoring locations upstream of the observed groundwater recharge area.  Based on these 
data we developed the following findings, conducted additional field work, and performed the 
analyses presented in the following sections of this report. 

Hydrogeology 

Local Geology 

The geologic formation materials that comprise the aquifers which have historically 
supported groundwater production in the study area consist of Quaternary geologic age young 
and older alluvium, the Quaternary/Tertiary age Saugus Formation and the Las Posas Sand 
Formation which have been grouped by others as the San Pedro Formation (SWRB, 1953).  The 
young and older alluvium is comprised of largely unconsolidated sediment locally deposited by 
outwash from the Camarillo Hills and flows in the Arroyo Las Posas.  These alluvial deposits 
unconformably lie on top of marine and nonmarine mudstone, sandstone, and conglomerate 
deposits that comprise the Saugus and underlying Las Posas Sand Formations. 

Numerous agencies have conducted studies to understand the geological conditions in the 
vicinity of the study area.  For this study Hopkins primarily utilized the surface geology mapped 
by T.W. Dibblee, Jr. and the geological formations defined by this source which are presented as 
Plate 2 – Surface Geology Map.  This information was combined with geologic mapping 
provided by CDMG (CDMG, 1973) which is presented as Plate 3 – Study Area Geological 
Structures and includes an interpretation with numerous buried features in the study area.  These 
data were subsequently correlated with well log information and projected into hydrogeological 
cross-sections that were constructed to define water bearing units (aquifers) within the study 
area.  The location of wells within the study area that provided historical data and the location of 
the hydrogeological cross-sections constructed for this study are shown on Plate 4 - 
Hydrogeological Cross-Section and Well Location Map.  The subsurface hydrogeology inferred 
from data sources available for this study is shown on Plates 5 and 6 – Hydrogeological Cross-
Section A-A’ and B-B’, respectively. 

As shown on Plate 2, the active channel of the Arroyo Los Posas emerges from the Las 
Posas Valley and crosses through the river-eroded gap (at Somis) into the Pleasant Valley area.  
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The river bed is comprised of Recent alluvium that is predominantly a very coarse-grained sand 
and fine gravel material.  These alluvial deposits unconformably lie on top of the Saugus and Las 
Posas Sand Formations (and possibly older alluvial deposits) which have been uplifted and are 
exposed in the Las Posas Hills to the east and the Camarillo Hills to west (see Plate 2).  In the 
Somis gap area surface water in the arroyo readily percolates into the river bed alluvium (which 
is believed to be on the order of 60 to 100 feet thick) and into the underlying aquifers in the 
Saugus and Las Posas Sand Formations.  For the purpose of this study we have named the Somis 
gap groundwater recharge area the PVB Forebay, and we are defining a forebay as the portion of 
an unconfined alluvial aquifer that allows surface water percolation to recharge aquifer zones 
that become confined by overlying aquitard or aquiclude layers outside the area of recharge. 

Groundwater Basin Boundaries 

The groundwater basin boundaries have been defined and redefined through time as 
additional information becomes available.  This is exemplified by the delineation of the East and 
West Las Posas Basin (ELPB and WLPB) which were originally defined as the North Las Posas 
Basin.  The groundwater basin boundaries utilized by this study were provided from the newly 
updated Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Groundwater Management 
Plan (FCGMA, 2007).  The location of groundwater basin boundaries in and around the study 
area is shown on Plate 4 along with the approximate location of the inferred PVB Forebay.  The 
Springville Fault effectively defines the northern boundary of the PVB.  However, it is unclear 
how other inferred geologic structures in and around the northeast portion of the PVB affect 
groundwater movement. 

Groundwater Conditions 

Groundwater conditions change over time as a response to recharge and discharge within 
the natural system.  Historical changes in groundwater quality and groundwater levels have been 
monitored by the State, County, Cities, and UWCD.  Available data from these sources have 
been combined to provide the basis of the analysis in this study. 

Water Levels 

Groundwater level measurements collected upstream of the study area provide important 
information for understanding the present conditions in the PVB Forebay.  Groundwater levels 
measured in key wells located in the South Las Posas Basin and subsequently in the ELPB were 
observed to rise and then level off as the groundwater mound beneath the arroyo rose to the level 
of the active channel.  The migration of the groundwater mound downstream along the arroyo is 
shown on Plate 7 – Groundwater Recharge Mound Hydrographs and is coincident with the live 
reach of the arroyo.  Groundwater recharge within the live reach is supported year-round by 
discharges from shallow groundwater dewatering operations located in Simi Valley and 
wastewater effluent discharges to the arroyo from the Simi Valley wastewater treatment plant. 
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Water level data that indicate groundwater trends in the vicinity of the study area are 
provided by the 19 wells which are shown on Plate 8 – Groundwater Hydrographs.  These data 
show water level trends from the mid 1980’s through the year 2006.  As indicated by these data, 
the water levels in the ELPB, and subsequently the PVB Forebay, have risen to levels 
substantially above sea level while wells in the surrounding areas have not.  While all wells have 
shown a water level rise since the end of the 1986 to 1991 drought period, the recovery trend in 
most wells has flattened out in recent years.  The water level trends observed in the PVB and 
WLPB wells indicate that natural recharge and pumping cutbacks have resulted in a general rise 
in basin water levels within the recent past (see Plate 8).  However, the water levels in the PVB 
Forebay have continued to rise while the water levels in surrounding basins leveled off as the 
groundwater recharge and demand reached a balance. 

Figure 1 – Forebay Water Level Trends 

 

 

As previously mentioned, the North Las Posas Basin was segregated into the ELPB and 
WLPB which were largely delineated based on observed water level differences that indicated 
the presence of a flow barrier.  As shown above in Figure 1, groundwater level recoveries at 
three well locations (City Well B [-19F04], Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company wells 
[19M04, 05, 06], and a private well [24F01]) appear to show a diverging trend between 2002 and 
2004 (the last 3 years of data).  We believe this may indicate the presence of another 
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undocumented groundwater barrier which may partition the basin and impound groundwater in a 
relatively small area around the forebay and impede flow into adjacent portions of the PVB. 

Water level data from the years 1986, 1994, and 2004 were utilized to construct 
groundwater contour maps that indicate the inferred groundwater gradient changes over time.  
The maps are provided as Plates 9 through 11 – 1986, 1994, and 2004 Groundwater Elevation 
Contour Maps, respectively.  The interpretation of available groundwater data was conducted by 
using some of the inferred geological structures shown on Plate 3.  While the scarcity of data 
points required some speculation to project water level changes between wells, we believe these 
interpretations are reasonable to explain the considerable changes that have occurred over the 
18-year period.  As shown on Plate 11, there is clearly a mound that has developed in the forebay 
area that does not appear to affect wells located to the east or west of the inferred forebay 
boundaries. 

Future water level monitoring will be a key component to determine groundwater 
movement of recharge that originates in the PVB Forebay.  However as shown on Plate 11, by 
2004 the aggressive County well destruction program effectively removed 12 of the wells 
historically used for groundwater monitoring in the study area. 

Water Quality 

Groundwater quality is a dynamic property influenced by a combination of factors that 
include: a) the quality of the recharge sources (surface water infiltration, irrigation return flows, 
and subsurface inflow from adjacent basins, etc.), b) the mineralogy of the aquifer materials and 
their solubility under the specific aquifer conditions, c) the amount of time the water remains in 
the basin, and d) the dynamic changes in the aquifer that are caused by pumping.  Sources of 
groundwater degradation in the PVB Forebay may include upwelling of poor quality water from 
the underlying bedrock (affecting the deepest aquifer zones during periods of low water levels), 
poor quality agricultural return flows, pore fluid seepage from silt and clay layers, subsurface 
inflows from the ELPB, and infiltration of surface flows from the Arroyo Las Posas.  The 
primary sources of surface flow infiltration includes upstream discharges from shallow 
groundwater dewatering operations located in Simi Valley and wastewater effluent discharges to 
the arroyo from the Simi Valley wastewater treatment plant.  These sources of surface flow 
blend with agricultural irrigation runoff and seasonal precipitation runoff prior to recharging the 
PVB Forebay. 

The correlation between rising water levels and changes in the groundwater chemical 
character in City Well B is shown below in Figure 2.  A stiff diagram comparison of the major 
anions and cations present in the surface water and groundwater samples collected for this study 
is shown on Plate 12 – Stiff Diagrams of Study Samples.  As shown by the stiff diagrams on 
Figure 2 the present chemical character of the well water sample has changed to more closely 
resemble the surface water sample over the last 10 years ago. 
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Figure 2 – Groundwater Elevation and Chemical Character Change 

 

 

Historical water quality data indicate that the groundwater in the study area ranges in 
quality and can generally be described as fair to poor quality for direct potable use.  Appendix A 
contains graphical presentations of various general mineral constituents in all the City PVB 
wells.  The total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration in the groundwater produced by the City 
wells has reportedly ranged from 366 to 1,420 milligrams per liter (mg/l).  Plate A1 graphically 
presents available TDS data that begins in 1990.  These data indicate that since the early 1990’s 
there has been a significant increase in TDS concentration in both Wells A (State Well No. 
02N20W19L05) and B (State Well No. 02N20W19F04) and only a minor increase in Well D 
(State Well No. 02N21W34C01).  At the present time neither City Well A nor B can meet the 
State secondary maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 1,000 mg/l without blending or 
treatment.  Plates A2, A3, and A4 show similar increasing trends for total hardness, sulfate, and 
chloride concentrations, respectively (see Appendix A).  In recent years the groundwater 
produced from Wells A and B has exceeded the secondary MCL for sulfate (500 mg/l) while the 
sulfate concentration in Well D located in the main PVB remains below this level (see Plate A3). 
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Groundwater in the PVB is also demerited by concentrations of iron and manganese.  
Water produced from Well A exceeds the State secondary MCL’s for both constituents by about 
400 percent.  Plates A5 and A6 (see Appendix A) show the historical trend for these two 
constituents in the City wells.  These data indicate that water produced from Well D in the main 
PVB complies with drinking water standards for both constituents.  The concentration of iron in 
groundwater from Well B is increasing but it is still below the MCL of 300 micrograms per liter 
(µg/l).  The most recent data indicate that Well B has experienced a significant increase in 
manganese concentration and during the last 5 years values have ranged between 200 and 300 
percent above the secondary MCL of 50 µg/l (see Plate B6). 

The water produced from City Wells A and B presently has a calcium sulfate chemical 
character.  However, through the years the chemical character has changed.  The ionic 
composition in the groundwater from Well B varied through the 1990’s and was tested as 
sodium-calcium bicarbonate (1990), sodium bicarbonate (1992), and calcium bicarbonate-sulfate 
(1995) (see Plate 12).  The chemical character of groundwater from Well D has changed slightly 
from sodium-calcium bicarbonate (in the early 1990’s) to the present calcium bicarbonate. 

Changes in the produced water quality and chemical character are believed to result 
primarily from changes in pumping patterns and head conditions in the aquifer produced by 
these wells.  The declining water quality in Well B appears to be a direct result of the rising 
water levels in the forebay portion of the basin.  City Wells A and B produce from virtually the 
same aquifer zone(s) as well 02N20W19F02 shown in the hydrogeological cross-section on Plate 
6.  Well construction information is listed below in Table 1 – City Well Construction Details and 
indicates the well screen depths where the produced water quality is being degraded. 

Table 1 – City Well Construction Details 

STATE WELL NO. CITY WELL NAME CASING DIAMETER 
INCHES 

PERFORATED INTERVAL
(DEPTH IN FEET) 

02N20W19F02 WELL C 18-INCH 444 TO 850 

02N20W19L05 WELL A 18-INCH 467 TO 830 

02N20W19F04 WELL B 18-INCH 449 TO 759 

02N20W19F02 WELL D 18-INCH 700 TO 910 
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Surface Water Conditions 

Surface water flows in the Arroyo Las Posas have recently been measured during detailed 
studies conducted for the Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan (WMP, 2004 and 2005).  
Data developed by these studies were utilized to understand the magnitude of flow that comes 
into the PVB Forebay area in the arroyo that is recharging the groundwater basin. 

Stream Flow 

Historical stream flow data have been collected by the County upstream of the study area 
where the Arroyo Las Posas flows under the Hitch Boulevard Bridge.  Streambed conditions 
between the County gauging station and the Somis area where surface flows are recharging the 
PVB Forebay are shown on aerial photographs provided in Appendix B. 

The Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan study (also referred to as the 
Conejo/Calleguas Creek Study [CCCS]) collected stream flow measurements at the Hitch 
Boulevard location as well as the same Somis gauging station that was used by this study.  These 
data are presented along with the County stream flow data below in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 – Stream Flow Measurements and Wastewater Discharges 
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As shown by these data the arroyo commonly flows between 10 and 30 cubic feet per 
second (cfs).  While summer flows are observed to dip below 10 cfs, winter flows often exceed 
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50 cfs (see Figure 3).  Data available over the 13-year period between 1991 and 2003 indicate 
that over 24,000 acre-feet per year (afy) was measured by the County to flow past the Hitch 
Boulevard Gauge. 

Stream flow measurements collected by in-stream methods were compared with the 
County Hitch Boulevard gauging station measurements (Station No. 841) and are presented 
below in Figure 4.  As shown, the County gauge records are comparable at the lower flow rates 
but are considerably less than the watershed study measurements at higher flow rates.  This 
variation may be a function of gauge position and/or configuration. 

Figure 4 – Comparison of County Gauge and Watershed Study Data 
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To understand the magnitude of water that has historically been measured to pass Hitch 
Boulevard and flow into the PVB Forebay the watershed study measurements that were collected 
at both stations (Hitch Blvd. and Somis) on the same day were correlated.  These data are 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 673 of 1199



November  2008 
Project No. 03-007-07 

C:\HGC\JOB FILES 2008\03-007-07\FINAL REPORT\REPORT_TEXT 11-05-08.DOC - 10 - 

presented on Figure 5 below and indicate that roughly 55 percent of the water that flows past the 
County station is presently reaching the PVB Forebay.  These data suggest that on average over 
13,000 afy of water flows across the Forebay where a majority percolates and recharges 
groundwater. 

Figure 5 – Correlation of Stream Flow Measurements 
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Based on the comparison of stream flow measurement methods (see Figure 4) the annual 
flow volumes shown in Figure 6 (which is calculated from daily County data) may be low.  The 
factors that may presently influence the ability to accurately estimate historical flow volumes 
into the PVB Forebay are believed to include: 

1. Prior to repair of the County gauge in 2004, many of the low flow measurements 
were not being accurately recorded by the station, 
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2. The average of 5 measurements during 2004 indicated that approximately 60 
percent of the flow was passing the Somis gauging location,  

3. Infiltration that is recharging the PVB Forebay upstream of the Somis station 
would not be measured at the present gauging location. 

Figure 6 – Annual Stream Flow into PVB Forebay 
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Field Sampling and Laboratory Testing 

Stream Flow Measurements 

Field work conducted for this study was intended to generate information that would 
validate available historical data and obtain a recent comparison of flows at the Somis station.  
On September 25, 2007 Hopkins conducted 2 measurements of flow in the Arroyo Las Posas.  
Measurements were conducted downstream of the Hitch Boulevard Bridge near the existing 
County gauging station (No. 841) and approximately 200 feet south of a private bridge near the 
town of Somis, California.  The stream flow measurement locations are indicated on Plate 7.  
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The survey measurement results are tabulated and provided in Appendix C along with 
photographs that document surface flow conditions at the time of the study and the stream flow 
measurement locations. 

Utilizing a surveyor’s tape and depth gauge, the creek bottom profile and water level was 
measured and recorded at each station.  Depth measurements were collected at approximate 1 
foot intervals (except where physical conditions required a different spacing).  Subsequently 
these data were utilized to approximate the cross-sectional area of the creek at each location.  An 
impeller type stream flow meter that provided electronic readings of flow velocity in feet-per-
second was used to gauge the flow rate of the stream.  The surveyor’s tape was used as a guide 
for the location of the stream flow measurements.  Flow rates were measured and recorded 
across the creek at approximate 1 foot intervals except where flow anomalies required a different 
spacing.  The ‘6-tenths method’ recommended by the USGS for stream flow-rate measurement 
was utilized to determine impeller depth setting and obtain an average flow of the stream at each 
point of measurement.  The USGS asserts that an overall average flow rate of a column of water 
in a stream can be estimated by the measurement collected at a depth below the water surface 
that is equal to 0.6 times the total water depth. 

The resulting stream flow readings are included on Figure 5 along with historical data 
and indicate that 25 cfs and 15 cfs were flowing at the Hitch Boulevard and Somis gauging 
stations, respectively.  These data indicate that at the time of the study the flow at the Somis 
station was approximately 60 percent of the upstream measurement. 

Subsequent comparison of the field measurement results of this study with County data 
collected by the automated gauge at Hitch Boulevard indicated that the County gauge measured 
approximately 60 percent of the flow measured for this study (15 cfs versus 25 cfs).  To discern 
the origin of the discrepancy in flow calculation results, field verification measurements were 
performed by Hopkins and County staff on October 28, 2008.  The results of both measurements 
were virtually identical and indicate a consistent bias in the instrumentation and/or method of 
measurement.  Because the County utilizes a higher quality instrument for its measurements, we 
believe the County measurement is likely more accurate.  A data point representing the County 
measurement at Hitch Boulevard and the adjusted value for the Somis Station measurement (60 
percent flow) is included on Figure 5. 

Water Quality Sampling and Testing 

Prior to stream flow measurement, Hopkins collected samples of surface water from the 
Arroyo Las Posas at the Somis Gauging Station.  After stream flow activities were concluded 
Hopkins collected samples of groundwater from the City of Camarillo’s Well B.  Samples were 
collected and preserved in accordance with laboratory specifications and submitted to FGL 
Environmental (FGL) of Santa Paula, California (for general-mineral analysis), Zymax Forensics 
(Zymax) of San Luis Obispo, California (for deuterium, nitrate and oxygen isotope analyses), 
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and Isotech of Champaign, Illinois (for tritium analysis).  Copies of the laboratory report forms 
presenting test results are provided in Appendix D.  The creek water quality likely reflects the 
influence of the rainfall event that occurred 3 days prior to the sampling event.  The creek flow 
rates were observed to be noticeably greater after the rain event than the flows observed 1 week 
prior to the scheduled sampling. 

General Mineral 

Laboratory test results for the surface water sample indicate the Arroyo Las Posas flow at 
the time of the study had a sodium calcium-sulfate chemical character with a specific 
conductance of 1,700 micromhos per centimeter (mmhos/cm) and a total dissolved solids 
concentration of 1,180 mg/l.  The creek water has a relatively high iron concentration of 840 
µg/l. 

Figure 7 – Trilinear Diagram of City Well B Water Quality Data 

 

Laboratory test results for groundwater samples indicate the groundwater in the northeast 
PVB is historically of a calcium-sulfate chemical character.  The groundwater from City Well B 
has a specific conductance of 1,930 mmhos/cm and a total dissolved solids concentration on the 
order of 1,440 mg/l.  Data acquired from the study were combined with historical water quality 
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data from City Well B to provide a graphical presentation of the major anions and cations in the 
water samples which is shown above in Figure 7.  As indicated by these data, the water quality in 
the City well has migrated over time toward the quality of the arroyo and has been influenced by 
changes in the arroyo recharge.  A notable separation in quality is seen between the 1995 and 
1998 sample events and can be seen as a grouping of chemical character prior to and after the 
time of these samples (see Figure 7). 

Tritium 

Tritium (3H or T) is a radioactive isotope naturally produced in the atmosphere.  The 
most important source of tritium for modern groundwater studies has been from thermonuclear 
weapons testing between 1952 and 1969.  Tritium in groundwater is not significantly affected by 
geochemical processes, however given a half-life of 12.3 years, the usefulness of tritium as an 
age dating isotope diminishes over time.  The most important use of tritium has historically been 
to distinguish between water that entered aquifers prior to 1953 and water that was in contact 
with the atmosphere after 1953.  Because of the variable source of tritium and uncertainties due 
to possible mixing, tritium can not be used by this study for age dating in the conventional way. 

Laboratory test results of the present tritium levels in the surface water and groundwater 
samples are presented below in Table 2 – Tritium Test Results.  These results suggest the well 
water may be a blend of groundwater sources but also that a large component of the groundwater 
produced from the City well is from recent recharge. 

Table 2 – Tritium Test Results 

SAMPLE 
IDENTIFICATION 

TRITIUM 
(TU) 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

CREEK SAMPLE 3.87 0.23 

CITY WELL B SAMPLE 2.84 0.22 

TU - Tritium Unit 
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Oxygen-18 (δ18O), Deuterium (δD), and Nitrogen (δ15N) 

Isotopes are different forms of the same element which differ only in the number of 
neutrons contained in the nucleus of the atom.  Although radioactive isotopes, like tritium, are 
unstable, most isotopes are stable.  While different isotopes of an element have a nearly identical 
chemical behavior, the different physical properties can cause a slight variation in reaction rates 
and result in isotopic fractionation.  Fractionation caused by physical and anthropogenic 
processes can result in different isotopic ratios forming in the same compound to create a 
specific “isotopic fingerprint.” 

The water samples collected during the study were analyzed for isotopes of oxygen, 
hydrogen, and nitrogen.  The purpose of isotopic testing was to allow a comparison of present 
surface water and groundwater isotopic fingerprints with those from historical studies and to 
determine if upstream discharges from wastewater treatment plants can be linked to the recharge 
of groundwater in the PVB Forebay. 

Figure 8 – Delta Oxygen-18 as a Function of Delta Deuterium 
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The alternating process of evaporation and condensation of water in the atmosphere 
occurs as part of the hydrologic cycle and results in fractionation of the naturally occurring 
oxygen and hydrogen isotopes.  Past studies of local groundwater and surface waters have 
utilized these isotopes to evaluate the source and movement of water through aquifer systems 
within proximate groundwater basins (Izbicki, 1996 and 1997).  Figure 8, shown above, 
compares the sample results obtained from this study with the results of water sampling 
conducted by the USGS in the Oxnard Plain and Las Posas Valley. 

As indicated by these results, the groundwater sample has an isotopic fingerprint that 
closely resembles the surface water sampled downstream of the regional wastewater treatment 
plant during the 1997 study.  The surface water samples were coincidentally taken at the same 
time the groundwater recharge from the Arroyo Los Posas was initially sustained in the PVB 
Forebay.  As previously mentioned, the surface water sample for this study was collected within 
3 days after a significant rain event.  The surface water sample collected during the study 
appears to show the influence from rainwater.  We anticipate that sampling of water in the arroyo 
will likely yield seasonal results that reflect the source(s) contributing most to its flow. 

Figure 9 – Typical Isotope Signatures of Nitrate from Various Sources 
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Nitrogen in the atmosphere contains about one atom of the stable isotope 15N per 273 
atoms of 14N.  During various biochemical reactions that involve nitrogen, fractionation occurs.  
The fractionation processes are complex and not fully understood.  However, nitrogen isotopes 
have been used to identify sources of nitrogen in natural waters.  The interpretation of such 
results may be somewhat controversial (Drever, 1982). 

Nitrates produced from different sources carry distinctly different nitrogen and oxygen 
isotopic compositions which can be used for source identification.  Provided in Figure 9 above 
are the general fields that represent the range of delta oxygen-18 versus delta nitrogen-15 where 
nitrogen fractionation may be used to link nitrate to a particular source.  As indicated, the surface 
water sample and well water sample were very close in their isotopic ratios and tend to exhibit a 
nitrogen source that is likely dominated by nitrate from wastewater treatment plant effluent. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of the study indicate that flows in the Arroyo Los Posas are presently 
percolating into the riverbed in a reach between Somis and Camarillo and recharging 
groundwater in an area described as the PVB Forebay.  Recent observations indicate that except 
for extremely high river flow events the entire flow in the arroyo goes underground into the 
coarse-grained alluvial deposits that readily transmit water into the underlying Saugus and Los 
Posas Sand Formations.  These formations comprise the primary aquifer system in the PVB.  
Available data since 1991 indicate that average annual groundwater recharge from the arroyo is 
likely in the range of 10,000 to 15,000 afy (see Figure 5). 

The study concludes that the groundwater degradation and rapid water level rise (about 
250 feet) documented in City Wells A and B is a direct result of surface water recharge from the 
Arroyo Los Posas.  Substantial recharge began when the ELPB filled along the arroyo and began 
to overflow into the PVB in approximately 1994 (or before).  Historical water quality data 
indicate that the chemical character of groundwater sampled from the City’s well has changed 
and closely resembles the surface water quality in the arroyo which is a combination of sources 
including; a) upstream discharges from shallow groundwater dewatering operations located in 
Simi Valley b) effluent discharges to the arroyo from the Simi Valley wastewater treatment plant 
c) agricultural irrigation runoff, and d) seasonal precipitation runoff.  Over the last 10 years the 
groundwater quality degradation resulting from arroyo recharge has caused numerous chemical 
constituents in City Wells A and B to exceed the MCL standards for drinking water (i.e., TDS, 
sulfate, iron, manganese, see Appendix A). 

Tritium test results support the groundwater is a young age while the oxygen and 
hydrogen isotope analyses indicate the well water is of similar isotopic composition to upstream 
surface water samples tested by other studies (Izbicki, 1997)(see Figure 8).  The nitrogen isotope 
signatures of the groundwater and surface water samples are characteristic of a legacy waste 
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water effluent source (see Figure 9).  This is consistent with the observation that the arroyo base 
flows have been sustained largely by year-round discharges from upstream wastewater treatment 
plants after the winter storm flows subside (see Plate 3). 

Water level data appear to indicate that potential groundwater flow boundaries may 
restrict the lateral flow of groundwater from the area of recharge located northeast of the City in 
the Somis area.  The study concludes that water quality in this area of the PVB will likely not 
improve in the foreseeable future and that the City must consider the use of a treatment facility 
that can restore the potable quality of this groundwater supply.  To the extent the PVB Forebay is 
connected to the main portion of the PVB south of the Camarillo Fault, water level and water 
quality changes of similar magnitude can be anticipated to occur. 

If the PVB Forebay is constrained by no-flow/low-flow barriers that impede the lateral 
movement of groundwater then the water level will likely continue to rise until the partitioned 
portion of the basin fills.  Upon filling the forebay could refuse some portion of the recharge and 
the surface flow could continue downstream and would cross the confined portion of the PVB 
(where it cannot percolate into the basin) and subsequently would flow to the ocean. 

We recommend that future groundwater basin management efforts establish new 
monitoring wells to replace the County key wells destroyed in the 2004 well destruction 
program.  Future basin monitoring efforts should reestablish a network of appropriately 
distributed wells that will facilitate the observation of groundwater conditions.  Monitoring 
points may be established by seeking to obtain permission and access to allow measurement of 
existing well facilities within or proximate to the northeast PVB.  The location of existing wells 
at the time of the study is indicated on Plate 13 – Proposed Monitoring Well Location Map.  We 
recommend augmenting the areal distribution of these potential existing monitoring facilities 
with new monitoring wells constructed to facilitate future observations proximate to the PVB 
Forebay.  The proposed areas for future monitoring well construction are shown on Plate 13.  We 
recommend a well siting study be conducted to identify suitable locations for monitoring well 
construction within or proximate to the areas shown on Plate 13. 

CLOSURE 

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Calleguas Municipal Water 
District and its agents for specific application to groundwater recharge in the northeast Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin located in Somis, California.  The findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations presented herein were prepared in accordance with generally accepted 
hydrogeological practices.  No other warranty, express or implied is made. 
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STREAM FLOW SURVEY 
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November 2008 
Project No. 03-007-07 

Table C1 – Stream Flow Data 
 

SECTION AREA 
(SQUARE FEET) 

VELOCITY 
(FEET/SEC) 

FLOW RATE 
(CFS) 

1 0.350 1.45 0.508 

2 0.338 1.93 0.651 

3 0.430 1.83 0.787 

4 0.500 1.67 0.835 

5 0.580 1.95 1.131 

6 0.688 2.05 1.409 

7 0.615 1.62 0.996 

8 0.465 1.65 0.767 

9 0.445 1.88 0.837 

10 0.490 1.70 0.833 

11 0.450 1.96 0.882 

12 0.450 2.13 0.959 

13 0.440 2.08 0.915 

14 0.495 2.59 1.282 

15 0.655 2.50 1.638 

16 0.580 2.28 1.322 

17 0.655 2.15 1.408 

18 0.880 2.60 2.288 

19 1.045 2.40 2.508 

20 1.020 2.45 2.499 

21 0.465 1.11 0.516 

TOTAL RATE OF FLOW (CFS) 24.971 

TOTAL RATE OF FLOW (GPM) 11,207 
    
    

ARROYO LAS POSAS AT SOMIS GAUGING STATION 

SECTION AREA 
(SQUARE FEET) 

VELOCITY 
(FEET/SEC) 

FLOW RATE 
(CFS) 

1 0.410 2.38 0.976 

2 0.565 2.62 1.480 

3 0.510 2.97 1.515 

4 0.525 2.88 1.512 

5 0.515 2.79 1.437 

6 0.585 3.02 1.767 

7 0.600 3.45 2.070 

8 0.793 2.77 2.195 

9 1.025 2.09 2.142 

TOTAL RATE OF FLOW (CFS) 15.094 

TOTAL RATE OF FLOW (GPM) 6,774 

 

ARROYO LAS POSAS AT HITCH BOULEVARD GAUGING STATION 
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November 2008 
Project No. 03-007-07 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table C2 – Stream Flow Data 

 

1 – Measurement conducted with an impeller actuated flow meter. 
2 – Measurement conducted with a Pygmy meter having an axial cup actuator. 
3 – Not Available 

DATE 

HOPKINS 
MEASUREMENTS1  

HITCH BOULEVARD 
(CFS) 

HOPKINS 
MEASUREMENTS1 

SOMIS 
(CFS) 

VCWPD 
STREAM GAUGE 

READING 
HITCH 

BOULEVARD 
(CFS) 

VCWPD 
 MEASUREMENTS2 

 HITCH BOULEVARD
(CFS) 

09/25/2007 25 15 15 NA3 

10/28/2008 25 NA3 NA3 15 
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APPENDIX D 
LABORATORY TEST RESULTS OF SURFACE 

AND GROUNDWATER ANALYSES 
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc. Customer :  2-20807 
 

SP 0710727: Case Narrative Page 1 of 2 

 
October 25, 2007    
    
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc. Lab ID : SP 0710727  
P. O. Box 3596 
Ventura, CA  93006-3596 
 

Customer :  2-20807  

Laboratory Report 
 This Page is to be Stamped  

Introduction:  This report package contains total of 7 pages divided into 3 sections: 
  
 Case Narrative (2 Pages) : An overview of the work performed at FGL. 
 Sample Results    (2 pages) : Results for each sample submitted. 
 Quality Control    (3 pages) : Supporting Quality Control (QC) results.  

 
Case Narrative  

 
This Case Narrative pertains to the following samples: 
 

Sample Description Date 
Sampled 

Date 
Received 

FGL Lab ID # Matrix 

03-007-07 Creek Sample No.1 09/25/2007 09/25/2007 SP 0710727-001 SW 
03-007-07 Well Sample No.2 09/25/2007 09/25/2007 SP 0710727-002 GW 

 
Sampling and Receipt Information:  All samples were received, prepared and analyzed within the 
method specified holding except those as listed in the table below.  The holding time for pH is listed as 
immediate. Logistically this is very difficult to obtain.  FGL policy is to analyze all samples requiring 
pH on the same day of receipt at the laboratory. If this presents any problem please call. 

 

Lab ID Analyte/Method Required Holding 
Time 

Actual Holding 
Time 

SP 0710727-001 pH 15 406.2 Minutes  
SP 0710727-002 pH 15 259.2 Minutes  

 
All samples arrived on ice.   All samples were checked for pH if acid or base preservation is required 
(except for VOAs).   For details of sample receipt information, please see the attached Chain of Custody 
and Condition Upon Receipt Form. 
 
Quality Control:  All samples were prepared and analyzed according to the following tables: 
 

Inorganic - Metals QC 

200.7 10/01/2007:210057   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 10/01/2007:209567   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

 

Field Office
Visalia, California
TEL: 559/734-9473
Mobile: 559/737-2399
FAX: 559/734-8435

Office & Laboratory
563 E. Lindo Avenue
Chico, CA 95926
TEL: 530/343-5818
FAX: 530/343-3807
CA ELAP Certification No. 2670

Office & Laboratory
2500 Stagecoach Road
Stockton, CA 95215
TEL: 209/942-0182
FAX: 209/942-0423
CA ELAP Certification No. 1563

Corporate Offices & Laboratory
P.O. Box 272 / 853 Corporation Street
Santa Paula, CA 93061-0272
TEL: 805/392-2000
FAX: 805/525-4172
CA NELAP Certification No. 01110CA
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc. Customer :  2-20807 
 

SP 0710727: Case Narrative Page 2 of 2 

Inorganic - Wet Chemistry QC 

2320B 09/28/2007:209945   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 09/28/2007:209470   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

2510B 09/26/2007:209813   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 09/26/2007:209352   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

2540 C,E 09/27/2007:209399   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

300.0 10/10/2007:210483   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 10/08/2007:209789   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

4500-H B 09/25/2007:209335   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

4500HB 09/25/2007:209800   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

4500NO2B 09/25/2007:209804   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 09/26/2007:209343   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

4500NO3F 09/27/2007:210013   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 09/27/2007:209403   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

5540C 09/25/2007:209799   All analysis quality controls are within established criteria. 

 09/25/2007:209337   All preparation quality controls are within established criteria. 

 
Certification: I certify that this data package is in compliance with NELAC standards, both technically 
and for completeness, except for any conditions listed above. Release of the data contained in this data 
package is authorized by the Laboratory Director or his designee, as verified by the following electronic 
signature. 
 
KD:SB   Digitial Signature Stamp Y = 7.4 

Approved By  Kelly A. Dunnahoo, B.S. 
Digitally signed by Kelly A. Dunnahoo, B.S.
Title: Laboratory Director
Date: 2007-10-25
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727-001 
 Customer ID :  2-20807 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc.   

Sampled On : September 25, 2007-10:43 
Sampled By : B. Cosner 
Received On : September 25, 2007-16:55 

P. O. Box 3596 
Ventura, CA  93006-3596 
 
 Matrix : Surface Water 
Description : 03-007-07 Creek Sample No.1 
Project : Water Monitoring 
 

Sample Results - Inorganic 

Sample Preparation Sample Analysis Constituent Result PQL Units Note 
Method Date/ID Method Date/ID 

General Mineral P:1'4         
Total Hardness 516 2.5 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Calcium 139 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Magnesium 41 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Potassium 8 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Sodium 167 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Total Cations 17.8 0.1 meq/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Boron 0.7 0.1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Copper ND 10 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Iron 840 50 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Manganese 180 10 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Zinc ND 20 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

SAR 3.2 0.1 meq/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Total Alkalinity (as 
CaCO3) 

220 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Hydroxide ND 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Carbonate ND 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Bicarbonate 270 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Sulfate 460 10 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Chloride 189 5 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Nitrate 30.7 0.4 mg/L  4500NO3F 09/27/07:209403 4500NO3F 09/27/07:210013 

Nitrite as N ND 0.1 mg/L  4500NO2B 09/26/07:209343 4500NO2B 09/25/07:209804 

Fluoride 0.3 0.1 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Total Anions 19.8 0.1 meq/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

pH 7.2 --- units  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

Specific Conductance 1700 1 umhos/cm  2510B 09/26/07:209352 2510B 09/26/07:209813 

Total Dissolved Solids 1180 20 mg/L  2540 C,E 09/27/07:209399 2540C 09/28/07:209924 

MBAS (foaming agents) ND 0.1 mg/L  5540C 09/25/07:209337 5540C 09/25/07:209799 

Aggressiveness Index 12.1 0  --  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

Langlier Index 0.2 0  --  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

ND=Non-Detected.  PQL=Practical Quantitation Limit.    Containers:  (P) Plastic    Preservatives: H2SO4 pH < 2, HNO3 pH < 2 

Field Office
Visalia, California
TEL: 559/734-9473
Mobile: 559/737-2399
FAX: 559/734-8435

Office & Laboratory
563 E. Lindo Avenue
Chico, CA 95926
TEL: 530/343-5818
FAX: 530/343-3807
CA ELAP Certification No. 2670

Office & Laboratory
2500 Stagecoach Road
Stockton, CA 95215
TEL: 209/942-0182
FAX: 209/942-0423
CA ELAP Certification No. 1563

Corporate Offices & Laboratory
P.O. Box 272 / 853 Corporation Street
Santa Paula, CA 93061-0272
TEL: 805/392-2000
FAX: 805/525-4172
CA NELAP Certification No. 01110CA
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727-002 
 Customer ID :  2-20807 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants Inc.   

Sampled On : September 25, 2007-13:10 
Sampled By : B. Cosner 
Received On : September 25, 2007-16:55 

P. O. Box 3596 
Ventura, CA  93006-3596 
 
 Matrix : Ground Water 
Description : 03-007-07 Well Sample No.2 
Project : Water Monitoring 
 

Sample Results - Inorganic 

Sample Preparation Sample Analysis Constituent Result PQL Units Note 
Method Date/ID Method Date/ID 

General Mineral P:1'4         
Total Hardness 719 2.5 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Calcium 204 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Magnesium 51 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Potassium 5 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Sodium 143 1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Total Cations 20.7 0.1 meq/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Boron 0.5 0.1 mg/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Copper ND 10 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Iron 180 50 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Manganese 150 10 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Zinc ND 20 ug/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

SAR 2.3 0.1 meq/L  200.7 10/01/07:209567 200.7 10/01/07:210057 

Total Alkalinity (as 
CaCO3) 

230 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Hydroxide ND 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Carbonate ND 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Bicarbonate 290 10 mg/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

Sulfate 700 10 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Chloride 177 5 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Nitrate ND 0.4 mg/L  4500NO3F 09/27/07:209403 4500NO3F 09/27/07:210013 

Nitrite as N ND 0.1 mg/L  4500NO2B 09/26/07:209343 4500NO2B 09/25/07:209804 

Fluoride 0.1 0.1 mg/L  300.0 10/08/07:209789 300.0 10/10/07:210483 

Total Anions 24.3 0.1 meq/L  2320B 09/28/07:209470 2320B 09/28/07:209945 

pH 7.1 --- units  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

Specific Conductance 1930 1 umhos/cm  2510B 09/26/07:209352 2510B 09/26/07:209813 

Total Dissolved Solids 1440 20 mg/L  2540 C,E 09/27/07:209399 2540C 09/28/07:209924 

MBAS (foaming agents) ND 0.1 mg/L  5540C 09/25/07:209337 5540C 09/25/07:209799 

Aggressiveness Index 12.2 0  --  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

Langlier Index 0.2 0  --  4500-H B 09/25/07:209335 4500HB 09/25/07:209800 

ND=Non-Detected.  PQL=Practical Quantitation Limit.    Containers:  (P) Plastic    Preservatives: H2SO4 pH < 2, HNO3 pH < 2 
 

Field Office
Visalia, California
TEL: 559/734-9473
Mobile: 559/737-2399
FAX: 559/734-8435

Office & Laboratory
563 E. Lindo Avenue
Chico, CA 95926
TEL: 530/343-5818
FAX: 530/343-3807
CA ELAP Certification No. 2670

Office & Laboratory
2500 Stagecoach Road
Stockton, CA 95215
TEL: 209/942-0182
FAX: 209/942-0423
CA ELAP Certification No. 1563

Corporate Offices & Laboratory
P.O. Box 272 / 853 Corporation Street
Santa Paula, CA 93061-0272
TEL: 805/392-2000
FAX: 805/525-4172
CA NELAP Certification No. 01110CA
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. Customer : 2-20807 

Quality Control - Inorganic 

Constituent Method Date/ID Type Units Conc. QC Data DQO Note 

Metals         

Boron 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS mg/L 4.000 91.5 %  75-125  
   MSD mg/L 4.000 92.6 %  75-125  
   MSRPD mg/L 800.0 1.0% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 5.000 94.9 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.065   0.10           
   CCV ppm 5.000 92.1 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.032   0.10           
Calcium 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS mg/L 12.50 69.7 % <¼  
   MSD mg/L 12.50 63.9 % <¼  
   MSRPD mg/L 800.0 0.5% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 25.00 93.9 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.02   1.0  
   CCV ppm 25.00 93.3 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.02   1.0  
Copper 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS ug/L 800.0 90.9 %  75-125  
   MSD ug/L 800.0 90.5 %  75-125  
   MSRPD ug/L 800.0 0.4% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 1.000 93.8 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0019   0.01           
   CCV ppm 1.000 92.7 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0019   0.01           
Iron 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS ug/L 4000 88.7 %  75-125  
   MSD ug/L 4000 89.0 %  75-125  
   MSRPD ug/L 800.0 0.3% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 5.000 92.9 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  -0.0119   0.05           
   CCV ppm 5.000 92.3 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  -0.0097   0.05           
Magnesium 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS mg/L 12.50 85.8 %  75-125  
   MSD mg/L 12.50 83.4 %  75-125  
   MSRPD mg/L 800.0 0.6% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 25.00 91.4 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.02   1.0  
   CCV ppm 25.00 90.8 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.02   1.0  
Manganese 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS ug/L 800.0 87.9 %  75-125  
   MSD ug/L 800.0 87.7 %  75-125  
   MSRPD ug/L 800.0 0.2% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 1.000 92.4 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0016   0.01           
   CCV ppm 1.000 91.6 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0017   0.01           
Potassium 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS mg/L 12.50 103 %  75-125  
   MSD mg/L 12.50 102 %  75-125  
   MSRPD mg/L 800.0 0.6% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 25.00 94.5 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  -0.02   1.0  
   CCV ppm 25.00 93.7 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.05   1.0  
Sodium 200.7 10/01/2007:209567 MS mg/L 12.50 70.3 % <¼  
   MSD mg/L 12.50 59.2 % <¼  
   MSRPD mg/L 800.0 0.8% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 25.00 90.7 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.15   1.0           
   CCV ppm 25.00 89.7 %  90-110  
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. Customer : 2-20807 

Quality Control - Inorganic 

Constituent Method Date/ID Type Units Conc. QC Data DQO Note 

Metals         

Sodium 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCB ppm  0.21   1.0           
Zinc   MS ug/L 2000 90.2 %  75-125  
   MSD ug/L 2000 90.9 %  75-125  
   MSRPD ug/L 800.0 0.8% ≤20.0    
 200.7 10/01/2007:210057 CCV ppm 1.000 91.9 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0057   0.02           
   CCV ppm 1.000 92.0 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.0063   0.02           

Wet Chem         

Alkalinity (as CaCO3) 2320B 09/28/2007:209470 Dup mg/L  0.3%   3.42  
 2320B 09/28/2007:209945 ICV mg/l 234.9 101 % 90-110  
   CCV mg/l 234.9 100 %  90-110  
Bicarbonate 2320B 09/28/2007:209470 Dup mg/l  0.3% 4.78  
Carbonate   Dup mg/l  0.0   10  
Chloride 300.0 10/08/2007:209789 LCS mg/L 25.00 105 %  90-110  
   MS mg/L 500.0 116 % 86-128  
   MSD mg/L 500.0 116 % 86-128  
   MSRPD mg/L 100.0 0.05% ≤23.0    
 300.0 10/10/2007:210483 CCB ppm  0.06   1  
   CCV ppm 25.00 108 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.06   1  
   CCV ppm 25.00 109 %  90-110  
Conductivity 2510B 09/26/2007:209813 ICB umhos/cm  0.1   1           
   CCV umhos/cm 998.0 101 %  95-105  
   CCV umhos/cm 998.0 101 %  95-105  
E. C. 2510B 09/26/2007:209352 Blank umhos/cm  ND <1                 
   Dup umhos/cm  0.1% 0.372  
Fluoride 300.0 10/08/2007:209789 LCS mg/L 2.500 110 %  90-110  
   MS mg/L 50.00 118 % 81-126  
   MSD mg/L 50.00 119 % 81-126  
   MSRPD mg/L 100.0 0.4% ≤12.1    
 300.0 10/10/2007:210483 CCB ppm  0.000   0.1  
   CCV ppm 2.500 109 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  0.000   0.1  
   CCV ppm 2.500 110 %  90-110  
Hydroxide 2320B 09/28/2007:209470 Dup mg/l  0.0   10  
MBAS 5540C 09/25/2007:209337 MS mg/L 1.000 100 %  90-110  
   MSD mg/L 1.000 100 %  90-110  
   MSRPD mg/L 1.000 0.0 ≤0.1     
 5540C 09/25/2007:209799 CCB mg/L  0.000   0.1  
   CCV mg/L 1.000 100 %  99-101  
Nitrate + Nitrite as N 4500NO3F 09/27/2007:209403 MS mg/L 4.000 61.0 % 5-285  
   MSD mg/L 4.000 61.0 % 5-285  
   MSRPD mg/L 4.000 0.0% ≤30.4    
 4500NO3F 09/27/2007:210013 CCB mg/l  -0.011   0.1           
   CCV mg/l 4.000 96.8 %  90-110  
   CCB mg/l  -0.005   0.1  
   CCV mg/l 4.000 95.5 %  90-110  
Nitrite as Nitrogen 4500NO2B 09/25/2007:209804 CCV mg/L 0.1522 95.7 %  90-110  
   CCB mg/L  -0.0007   0.1  
   CCV mg/L 0.1522 96.6 %  90-110  
   CCB mg/L  -0.0007   0.1  
 4500NO2B 09/26/2007:209343 MS mg/L 0.4568 23.4 % 1-173  
   MSD mg/L 0.4568 22.8 % 1-173  
   MSRPD mg/L 0.4568 0.0028 ≤0.1     
pH 4500-H B 09/25/2007:209335 Dup units  0.8%   4.80  
 4500HB 09/25/2007:209800 CCV units 8.000 101 %  95-105  
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October 25, 2007 Lab ID : SP 0710727 
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. Customer : 2-20807 

Quality Control - Inorganic 

Constituent Method Date/ID Type Units Conc. QC Data DQO Note 

Wet Chem         

pH 4500HB 09/25/2007:209800 CCV units 8.000 100 %  95-105  
Solids, Total Dissovled   Blank mg/L  20 20           
   LCS mg/L 1000 99.6 %  90-110  
   LCS mg/L 1000 103 %  90-110  
   Dup mg/L  1.6%  10.0  
Sulfate 300.0 10/08/2007:209789 LCS mg/L 50.00 104 %  90-110  
   MS mg/L 1000 115 % 78-137  
   MSD mg/L 1000 115 % 78-137  
   MSRPD mg/L 100.0 0.2% ≤12.3    
 300.0 10/10/2007:210483 CCB ppm  1.08 2           
   CCV ppm 50.00 106 %  90-110  
   CCB ppm  1.06 2           
   CCV ppm 50.00 106 %  90-110  
Definition  
ICV : Initial Calibration Verification - Analyzed to verify the instrument calibration is within criteria. 
ICB : Initial Calibration Blank - Analyzed to verify the instrument baseline is within criteria. 
CCV : Continuing Calibration Verification -  Analyzed to verify the instrument calibration is within criteria. 
CCB : Continuing Calibration Blank - Analyzed to verify the instrument baseline is within criteria. 
Blank : Method Blank - Prepared to verify that the preparation process is not contributing contamination to the samples. 
LCS : Laboratory Control Standard/Sample - Prepared to verify that the preparation process is not affecting analyte recovery. 

MS 
: Matrix Spikes - A random sample is spiked with a known amount of analyte.  The recoveries are an indication of how that sample 
matrix affects analyte recovery. 

MSD 
: Matrix Spike Duplicate of MS/MSD pair - A random sample duplicate is spiked with a known amount of analyted.  The 
recoveries are an indication of how that sample matrix affects analyte recovery. 

Dup 
: Duplicate Sample - A random sample with each batch is prepared and analyzed in duplicate.  The relative percent difference is an 
indication of precision for the preparation and analysis. 

MSRPD 
: MS/MSD Relative Percent Difference (RPD) - The MS relative percent difference is an indication of precision for the preparation 
and analysis. 

ND : Non-detect - Result was below the DQO listed for the analyte. 
<¼ : High Sample Background - Spike concentration was less than one forth of the sample concentration. 
DQO : Data Quality Objective - This is the criteria against which the quality control data is compared. 
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ZYMAX FORENSICS 
DELTA OXYGEN-18, DELTA DEUTERIUM, 

AND DELTA NITROGEN-15 ANALYSES 
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ISOTECH LABORATORIES 
TRITIUM ANALYSIS 
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Isotech Sample Tritium Std. Dev.
Lab No. Name TU
124384 Creek Sample #1 3.87 0.23
124385 03-007-07 Well Sample #2 2.84 0.22

Isotech Water Data
Job 8883

Project 03-007-07
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION BACKGROUND 

1.1.1 2014 Draft EIR/EA 

The City of Camarillo prepared an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
in April 2008 for a very similar project.  The IS and NOP were distributed to responsible and 
trustee agencies and the State Clearinghouse, and the project was assigned State 
Clearinghouse no. 2008041159.  Comments were received from the Ventura County LAFCO, 
Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura County Watershed Protection District, California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, Native American Heritage Commission, and California 
Department of Fish and Game.  In June 2008, the City initiated preparation of an environmental 
impact report for the project, but it was never completed. 

Following preparation and distribution of a new NOP in September 2013, a Draft 
EIR/EA was prepared and circulated for review by public agencies and interested members of 
the public from March 31 through May 16, 2014.   

1.1.2 2015 Recirculated Draft EIR/EA and Final EIR/EA 

Based on comments received from the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 
Agency (FCGMA) and its consultants, the City determined that the water resources impact 
analysis presented in the 2014 Draft EIR/EA did not utilize an appropriate environmental 
baseline.   The analysis was based on a groundwater study which compared “no mounding” 
conditions to future + project conditions to identify environmental impacts.  Mounding refers to 
the increasing surface elevation of brackish groundwater in the North Pleasant Valley Basin.  
Using “no mounding” as the environmental baseline is not appropriate because it does not 
represent present or future conditions.   

The City determined that the water resources analysis should be revised to utilize 
future no project conditions as the environmental baseline and these revisions constitute 
“significant new information” for the purposes of Section 15088.5(a) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and recirculation is required.  Consistent with 
Section 15088.5(f)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines only revised sections (water resources) of 
the Draft EIR/EA were recirculated.   

The revised Draft EIR/EA focused on water resources impacts and was re-circulated 
for public comment from March 2 through April 20, 2015.  A Final EIR/EA was prepared in May 
2015, including responses to public comments on the 2014 Draft EIR/EA and the 2015 
Recirculated Draft EIR/EA.  The Camarillo City Council certified the Final EIR/EA on May 27, 
2015. 
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1.1.3 Current Supplemental EIR/EA 

The proposed location of the two new groundwater production wells has changed, in 
part due to coordination with the adjacent Bell Ranch.  In addition, the groundwater modeling 
conducted in support of the 2015 Recirculated Draft EIR/EA has been revised based on input 
from FCGMA.  The revisions to the modeling mostly involve the use of post-2010 groundwater 
pumping data, which included increased pumping rates in response to drought conditions. In 
addition, the modeling was revised to account for the potential re-location of City groundwater 
pumping, assuming the City would pump it’s full allocation (4,500 acre-feet/year) from the 
Airport area wells (Airport #3, Well D, and a possible new well).  

This Supplemental EIR/EA has been prepared to provide additional information and 
environmental analysis to make the Final EIR/EA adequate for the revised project.  Consistent 
with Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a Supplemental EIR (instead of a 
Subsequent EIR) has been prepared because only minor changes or additions to the Final 
EIR/EA are required to make it adequately apply to the revised project.  Also consistent with 
Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Supplemental EIR/EA contains only that 
information necessary to make the Final EIR/EA adequate for the project as revised.  

1.2 PROJECT PROPONENT 

The proposed project would be owned by the City of Camarillo, and operated and 
maintained by the City or through a contract with a private entity.  Approximately 4,500 to 6,000 
acre-feet/year of the treated groundwater produced by the project would be provided to the City 
of Camarillo’s existing service area, with the balance sold to the Calleguas Municipal Water 
District to serve customers within the FCGMA area (i.e., cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme). 

1.3 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

1.3.1 State Requirements 

CEQA requires that local, regional, and state agencies and special purpose districts 
prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for any discretionary action that may have the 
potential to significantly affect the quality of the environment.  The City of Camarillo (City) is the 
lead agency and has prepared this EIR for the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to 
comply with the provisions of CEQA.   

In accordance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to serve as an informational document that: 

“...will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project..." 

The proposed project would entail the construction and operation of a groundwater 
treatment facility and two new well sites, with the facility site to be annexed into the City of 
Camarillo, California.     
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1.3.2 Federal Requirements 

The project would be funded by the City of Camarillo.  However, the City may seek 
Federal funding for the project, likely with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation or Corps of 
Engineers.  Therefore, this document is a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment (EIR/EA) to comply with the requirements of both CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  This joint EIR/EA is used to identify impacts associated with 
each of the alternatives, which will allow the Federal action agency to determine if the project 
qualifies for a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or would require additional analysis as 
part of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

CEQA requires the use of the word “significant” to identify environmental impacts 
that require mitigation and/or must be addressed under a finding of overriding considerations.  
Under NEPA, the word “significant” identifies an impact that is severe based on context and 
intensity, and cannot be mitigated to a level of less than significant.  Under the EA process, the 
use of the word “significant” is limited to the FONSI.  However, since this EIR/EA is a joint 
CEQA/NEPA document, the word significant is used to identify impacts significant under CEQA.   

1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES/PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.4.1 Background 

The project has been in development for nearly 15 years, with the goal to restore the 
City’s groundwater production and meet regional groundwater management objectives of 
reducing inland saline groundwater intrusion and removing accumulated salts from the 
watershed.  The proposed project is included as an implementation project in the Calleguas 
Creek Watershed Management Plan, 2008 Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL, and the Watershed 
Coalition of Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 2006.  These Plans 
found that the proposed project is consistent with State-wide objectives and the strategies and 
objectives of the Plans, through increasing water supply reliability, managing groundwater, 
water quality protection and improvement, preventing further migration of poor quality 
groundwater to areas not contaminated with salts, facilitate conjuctive use by removing poor 
quality groundwater and enabling recharge with higher quality storm water flows, desalination, 
and reducing use of imported water.  The proposed project is also included in the 2007 Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Plan, and is considered a beneficial strategy to prevent 
water quality degradation in the North Pleasant Valley (NPV) Basin and reduce pumping within 
the largest pumping depression in the Basin. 

The City provides drinking water to approximately 75 percent of City residents, which 
is obtained from local groundwater wells (about 50 percent) and imported water (about 50 
percent).  The quality of groundwater from two of the City’s four wells (Wells A and B) has 
substantially deteriorated, primarily due to elevated levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), 
chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese.  Due to these water quality issues, the City has placed 
one of these wells (Well A) on standby, and is blending water from the second well (Well B) with 
imported water from the Calleguas Municipal Water District to meet drinking water quality 
standards.  Due to high salt concentrations in Wells A and B, the City has limited pumping to 
about 2,250 acre-feet/year from the NPV Basin and about 2,250 acre-feet/year from the Airport 
area wells. 
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The City is considering the construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment 
Facility to increase groundwater pumping to 9,000 acre-feet/year in the NPV Basin and produce 
7,500 acre-feet/year of treated water to be served to its customers.  The treatment facility would 
be located in the vicinity of Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese 
from groundwater produced by these and future well(s).  Overall, the purpose of the project is to 
allow the City to utilize its full groundwater allocation, remove brackish groundwater from the 
NPV Basin, and reduce reliance on imported water.   

A Groundwater Treatment Facility Feasibility Study was prepared by Black & Veatch 
in 2005, in association with Separation Processes, Inc., to determine the appropriate technology 
and basic configuration of treatment processes to be used.  The Feasibility Study identified 
target concentrations of TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese to be met by the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility.  The target concentrations of TDS (330 mg/l) and chloride (80 
mg/l) were set low, as these constituents would add to the mass loading in wastewater 
produced during use of supplied potable water.  Wastewater is treated by the Camarillo Sanitary 
District and discharged to Conejo Creek (north of confluence with Calleguas Creek), which has 
strict limits on TDS, chloride and sulfate.  The target concentrations for iron (0.3 mg/l) and 
manganese (0.05 mg/l) are the drinking water Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels set in 
Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.   

A recommendation from the 2005 Feasibility Study was to pilot test various treatment 
technologies prior to designing the full scale facility.  A year-long pilot test was conducted at 
Well A and included the evaluation of four treatment processes (distillation, ion exchange, 
electro-dialysis, reverse osmosis).  The results of the pilot test indicated reverse osmosis (RO) 
to be the most cost effective treatment process.  Iron and manganese are effectively removed 
by the RO process.  However, if iron and/or manganese are present in groundwater in oxidized 
forms, fouling of the RO membranes may occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater 
prior to reverse osmosis would be required.  Based on the results of a pilot study at Well A, 
oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using sodium hypochlorite was selected at the 
preferred pre-treatment process.  The oxidation process would convert the dissolved iron and 
manganese into a solid precipitate, and the resulting precipitate would be removed by granular 
media filters.  The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate.  

In addition to the treatment facility, two new wells are proposed, one located 
immediately north of the new Rancho Campana High School (opened in Fall 2015) and a 
second located just northeast of the Church of Latter Day Saints (see Figure 3-2).  These new 
wells would produce brackish groundwater for treatment at the new Facility.  Overall, 
approximately 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) from Wells A and B, and 3,000 gpm (each) from 
two new brackish groundwater wells would be treated at the Facility for a total of 9,000 acre-
feet/year.     

1.4.2 Objectives 

The basic objectives of the project include: 

 Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 
3,000 gpm); 
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 Fully utilize the existing 4,500 acre-feet/year groundwater allocation from the 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin; 

 Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in 
the salt mound area (NPV Basin) from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

 Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

 Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo 
Creek; and 

 Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

1.4.3 Benefits 

Based on preliminary analysis conducted during project development, 
implementation of the proposed groundwater treatment facility would have the following 
benefits: 

 The City of Camarillo can beneficially use up to 9,000 acre-feet/year of poor 
quality groundwater that would not otherwise be used; 

 The proposed facility would remove up to 33 million tons of total dissolved 
solids per year from the Calleguas Creek watershed and facilitate meeting 
the Salts TDML requirements; 

 Higher quality groundwater from the proposed facility would produce recycled 
water (treated wastewater) with lower salt concentrations which may provide 
more opportunities for use of this recycled water; 

 Prevent further migration of the salts plume; 

 Expand a local water supply that could be essential if imported water supplies 
are unavailable after a major earthquake; 

 The facility would reduce imported water demands, and diversify water 
supplies in the region; and 

 Reducing imported water demand may lower energy demand and 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with supplying water to the City. 

1.5 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT  

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater wells, and discharge to the Calleguas Regional Salinity 
Management Project pipeline.  Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located 
in close proximity to these facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City 
limit, and surrounding land uses within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot 
accommodate the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility.   

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 744 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o   
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  1 .0  In t roduc t ion 

Page 1-6 
6/15/16 

As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 1 through 8) were assessed in 
the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City limits and seven within 
adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were selected for analysis in this 
document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred 
facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7.   

1.6 SCOPE AND CONTENT 

Based on an Initial Study prepared by the City, an Environmental Impact Report was 
deemed necessary due to agricultural conversion, annexation issues, and other potentially 
significant impacts on the environment.  As such, an Environmental Impact Report was 
prepared for the project in accordance with CEQA.  As a Supplemental EIR/EA, the scope of 
this document is limited to information necessary to make the Final EIR/EA adequate for the 
project as revised.  As such, this Supplemental EIR/EA is focused on agriculture (revised well 
sites), water resources (revised groundwater modeling), noise (revised well sites), land use 
(annexation issues) and alternatives (revised well sites).  Impacts associated with other issue 
areas discussed in the Final EIR/EA would not substantially change with the revised project, 
and are not repeated in this Supplemental EIR/EA (see Section 1.1.3). 

1.7 RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 

The State CEQA Guidelines define "lead", "responsible", and "trustee" agencies.  
The City, as a public agency, has the principal responsibility for carrying out and approving the 
proposed project.  Therefore, the City is the lead agency.  Responsible agencies are State and 
local public agencies which have discretionary approval power over the project.  Annexation 
would be subject to approval by the Ventura County Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  
The parcel subdivision would be subject to the approval of Ventura County and in this case, 
both LAFCO and Ventura County are considered responsible agencies.   

Responsible agencies for the proposed project may include LAFCO, Camarillo 
Sanitary District, Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency, California Department of Public Health and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Los Angeles Region).     

Trustee agencies refer to agencies having jurisdiction by law over the natural 
resources affected by a project.  Based upon this definition, the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which have jurisdiction over biological resources 
that may be impacted by the proposed project, are trustee agencies. 

1.8 PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

Project implementation may require the City to obtain permits and/or other forms of 
approval from Federal, State and local agencies.  Depending on the alternative site selected, 
these agencies may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1.8.1 Federal Agencies: 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Section 7 Consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (required for Federal funding). 
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1.8.2 State Agencies 

 Department of Transportation – highway encroachment permit. 

 Department of Fish and Wildlife – CEQA review. 

 Regional Water Quality Control Board - National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) groundwater dewatering permit and General 
Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. 

 Department of Public Health – amended water supply permit. 

1.8.3 Local Agencies 

 Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission – annexation, municipal 
reorganization. 

 Ventura County Resource Management Agency – parcel subdivision, 
conditional use permit. 

 Ventura County Public Works Agency – Grading and road encroachment 
permits. 

 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency – revised groundwater 
allocation (if needed). 

 Calleguas Municipal Water District – treated groundwater purchase 
agreement, agreement to utilize the Calleguas Salinity Management Project 
pipeline for brine disposal. 

1.9 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

Pursuant to California Resources Code Section 21081.6, a Mitigation Monitoring 
Plan has been developed and was provided as Section 8.0 in the Final EIR/EA to ensure the 
implementation of mitigation measures necessary to reduce or eliminate identified significant 
impacts.  The Plan was adopted by the City Council in conjunction with the findings required 
under CEQA, when the City Council certified the Final EIR/EA.  The Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
has been revised (see Section 6.0) to be consistent with revised mitigation measures provided 
to avoid significant impacts to groundwater supplies. 

1.10 PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA 

The Supplemental EIR/EA was circulated for review by public agencies and 
interested members of the public from March 21 through April 22, 2016.   

1.11 CERTIFICATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA 

This Final Supplemental EIR/EA includes all comment letters received during the 
public comment period, and responses to each of these comments (see Section 10).  Changes 
to the text of the Supplemental EIR/EA made in response to comments are shown in underline 
(new text) and strike-out (deleted text) mode. 
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A public hearing will be held before the City Council on June 20, 2016 at 10 a.m. to 
considered certifying the Supplemental EIR/EA has been completed in compliance with the 
CEQA statutes and guidelines, and reflects the lead agency’s independent judgement and 
analysis. 

At the time the project is approved, the mandated CEQA Findings and a Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan will be adopted.   

Note that the federal action agency will be responsible for preparation of the FONSI 
(as appropriate), posting a notice in the Federal Register and other federal actions required to 
complete the NEPA process. 
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2.0 SUMMARY 

This section has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, and is 
divided into two components.  The first summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project 
and alternatives, and the second identifies environmental impacts, mitigation measures and 
residual impacts.  In addition, the project alternatives are summarized.  

2.1 PROJECT SYNOPSIS 

2.1.1 Lead Agency 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 

2.1.2 Project Development  

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as 
well as new brackish groundwater wells (up to 9,000 acre-feet/year in total), and discharge to the 
Calleguas Municipal Water District’s Regional Salinity Management Project pipeline.  Therefore, 
an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to these facilities.  Wells 
A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding land uses within the City 
are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility.  As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 1 through 8) were 
assessed in the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City limits and seven 
within adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were selected for analysis in 
this document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred 
facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7.  The 
environmental impacts of these alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail in compliance 
with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

2.1.3 Location 

The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2), the Site 4 Alternative facility site and 
two proposed well sites are located adjacent to the City limits, west of the Las Posas Road/Lewis 
Road Intersection (see Figure 3-1).  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City 
limits at the northeastern corner of the Upland Road/Lewis Road intersection. 

2.1.4 Treated Groundwater Distribution 

Approximately 4,500 to 6,000 acre-feet/year of the treated groundwater produced by 
the project would be provided to the City of Camarillo’s existing service area.  The balance of the 
treated groundwater would be sold to the Calleguas Municipal Water District for distribution within 
their existing service area to serve customers within the FCGMA area (i.e., cities of Oxnard and 
Port Hueneme).`   
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2.1.5 Municipal Reorganization 

The Proposed Action facility site and two well sites are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest (see Figure 3-
2).  As the preferred facility site is located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would be 
served by the Camarillo Sanitary District, the City would request approval from LAFCO for 
reorganization.  The two well sites would not require service from public agencies and would not 
be annexed.  The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site; 

 Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site; 

 Annexation of the facility site to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site; 

 Annexation of the facility site to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the facility site from the Ventura County Resource Conservation 
District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, County Service Area no. 
32 (individual sewage disposal), County Service Area no. 33 (recreation and 
park services) and Gold Coast Transit District; and 

 The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan 
consistency. 

The City would pre-zone the facility site to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and issue a 
conditional use permit in accordance with Chapter 19.62 of the City’s Municipal Code to reflect a 
“Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.   A subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site 
would be requested from the Ventura County Resource Management Agency.   

2.1.6 Project Components 

2.1.6.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2) would be approximately 4.0 acres in 
area, including a 50-foot buffer adjacent to agricultural areas.  The proposed well sites would be 
approximately 0.25 acres for the northern site and 0.20 acres for the southern site, including a 
pull-through driveway for chemical delivery and service trucks. 

Groundwater Treatment Facility.  The proposed facility would have the capacity to 
treat 9,000 acre-feet/year of groundwater (which would include groundwater currently pumped 
from Well B), and provide 7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to the City of Camarillo’s 
customers.  A preliminary layout of the Groundwater Treatment Facility is provided as Figure 3-
3. A single administration building approximately 3,250 square feet in size would include office 
space, control room, electrical room, and storage area.  Parking and driveway space would be 
provided at the administration building for operations and maintenance personnel, delivery of 
water treatment chemicals and supplies, and for maintenance activities (e.g. RO membrane 
replacement) at the facility.   
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A wall (approximately 80 feet long by 20 feet high) would be constructed near the 
southern boundary of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue, and attenuate noise.  
Groundwater would be pre-treated using sodium hypochlorite to convert dissolved iron and 
manganese  into a solid precipitate, which would be removed by granular media (green sand) 
filters.  The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate.  Solids 
removed from the wash water (primarily iron and manganese) would be disposed of as a sludge 
to the local sewer.  A 100,000-gallon backwash supply tank would provide water storage needed 
for filter backwashing. 

The RO process would be designed for a groundwater feed of 6,000 gallons per minute 
(gpm), and produce approximately 4,700 gpm of treated water using four RO trains (three 
operating, one standby).  The RO process would be used to lower the total dissolved solids (TDS) 
content of the groundwater supply to make it suitable for potable use.   

Sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid and anti-scalant would be injected into the feed water 
upstream of the RO trains to remove residual free chlorine, adjust pH and minimize membrane 
scaling.  A flush system with 3,800 gallon tank and clean-in-place system with 4,500 gallon tank 
would be provided to clean and maintain the RO membranes.  The RO facility would be covered 
by a metal canopy to protect it from sun and rain. 

Following RO treatment, the treated water would be decarbonated to remove carbon 
dioxide.  Approximately 5 percent of the RO influent flow would be bypassed and blended with 
the treated water.  The RO-treated water would be disinfected with aqueous ammonia and sodium 
hypochlorite.  The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water standards, with an 
estimated concentration of less than 0.1 mg/l iron, less than 0.03 mg/l manganese, 196 mg/l TDS, 
20 mg/l chloride and 70 mg/l sulfate.   

The RO process would generate up to 2.1 million gallons per day of brine (typically 
850 to 1,450 gallons/minute), with a TDS concentration of about 9,000 mg/l.  The brine would be 
discharged to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project pipeline at Lewis Road (see 
Figure 3-2), which would transport the brine stream to an existing ocean outfall at Port Hueneme.  

Treated, blended (finished) water would be collected into a 43,000-gallon pump well 
located below the finished water pump station.  The pumps would be housed in sound enclosures 
for noise control.  The pump station would have the capability to pump all of the water produced 
either to the City’s Zone 1 or Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of the two zones. 

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30-day supply) 
and include sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia, sodium bisulfite, sulfuric 
acid, and anti-scalant.  Chemical storage tanks and feed equipment would be under a 4,950 
square foot canopy system to protect them from the sun and rain.   

Photo-voltaic solar panels would be mounted on the roof of the administration building, 
and provide about 260 to 390 kilowatt-hours per day.  This would offset about one percent of the 
estimated energy consumption of the project (up to 28,000 kilowatt-hours per day). 
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New Wells.  The City proposes to install two new wells to provide about 3,000 gpm of 
brackish groundwater.  The proposed northern well site is located in a 0.25-acre agricultural area 
immediately north of the new Rancho Campana High School, while the southern well site is 
located immediately east of the Church of Latter Day Saints and south of the High School (see 
Figure 3-2).  The well sites would be accessed using existing farm roads.  Brackish groundwater 
produced by these new wells would be treated at the facility, and would serve to provide an 
additional source of potable water, and remove salts from the groundwater basin.  It is anticipated 
that the well sites would include the following components: 

 Wellhead and enclosure;  

 Submersible pumps; and 

 Piping and electrical gear. 

Pipelines.  New pipelines would be required to: 

 Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility; 

 Connect both new wells to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

 Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Regional Salinity 
Management Project pipeline; 

 Connect the wash-water solids settling system to a local sewer; and 

 Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to existing 
Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 
12 inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 12 inches in diameter and 
pressurized.  Pipelines would be mostly located along roadways within the public right-of-way.  
However, the well feed pipelines from the proposed wells would be located within agricultural 
lands (see Figure 3-2).   

Access, Lighting and Landscaping.  An access road (approximately 150 feet long) 
would be constructed from Antonio Avenue, and extend north to the facility site.  The access road 
alignment would be designed to avoid fragmentation of agricultural land between the facility site 
and Antonio Road.  The access road would be approximately 20 feet wide, paved with asphalt 
concrete and maintained by the City.  An internal access road would be constructed within the 
facility to provide access to the various components.  Landscaping (tall shrubs and/or small trees) 
would be provided along the southern and western perimeter of the facility to screen views from 
Antonio Avenue. 

The proposed northern well site would be accessed from Antonio Avenue using 
existing unpaved agricultural roads.  The proposed southern well site would be accessed from 
Las Posas Road using the existing unpaved agricultural road.  These agricultural roads would be 
upgraded to serve the well sites through excavation, compaction and surfacing with road base or 
recycled asphalt. 
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The facility would be lighted to facilitate 24 hour/day operations; however, lighting 
would be shielded and directed downward to the illuminate project facilities.  The administration 
building would be lighted 24 hours per day, but would be provided with some type of window 
covering.  

Emergency Power.  An emergency generator would be provided at the Groundwater 
Treatment Facility site to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure pumps and other 
water treatment equipment.  The emergency generator would only be used during power outages, 
and for short periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would produce up to 2,000 
kilowatt-hours of electricity and would be powered by a diesel engine.  The generator would 
include an integral diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 

Operation.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be 
operated 24 hours per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ up to 9 persons (three 8-hour shifts).  
However, the night shift may consist of a single person monitoring the facility remotely.  Existing 
City employees would provide a portion of project staffing.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility 
would include a restroom, and wastewater would be piped to the nearest sewer served by the 
Camarillo Sanitary District.  The facility would be served potable water by the City’s Water 
Division. 

2.1.7 Alternatives Considered 

Three facility sites were selected for analysis in this document to represent a range of 
feasible alternative sites.  These sites include the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now referred 
to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7.  The environmental impacts of these alternatives 
and the No Action/No Project Alternative are analyzed at an equal level of detail in compliance 
with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

In addition, several well pumping rates were considered to represent a range of 
groundwater draw-down rates.  The relative impacts of these alternative pumping rates were 
addressed in the Final EIR/EA and have not substantially changed.  Therefore, these analyses 
are not included in this Supplemental EIR/EA. 

2.1.7.1 No Action/No Project Alternative  

This alternative would consist of continuing to utilize existing water sources to supply 
the City of Camarillo, including: 

 Pumping about 2,250 acre-feet/year of groundwater from the NPV Basin (Wells 
A and B) and about 2,250 acre-feet per year from the central portion of the 
Basin (Well D and/or Airport #3). 

 Blending with imported water provided by the Calleguas Municipal Water 
District to meet water quality requirements for potable water. 

Surface water in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to infiltrate into the NPV Basin, 
filling it with poor quality water.  In the long-term as groundwater quality in the NPV Basin 
continues to decline, the City anticipates terminating pumping from Wells A and B, and increasing 
pumping from the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin (Airport area) up to the full allocation 
(4,500 acre-feet/year). 
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2.1.7.2 Site 4 Alternative  

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, north of the Camarillo 
Library and new Rancho Campana High School (see Figure 4-1).  The southern well site would 
be the same, but the northern well would be incorporated into the groundwater treatment facility.  
Otherwise, the Site 4 Alternative facility would be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 
foot-wide landscaped buffer around the west, north and east boundary and a wall along the 
southern boundary. 

In addition, the pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action.  
However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  A new 2,400 
foot-long, 30 foot-wide access road/pipeline corridor would be established from Antonio Road 
east to the northern well site and facility site.  The access road would be approximately 20 feet 
wide and paved with asphalt concrete.  In addition, an existing farm road would be widened to the 
provide access to the southern well site from Las Posas Road.   

2.1.7.3 Site 7 Alternative  

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, at the northeast corner of 
the Lewis Road/Upland Road intersection (see Figure 4-2).  The Site 7 Alternative facility would 
be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 foot-wide landscaped buffer around the 
perimeter.  Both well sites would also be the same as the Proposed Action.   

The pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action, except the Zone 
2 water distribution system tie-in would occur near the Las Posas Road/Ponderosa Drive 
intersection.  However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  
Access to the facility site would be provided to the adjacent Upland Road, and would be 
approximately 20 feet wide and paved with asphalt concrete.   In addition, an existing farm road 
would be widened to the provide access to the southern well site from Las Posas Road.   

2.2 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 

The City is not aware of any controversy involving the proposed project.  However, the 
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency has some concerns about the City pumping 
groundwater from the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin beyond their current allocation, as the 
project entails increasing groundwater pumping from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet per year in the 
northern portion of the Basin.  In addition, the Ventura County LAFCO has made it clear that the 
project must meet their standards regarding boundaries, and agricultural and open space 
preservation before municipal reorganization can be approved. 

2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

This section identifies two types of project impacts: 
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2.3.1 Significant, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

These are impacts for which specific economic, social or other considerations make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR/EA.  Should the 
Camarillo City Council decide to approve the project, a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
must be adopted for any significant unavoidable adverse impacts.  The Final EIR/EA identified 
short-term noise impacts associated with well drilling at the western well site as a significant, 
unavoidable adverse impact.  The well site locations have been revised since the Final EIR/EA 
was certified, such that noise-sensitive land uses are located further from the well sites.  
Therefore, well drilling noise impacts can be mitigated below the level of significance.  The project 
as revised would not result in any significant, unavoidable adverse impacts.   

2.3.2 Significant Adverse Impacts 

These are significant impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant 
levels.  Therefore, by definition, residual impacts would be less than significant.  Significant 
adverse impacts associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives are summarized in Table 
2-1.  Note that Table 2-1 includes a summary of all significant impacts, including those that have 
not changed since the Final EIR/EA was certified. 

2.4 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.4.1 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would consist of continuing the operation of existing facilities, including 
blending groundwater from Wells A and B with imported water for delivery to City customers.  
Local groundwater quality would continue to be impaired for salts and the existing disparity 
between salt inputs and outputs would allow the accumulation of salts in the watershed.  In the 
absence of the Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las Posas would continue 
to degrade groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to contaminate existing wells 
located in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and ultimately render local 
groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes. 

The City of Camarillo’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan includes treated 
groundwater provided by the Proposed Action as an important water supply for City residents.  
The No Action/No Project Alternative would deprive the City of this water supply. 

2.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

The environmental impacts of the Site 4 Alternative would have the following 
substantial differences as compared to the Proposed Action: 

 Conversion of Prime farmland would be greater than the Proposed Action and 
would exceed the 5 acre significance threshold; 

 Flood-related impacts associated with the Proposed Action facility site would 
be avoided; and 

 Potentially significant operation-related nighttime noise impacts associated 
with the Proposed Action facility site would be avoided. 
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2.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

The environmental impacts of the Site 7 Alternative would have the following 
substantial differences as compared to the Proposed Action: 

 Unlike the Proposed Action, annexing the proposed facility site would likely 
make the remaining parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural production. 

2.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an environmentally 
superior alternative be identified, if the no project alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative.  Due to groundwater impacts associated with the continued accumulation of poor 
quality groundwater in the NPV Basin, the No Action/No Project Alternative is not considered the 
environmentally superior alternative.  The Proposed Action is considered the environmentally 
superior alternative as it would have similar or lesser impacts as the alternatives considered (see 
Table 2-2).  Mitigation measures provided would avoid significant cumulative groundwater 
quantity and subsidence impacts.  The Alternatives are compared as to their relative 
environmental impacts and ability to meet the project objectives.  Objectives of the project are: 

1. Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 3,000 
gpm); 

2. Fully utilize the existing groundwater allocation from the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin; 

3. Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in the 
salt mound (northern Basin) area from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

4. Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

5. Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek; 
and 

6. Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

2.5.1 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.  Groundwater of the NPV 
Basin would be ultimately rendered unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  In addition, the City’s 
water supply may be adversely affected as treated groundwater is an important part of future 
planning.   

2.5.2 Site 4 Alternative 

This alternative would meet five of the six basic project objectives.  The Site 4 
Alternative facility site would not be located adjacent to existing wells and the total pipeline length 
would be greater than the Proposed Action.  This alternative is not considered the environmentally 
superior alternative because it would result in greater impacts to agriculture, air quality, and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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2.5.3 Site 7 Alternative 

This alternative would meet five of the six basic project objectives.  The Site 7 
Alternative facility site would not be located adjacent to existing wells and the total pipeline length 
would be greater than the Proposed Action. This alternative is not considered the environmentally 
superior alternative because it would result in greater impacts to aesthetics, agriculture, air quality, 
cultural resources, and greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Table 2-1.  Summary of Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES 

AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

No significant impacts were identified. 

 

Mitigation is not required. Site 4 Alternative 

This Alternative would result in the 
conversion of approximately 5.84 acres of 
Prime farmland, which would exceed the 5 
acre adopted threshold for Prime farmland; 
therefore, farmland conversion impacts are 
considered significant. 

Site 4 Alternative 

The following mitigation 
measures focus on reducing 
the Prime farmland take 
below 5 acres. 

 Design the groundwater 
treatment facility to reduce 
the site area below 3.9 
acres; 

 Reduce the length of the 
access road/pipeline 
corridor by accessing the 
site from Somis Road; and 

 Fully bury pipelines 
between the facility and 
Antonio Road to prevent 
farmland take.  

  Site 7 Alternative 

This Alternative would involve the conversion 
of approximately 4.80 acres of important 
farmlands (facility site, well access, well 
sites).  Converting approximately 4.0 acres 
(facility site) of a 5.77 acre parcel (APN 163-
0-071-250) to a non-agricultural use would 
likely make the remaining parcel unsuitable 
for continued agricultural production.  This 
impact is considered potentially significant. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Construction of a 
groundwater treatment facility 
at this site would likely render 
the remaining parcel 
unsuitable for continued 
agricultural production.  
Therefore, the City shall 
purchase the entire 5.77 acre 
parcel (APN 163-0-071-250). 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

CULTURAL RESOURCES    

Based on the records search and archeological 
field survey results, the Proposed Action would 
not adversely impact any known prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resource. The facility 
and well sites have been cultivated for at least 
100 years and have been extensively ripped, 
disked and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits 
are expected to occur within the top two feet of 
soil.  However, as the facility site is located 
within an active depositional setting, there is a 
possibility that buried archaeological materials 
may be present, which could be potentially 
impacted by project implementation.  Such 
impacts are considered potentially significant. 

 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially 
significant archaeological resources, and to address the 
Chumash community's concerns, the following measures should 
be fully implemented during construction.  

 An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be 
retained to monitor all project-related earth disturbances that 
extend below 2 feet from the ground surface, within the 
facility site and the proposed well sites, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the 
archaeological monitor shall give all workers associated with 
earth-disturbing procedures an orientation regarding the 
probability of exposing cultural resources and directions as 
to what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt 
or redirect project construction in the event that potentially 
significant cultural resources are exposed.  Based on 
monitoring observations and the actual extent of project 
disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority 
to refine the monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., 
change to spot checks or halt monitoring) in consultation with 
the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of 
construction and provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

 In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are 
exposed during project construction, all earth disturbing work 
within the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended 
until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the nature and 
significance of the find.  The City shall be notified of any such 
find.  A Chumash representative should monitor any 
archaeological field work associated with Native American 
materials.  

 If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance 
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary 
findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner 
has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

Site 7 Alternative 

The proposed facility site 
has not been surveyed by 
an archeologist.  However, 
the record search did not 
identify any cultural 
resources at the facility site.  
Similar to the Proposed 
Action, there is a possibility 
that buried archaeological 
materials may be present, 
which could be potentially 
impacted by project 
implementation.  Such 
impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action, but also to 
include: 

The facility site shall be 
subject to a Phase 1 
Archaeological 
Investigation as early 
in the planning process 
as possible, and the 
facility design shall be 
modified to avoid any 
intact cultural 
resources to the extent 
feasible.  
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Proposed Action includes excavation within areas 
that have been in agricultural production for over 60 
years.  It is possible that soil contaminated with 
hazardous materials such as petroleum hydrocarbons or 
residual concentrations of organo-chlorine pesticides 
may be encountered, which may result in exposure of 
construction workers and the public.  Elevated 
concentrations of now-banned historically-applied 
pesticides such as DDT are known to occur in soils of 
Pleasant Valley and may occur at the proposed facility 
site and/or pipeline alignments in agricultural areas.  
Public or worker exposure of pesticides or other 
hazardous materials in soils during project excavation is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

 

Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously 
cultivated areas affected by project excavation, 
prior to project-related excavation.  Pipeline 
alignments located on farmlands shall be sampled 
every 1,000 feet.    The soil samples shall be 
collected at a depth of one-foot and three-feet.   The 
number and depth of samples at each site may be 
adjusted based on field conditions, anticipated 
depth of soil disturbance and preliminary analytical 
results.  

Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine 
pesticides and total petroleum hydrocarbons 
according to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control.  
Soils with contaminant concentrations above the 
applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals 
established by U.S. EPA for non-residential land 
uses shall be considered contaminated and 
segregated in a stockpile.  Contaminated soil shall 
be covered with impervious materials to prevent 
wind erosion and exposure to rainfall and storm run-
off.  These materials may be used as backfill, 
provided they are covered with at least one foot of 
non-contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

When excavated, contaminated soil shall be 
handled by workers properly trained in accordance 
with the requirements of the California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA).  A 
Health and Safety Plan shall be developed and 
implemented by qualified individuals to minimize 
exposure of workers.  Contaminated soils should be 
treated as hazardous materials and proper 
precautions taken to prevent inhalation (dust 
control) and dermal (skin) contact by construction 
workers. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES    

Construction Stormwater.  Suspended sediment 
generated by construction activity adjacent to surface 
waters and storm run-off would result in an increase 
in turbidity that would likely exceed water quality 
objectives.  The use of concrete near surface waters 
(trench slurry backfill) may result in discharge of 
concrete residue or concrete-contaminated run-off to 
surface waters.  Such an event would likely cause an 
exceedance of the pH water quality objective.  
Overall, construction activities may result in 
exceedances of water quality objectives, which is 
considered a significant water quality impact. 

 

The following measures shall be included in the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and 
implemented by the construction contractor in 
coordination with the City to minimize erosion and 
siltation of surface waters, and reduce the 
potential for hydrocarbon discharge from 
construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation 
below the water table and include discharge to a 
sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering 
storm drains, creeks or other surface water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated 
area away from creeks, storm drains and 
culverts. This designated area shall include a 
drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent materials 
to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained 
properly to prevent leakage. If maintenance 
must occur onsite, a designated area away from 
creeks, storm drains and culverts shall be used. 
This designated area shall include a drain pan or 
drop cloth and adsorbent materials to clean up 
spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities 
shall be preserved when feasible to minimize 
erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be 
applied during or immediately prior to periods of 
precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas 
isolated from surface water, and any 
groundwater affected by concrete shall not be 
discharged to surface waters.  

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

 

 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 760 of 1199



 
 

P
age 2-14

Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater Quantity.  
Groundwater modeling indicates baseline 
groundwater elevations would drop after 
the Moorpark Desalter begins operation), 
and cumulative pumping would reduce 
groundwater levels, potentially below 
historic levels.   Near proposed pumping 
wells, the incremental cumulative effect 
of the Proposed Action would be 
greatest, as groundwater elevation 
reductions would be 250 feet (25’ 
reduced to -225’) over 25 years as 
compared to baseline conditions.   

The potential exists to interfere with 
groundwater production in nearby wells 
(such as 2N/20W-19E1) by drawing down 
groundwater elevations below historic 
levels, potentially increasing pumping 
costs (i.e., electrical consumption) and 
requiring well modifications.  This 
cumulative impact is considered 
potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area.  
Four dedicated nested monitoring well sites will be used – three new nested monitoring 
wells and one existing USGS nested monitoring well site.  The purpose of the monitoring 
wells is two-fold: establishing baseline information and tracking the progress of the 
Proposed Action as it pulls salts from the PV Basin.  The proposed approximate 
locations of the dedicated monitoring wells are indicated in Figure 5.2-7 as well sites 
“A”, “B” and “C”.  The precise locations of the new monitoring wells shall be identified 
by a qualified hydrogeologist.  The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to project-
related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.    

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. Geological 
Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.  
Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for new nested 
monitoring well sites.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a 
geophysical log is run, between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each 
screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the 
screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at the bottom 
of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data 
logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.  
Table 5.2-7 lists data to be collected at each PV monitoring well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Wells in Project Area.  The groundwater elevation and 
water quality of existing groundwater production wells near the project wells shall also 
be monitored, including a downgradient Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well 
(2N/20W-19M6 or -19E1), Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well upgradient 
of the project extraction wells (2N/20W-19A1).  Table 5.2-8 lists data to be collected at 
each project area well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Project Extraction Wells.  The groundwater elevation and 
water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored.  Table 5.2-9 lists data 
to be collected at each project extraction well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation.  
Regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought 
conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at 
wells affected by the Proposed Action.  Wells 2N/21W-35M2  and 2N/21W-34G6 shall 
be used for regional monitoring.  Data to be collected includes semi-annual (April and 
October) grab samples for groundwater level and conductivity (each zone). 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater 
Quantity (continued) 

Surface Water Flow Monitoring.  Although surface flow impacts would not be significant, 
periodic review of the amount of base-flow into the PV Basin along Arroyo Las Posas is 
important to the project’s operation.  Because this base-flow is the source of the brackish 
water that infiltrates into the PV Basin, the amount of base-flow in the future will determine 
whether the PV Basin will continue to be degraded or, if upstream desalters capture much of 
this water, when the degradation may cease and the Proposed Action may terminate the 
extraction and remediation of the mound of brackish groundwater. 

Monitoring of the base-flow leaving the East Las Posas Basin is of interest, both to 
proponents of this project and future desalter projects in the East Las Posas Basin.  Thus, 
there is currently a study being conducted by Larry Walker Associates to determine an 
appropriate site for permanent gaging station that would be funded by Calleguas MWD and 
the desalter projects.   Information from that monitoring will be obtained on a regular basis 
and included in the project Annual Report.  There is currently a periodic monitoring program 
of flow and water quality at a series of locations along Arroyo Las Posas contracted by 
Calleguas MWD which would provide baseline data for the Proposed Action’s monitoring 
program. 

Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures.  These measures are based on numerical 
values/groundwater elevations (triggers) as measured at specified wells (2N/20W-19F4S, 
2N/20W-19L5S, 2N/20W-19E1S, or 2N/20W-19M6S)  at which action would be taken to 
avoid approaching and dropping below historic low groundwater elevations.  For the wells in 
the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin, when static (non-pumping) groundwater 
elevations reach 126 feet below mean sea level in the specified well, reductions in pumping 
from project extraction wells would be implemented.  The amount of pumping reduction shall 
be based on water elevations observed at the extraction wells in the sequence indicated in 
Table 5.2-10.  If water levels recover, pumping can then be increased using the same 
sequence.  Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these contingency measures 
would avoid reducing groundwater elevations below historic lows under cumulative conditions 
(Bachman, 2016). 

Contingency Plan for Water Quality.  One of the objectives of the Proposed Action is to 
pump brackish groundwater, treat it to remove salts, and discharge the salts from the 
watershed.  It is an expectation that the FCGMA would provide a project-specific extraction 
allocation to pump and treat the brackish groundwater and remediate the brackish 
groundwater plume without the use of City’s groundwater extraction allocation or credits.  The 
movement of salts can be more complex than modeled for the Proposed Action; as particle 
tracking assumes plug flow (no dispersion or dilution) and the aquifer is very likely to be more 
complex in its geometry and internal bedding than can be modeled.  In reality, the 
groundwater extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from day-to-day and month-to-
month.  Such variation is expected, cannot be avoided, and does not detract from the project 
objectives or benefits of the Proposed Action to the aquifer. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

 

 
  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 762 of 1199



 
 

P
age 2-16

Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater 
Quantity (continued) 

At some time in the future, Proposed Action wells would likely start pumping a mixture of 
brackish and ambient groundwater as the brackish groundwater is removed.  It is unlikely that 
the transition from brackish to ambient groundwater will be a sharp break; it is most likely to 
be transitional, with periods of pumping brackish and fresher groundwater.  Given this 
scenario, there must be criteria for determining how this transition is considered.  It is proposed 
that when manganese concentrations drop below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a 
verification period would begin to ensure that brackish groundwater has indeed been removed 
from the portion of the aquifer supplying water to the well.  This verification period would be 
one year in duration, with water quality testing increased to monthly during the period.  If, after 
one year, monitored manganese concentrations remained below 50 ug/L, then subsequent 
pumping would be considered as pumping fresh groundwater subject to the FCGMA allocation 
system.   

If future pumping of water from a Proposed Action extraction well that has transitioned from 
brackish to fresh groundwater returns to a brackish condition, then the verification period would 
be reversed; it would require one year of verified pumping of groundwater with manganese 
concentrations above 50 ug/L to return the well to a brackish groundwater status.  These 
criteria are summarized in Table 5.2-11. 

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion.  Although significant impacts related to seawater 
intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are provided to address unforeseen 
conditions that may cause extension of the pumping depression towards the project area.  
These contingency measures are based on maintaining the a seaward groundwater gradient 
between the project and the pumping depression located along the southern and western edge 
of the PV basin.  The depressions in the groundwater surface of the Upper and Lower Aquifer 
systems are associated with seawater intrusion.  The critical area for this gradient is where 
there is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression which 
minimizes the potential for the pumping depression to expand eastward and increase its size 
and depth.  

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing USGS monitoring well 
(2N/21W-34G6) and the other a new nested monitoring well to be constructed as part of this 
project (project Monitoring Well B, located near City Hall).  The locations of the two wells are 
shown in Figures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8.  The groundwater elevations would be compared using the 
equivalent aquifer strata at each location.  The current gradient between the two monitoring 
wells is southwestward with a hydraulic head difference of 85 feet over a distance of 
approximately one (1) mile.  When static (non-pumping groundwater elevations decrease to 
15 feet or less between the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B minus elevation in well -
34G6), automatic cutbacks in project pumping would be implemented and the FCGMA would 
be informed of the trigger exceedance.  The initial reduction in project pumping would be 10 
percent.  If this action does not mitigate the problem, then pumping would be reduced an 
additional percentage based on Table 5.2-12.  This step-wise reduction would continue until 
either the difference in groundwater elevations stabilizes or project production has been 
eliminated. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 
Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 
Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater 
Quantity (continued) 

The opposite would occur if the difference in groundwater elevations between the two wells 
increases.  For each step-wise increase in the difference, Table 5.2-12 would be used to increase 
the reduction in project pumping.  When the difference increases to above 15 feet, full project 
production would resume.  This seawater contingency trigger method is similar to the groundwater 
level contingency method to be used in the project area, where the reduction is progressive and 
based on the difference between heads in the two monitoring wells.   

Monitoring for Subsidence.  The above groundwater elevation contingency measures would 
avoid groundwater elevations from dropping below historic levels (-168  ft below msl at 19E01 or 
19M06) in both project areas, the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and the 
southwestern portion of the Basin, such that subsidence would be avoided.  The City shall monitor 
surface elevations to detect subsidence and ensure the contingency measures are effective. 

The location and elevation of the project and City extraction wells, new and existing monitoring 
wells shall be surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure detection of any 
subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground surface shall be surveyed.  The monitoring 
wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be resurveyed every 5 years to detect any changes in 
elevation related to subsidence.   

Annual Monitoring Report.  An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data collected 
each calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 1.    The Annual 
Report shall include the following information: 

 A summary of project monthly groundwater extraction, treatment, and disposal (Salinity 
Management Pipeline) volumes, as well as volume of treated water delivered to City of 
Camarillo customers and any volumes sold to other water purveyors or customers outside City 
limits. 

 Groundwater elevation and water quality data obtained from extraction wells, monitoring wells, 
wells near project area, the regional monitoring well, as well as analyses and conclusions 
formed from the monitoring data.  A discussion regarding the status of the PV Basin and 
region, and regional water quality and water quantity trends will be included, and 
recommendations for future operations and monitoring.   

 Vertical and lateral delineation of the brackish water plume as well as a summary of observed 
changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume, using information obtained from the 
extraction wells and monitoring wells.   

 Summary of basin recharge from the East Las Posas Basin including results and supporting 
documentation for surface water and base-flow monitoring programs, along with calculated 
surface flow and groundwater inflow from the East Las Posas Basin. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 
Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 
Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater Quantity 
(continued) 

 Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey 
program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects 
of the project on the wider Pleasant Valley Basin.     

 Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect 
on groundwater elevations. 

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one 
month of any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples 
of such results include rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target 
groundwater elevations, and unexpected water quality analyses. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Flooding 

The proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be occupied by operators.  
The Proposed Action facility site is 
partially located within a Special Flood 
Hazard Area (AO, subject to inundation 
by a 1% probability storm), and partially 
within an Other Flood Area (X).  
Therefore, the facility site and on-site 
operators may be adversely affected by 
flooding.  Flood-related impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

Flood walls shall be designed and constructed around the facility perimeter to 
minimize the potential for property damage and loss of human life during a 100-
year storm event. 

Site 4 Alternative 

The Site 4 Alternative 
facility site and well site 
would not be located 
within the 100-year 
floodplain, and would not 
be adversely affected by 
flooding. 

Site 7 Alternative 

The Site 7 Alternative 
facility site would be 
located within an Other 
Flood Area (X), and may 
become inundated in a 
100-year storm event.  
Therefore, the facility site 
and on-site operators 
may be adversely 
affected by flooding.  
Flood-related impacts are 
considered potentially 
significant. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation is not 
required. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued  

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater Quantity.  
Groundwater modeling indicates 
baseline groundwater elevations 
would drop after the Moorpark 
Desalter begins operation), and 
cumulative pumping would reduce 
groundwater levels, potentially below 
historic levels.   Near proposed 
pumping wells, the incremental 
cumulative effect of the Proposed 
Action would be greatest, as 
groundwater elevation reductions 
would be 250 feet (25’ reduced to -
225’) over 25 years as compared to 
baseline conditions.   

The potential exists to interfere with 
groundwater production in nearby 
wells (such as 2N/20W-19E1) by 
drawing down groundwater 
elevations below historic levels, 
potentially increasing pumping costs 
(i.e., electrical consumption) and 
requiring well modifications.  This 
cumulative impact is considered 
potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Groundwater Elevations: NPV Basin Monitoring.  Four monitoring wells 
(three new and one existing) shall be used to establish baseline information, 
track the progress of the project as it pulls salts from the basin, and identify 
any conflicts with existing wells.  Recommended general locations (A, B and 
C) of three new down-gradient monitoring wells are provided in Figure 5.2-7.  
The precise locations of the new monitoring wells shall be identified by a 
qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to 
project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to 
be collected.   A nearby inactive well (2N/20W-20E2) shall be used as an up-
gradient monitoring well (see Location D in Figure 5.2-7). 

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the 
rest of the well.  Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals 
are provided for each of the four areas (A, B, C and D) shown in Figure 5.2-7 
in Table 9 of Appendix A.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined 
after a geophysical log is run between the time the well is drilled and it is 
cased.  Each screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 
to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite 
seal shall be placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened 
interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed 
and a submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A 
transducer/data logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data 
downloaded periodically.  Table 5.2-7 lists data to be collected at each NPV 
monitoring well. 

Groundwater Elevations: Project Area Monitoring.  The groundwater 
elevation and water quality of three existing groundwater production wells 
near the project wells shall also be monitored, including a Pleasant Valley 
Mutual Water Company well (2N/20W-19M5 or -19E1), a Bell Ranch well 
(2N/20W-19B1), and a third well located further east (to be identified).  Table 
5.2-8 lists data to be collected at each project area monitoring well. 

Groundwater Elevations: Project Extraction Well Monitoring.  The 
groundwater elevation and water quality of project extraction wells shall also 
be monitored.  Table 5.2-9 lists data to be collected at each project extraction 
well. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative 
Groundwater Quantity 
(continued) 

Groundwater Elevations: Regional Monitoring.  Regional monitoring shall be 
conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought conditions, regional water 
quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at wells affected by the 
Proposed Action.  Well 2N/21W-35M2 shall be used for regional monitoring.  
Data to be collected includes semi-annual grab samples for groundwater level 
and conductivity (each zone). 

Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures.   These measures are based 
on numerical values (triggers) at which action would be taken to avoid 
approaching historic low groundwater elevations.  When static (non-pumping) 
groundwater elevations reach 126 feet below mean sea level in a well monitored 
in the NPV Basin, reductions in pumping from project extraction wells would be 
implemented.  The amount of pumping reduction shall be based on water 
elevations observed at the extraction wells in the sequence indicated in Table 
5.2-10.  If water levels recover, pumping can then be increased using the same 
sequence.  Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these 
contingency measures would avoid reducing groundwater elevations below 
historic lows under cumulative conditions (Bachman, 2016). 

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion.  Although significant impacts 
related to seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures 
are provided to address unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the 
pumping depression towards the project area.  These contingency measures are 
based on maintaining the groundwater gradient between the project and the 
pumping depression associated with seawater intrusion.  The critical area for this 
gradient is where there is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the 
pumping depression which prevents the pumping depression from expanding 
eastward and increasing the size and depth of the depression.  To calculate this 
gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing USGS monitoring well 
(2N/21W-34G4) and the other a new monitoring well to be constructed as part of 
the project (at Location B, see Figure 5.2-7).  Pumping reductions would be 
required if the groundwater elevation in the USGS monitoring well is higher that 
the project monitoring well. 

The contingency action would be similar to those for groundwater elevations; 
systematic reduction in project pumping until the groundwater gradient is 
reversed (groundwater elevation in the USGS monitoring well is lower than in the 
project monitoring well).  Project pumping would be re-adjusted so that the 
project well closest to the affected area would reduce pumping by 10% for a 
period of six months.  If these actions do not resolve the problem within a six-
month period (i.e., prevent further drops in groundwater elevations), then 
pumping from this project well would be reduced an additional 10% (for a total 
reduction of 20%) for a period of six months and further evaluated.  This step-
wise reduction every six months would continue until the gradient is restored. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

 

 
  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 767 of 1199



 
 

P
age 2-21

Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Groundwater Quantity (continued) 

 

 

Annual Monitoring Report.  An Annual Report 
shall be prepared summarizing data collected each 
calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and 
interested parties by April 1.    The Annual Report 
shall include the following information: 

 A summary of project groundwater pumping and 
treatment rates. 

 Groundwater elevation and water quality data 
analyses obtained from extraction wells, 
monitoring wells, wells near project area, the 
regional monitoring well, conclusions formed 
from the analyses, and recommendations for 
future operations and monitoring.   

 Summary of observed changes in the location 
and elevation of the salt plume, using 
information obtained from the extraction wells 
and monitoring wells.   

 Subsidence monitoring including results of any 
regional land survey program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation 
contours to document any effects of the project 
on the wider Pleasant Valley basin.     

 Summary of any contingency measures 
implemented and observed effect on 
groundwater elevations. 

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall 
be notified within one month of any unexpected or 
critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of 
such results include rapidly dropping water levels, 
approach of target groundwater elevations, and 
unexpected water quality analyses. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

WATER RESOURCES (Continued) 

Cumulative Subsidence.  Land subsidence can 
occur when groundwater pumping causes 
groundwater elevations to drop sufficiently to 
dewater sediments in the basin or to create 
pressure gradients where water flows out of the 
sediments.  It is the fine-grained sediments (e.g., 
mudstone) which may be present both within the 
aquifers and as low-permeability layers between the 
aquifers that cause land subsidence, water lost from 
these sediments is permanent and causes 
compaction of the material.  In contrast, water lost 
from coarser-grained sediments (e.g., sand and 
gravel) causes minimal compaction and water can 
re-enter the pore spaces when water levels rise.  
Repeated cycling of groundwater elevations caused 
by drought/wet periods or pumping/recharge 
periods is less likely to cause further subsidence as 
long as groundwater elevations remain above 
historical lows.  Since the Proposed Action may 
incrementally contribute to reducing groundwater 
elevations below historic levels, subsidence may 
occur.  This cumulative impact is considered 
potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Flooding.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be occupied by operators.  The 
Proposed Action facility site is partially located 
within a Special Flood Hazard Area (AO, subject to 
inundation by a 1% probability storm), and partially 
within an Other Flood Area (X).  Therefore, the 
facility site and on-site operators may be adversely 
affected by flooding.  Flood-related impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

Subsidence.  The above groundwater elevation 
contingency measures would prevent groundwater 
elevations from approaching historic levels, such that 
subsidence would be avoided.  However, the City shall 
monitor surface elevations to detect subsidence and 
ensure the contingency measures are effective. 

The location and elevation of the project extraction 
wells, new and existing monitoring wells shall be 
surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  
To ensure detection of any subsidence, both the 
wellhead and the nearby ground surface shall be 
surveyed.  The monitoring wells and adjacent ground 
surfaces shall be resurveyed every 10 years to detect 
any changes in elevation related to subsidence.  The 
regional monitoring well (2N/21W-35M2) shall be re-
surveyed every 5 years to detect regional trends. 

Flooding.  Flood walls shall be designed and 
constructed around the facility perimeter to minimize 
the potential for property damage and loss of human 
life during a 100-year storm event. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Cumulative Subsidence.  Same as 
Proposed Action 

Flooding.  The Site 4 Alternative 
facility site and well site would not be 
located within the 100-year floodplain, 
and would not be adversely affected by 
flooding. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Cumulative Subsidence.  Same as 
Proposed Action 

Flooding.  The Site 7 Alternative 
facility site would be located within an 
Other Flood Area (X), and may 
become inundated in a 100-year storm 
event.  Therefore, the facility site and 
on-site operators may be adversely 
affected by flooding.  Flood-related 
impacts are considered potentially 
significant. 

 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Cumulative 
Subsidence.  
Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding. 
Mitigation is not 
required. 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Cumulative 
Subsidence.  
Same as Proposed 
Action 

Flooding.  Same 
as the Proposed 
Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

NOISE 

Noise generated by well drilling at the proposed 
southern well site would exceed the 45 dBA 
nighttime noise standard at the nearest residence 
(Placita San Leandro) and numerous residences 
nearby.  This impact is considered potentially 
significant.   

The following measures are provided to minimize 
nighttime noise impacts associated with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if 
feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ notice of nighttime well 
drilling activities to all residents located within 
1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers 
around the well drilling site during all drilling 
operations. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action, 
considered potentially significant 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action, 
considered potentially significant. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action  

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

The proposed groundwater treatment facility would 
include RO feed pumps, decarbonator blowers, a 
finished water pumping station and other 
mechanical devices that would generate noise.  
These components would be enclosed in structures 
and/or sound enclosures which would attenuate 
noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA 
residential noise standard.  However, nighttime 
noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital and 
residences located southeast of the facility site.  
Although nighttime noise levels generated by the 
proposed groundwater treatment facility may be 
very similar to existing ambient noise levels, 
operational noise impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

The following measures are provided to minimize 
nighttime noise impacts associated with facility 
operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design 
review to ensure all noise-producing components are 
enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise generation 
to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of 
operation to determine if nighttime noise levels 
associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement 
additional noise reduction measures as needed 
which may include a facility perimeter sound wall. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Due to the lack of nearby noise 
sensitive land uses, nighttime noise 
generated by operation of the facility 
would not exceed the 45 dBA nighttime 
noise standard, and is considered a 
less than significant impact. 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Nighttime noise levels may exceed the 
45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the 
caretaker residence and residences 
located south of the facility site.  
Although nighttime noise levels 
generated by the proposed 
groundwater treatment facility may be 
very similar to existing ambient noise 
levels, operational noise impacts are 
considered potentially significant. 

Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation is not 
required. 

  

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 
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Table 2-1. Continued 

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

IMPACTS  MITIGATION MEASURES IMPACTS  
MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

TRANSPORTATION 

During the construction period, the Proposed Action may 
contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 
34 intersection, which currently operates at unacceptable 
LOS.  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

The intent of these mitigation measures is to 
avoid or offset the project-related contribution to 
existing traffic congestion.  Therefore, two 
mitigation options are considered: 

 The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation 
fees to the Ventura County Transportation 
Department based on the projected number of 
average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in 
effect at the time construction is implemented.  
These fees would be used for roadway 
improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 The project specifications shall limit the 
construction contractor to off-peak trips only, 
through the scheduling of worker hours and 
materials deliveries.  

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

Operation of the Proposed Action may contribute at least 
one peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection, 
which currently operates at unacceptable LOS.  This 
impact is considered potentially significant. 

The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees 
to the Ventura County Transportation 
Department based on the projected number of 
average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect 
at the time operation of the facility is initiated.  
These fees would be used for roadway 
improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the Proposed Action 

Site 4 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

 

Site 7 Alternative 

Same as the 
Proposed Action 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 771 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  2 .0  Summary  

Page 2-25 

Table 2-2.  Comparison of the Impacts of the Alternatives 

Issue Area 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative
Site 7 

Alternative 

Aesthetics LS LS- LS+ 

Agriculture LS LSM LSM 

Air quality LS LS+ LS+ 

Cultural resources LSM LSM LSM+ 

Greenhouse gas emissions LS LS+ LS+ 

Hazardous materials LSM LSM LSM 

Water resources LSM LSM LSM 

Land use & planning LS LS LS- 

Noise LSM LSM- LSM 

Transportation LSM LSM LSM 

 LS Less than significant 

 LSM Less than significant with mitigation 

 PS Potentially significant and unmitigable 

 + Greater than the Proposed Action 

 - Less than the Proposed Action 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

3.1 PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY 

City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, California 93010 

Contact:  Lucia M. McGovern 
(805) 388-5334 

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The facility site would serve two existing water wells, two proposed wells and several 
water distribution pipelines and would discharge a waste (brine) stream to the Regional Salinity 
Management Project pipeline operated by the Calleguas Municipal Water District.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Action facility site (Site 2 in the Initial Study) is located near these facilities (see 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2).  The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and the 
two proposed well sites are located adjacent to the City limits within the unincorporated portion 
of Ventura County, and are zoned AE-40 ac.  The Proposed Action facility site and the proposed 
northern well site is located within APN 156-0-180-38 (49.36 acres), and the proposed southern 
well site is located within APN 156-0-180-28 (40.22 acres), and the current land use is 
agriculture (row crops).  Land uses surrounding the Proposed Action facility site include 
agriculture to the west, north and east, with St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital and residential 
areas to the south.    

3.3 TREATED GROUNDWATER DISTRIBUTION 

Approximately 4,500 to 6,000 acre-feet/year of the treated groundwater produced by 
the project would be provided to the City of Camarillo’s existing service area.  The balance of 
the treated groundwater would be sold to the Calleguas Municipal Water District for distribution 
within their existing service area to serve customers within the FCGMA area (i.e., cities of 
Oxnard and Port Hueneme). 

3.4 MUNICIPAL REORGANIZATION 

The Proposed Action facility site and two well sites are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest (see Figure 3-
2).  As the preferred facility site is located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would be 
served by the Camarillo Sanitary District, the City would request approval from LAFCO for 
reorganization.  The two well sites would not require service from public agencies and would not 
be annexed.  The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site; 

 Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site; 

 Annexation of the facility site to the City; 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site; 
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 Annexation of the facility site to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the facility site from the Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, County 
Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal), County Service Area no. 33 
(recreation and park services) and Gold Coast Transit District; and 

 The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan 
consistency. 

The City would pre-zone the facility site to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and issue a 
conditional use permit in accordance with Chapter 19.62 of the City’s Municipal Code to reflect a 
“Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.   A subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site 
would be requested from the Ventura County Resource Management Agency.   

3.5 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2) would be approximately 4.0 acres in 
area, including a 50-foot buffer adjacent to agricultural areas.  The proposed well sites would be 
approximately 0.25 acres for the northern site and 0.20 acres for the southern site, including a 
pull-through driveway for chemical delivery and service trucks. 

3.5.1 Groundwater Treatment Facility 

The proposed Facility would have the capacity to treat 9,000 acre-feet/year of 
groundwater (which would include groundwater currently pumped from Well B), and provide 
7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to the City of Camarillo’s customers.   

3.5.1.1 Structures 

A preliminary layout of the Groundwater Treatment Facility is provided as Figure 3-3. 
A single administration building approximately 3,250 square feet in size would include office 
space, control room, electrical room, and storage area.  A separate building would house an 
emergency generator (approximately 1,034 square feet).  Three separate pumping facilities 
(reverse osmosis [RO] pumps, finished water pumps and chemical feed pumps) and the 
decarbonator blower facility would be housed in structures, and/or sound enclosures for noise 
control.  The RO treatment system would be protected from the sun and rain by a metal canopy, 
but not a fully enclosed structure.  Parking and driveway space would be provided at the 
administration building for operations and maintenance personnel, delivery of water treatment 
chemicals and supplies, and for maintenance activities (e.g. RO membrane replacement) at the 
facility. 

A wall (approximately 80 feet long by 20 feet high) would be constructed near the 
southern boundary of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue, and attenuate noise. 
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3.5.1.2 Pre-Treatment 

Groundwater to be treated contains elevated concentrations of iron and manganese. 
If iron and/or manganese are present in oxidized forms, fouling of the RO membranes may 
occur.  Therefore, pre-treatment of the groundwater prior to RO would be required.  Based on 
the results of a pilot study at Well A, oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using 
sodium hypochlorite was selected at the preferred pre-treatment process.  The oxidation 
process converts the dissolved iron and manganese into a solid precipitate, and would be 
conducted in a 90,000-gallon contact basin (see Figure 3-3).   

The resulting precipitate would be removed by granular media (green sand) filters.  
The filters would be backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate.  The 
backwash water/precipitate mixture (wash water) would be temporarily stored in a 112,000-
gallon equalization basin, then pumped to a package solids settling system to physically 
separate the solids from the water into a concentrated side-stream.  Solids removed from the 
wash water (primarily iron and manganese) would be disposed of as a sludge to the local City 
sewer.  A 100,000-gallon backwash supply tank would provide water storage needed for filter 
backwashing. 

3.5.1.3 Reverse Osmosis (RO) Treatment 

The RO process would be designed for a groundwater feed of 6,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm), and produce approximately 4,700 gpm of treated water using four RO trains 
(three operating, one standby).  The RO process would be used to lower the total dissolved 
solids (TDS) content of the groundwater supply to make it suitable for potable use.  The City’s 
two existing wells (A & B) have capacities of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) each for a total 
combined capacity of 3,000 gpm.  The additional 3,000 gpm of feed water would be produced 
by two new brackish groundwater wells to be located off-site.   

Sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid and anti-scalant would be injected into the feed water 
upstream of the RO trains to remove residual free chlorine, adjust pH and minimize membrane 
scaling.  Filtered water from the pre-treatment system would be held in a 90,000 gallon RO feed 
tank and pumped through cartridge filters and then booster pumped into the RO system.  The 
feed tank provides flow equalization so that flows supplied to the RO system can be kept as 
constant as possible. The pumps would be enclosed for noise control.  A flush system with 
3,800 gallon tank and clean-in-place system with 4,500 gallon tank would be provided to clean 
and maintain the RO membranes.  The RO facility would be covered by a metal canopy to 
protect it from sun and rain. 

3.5.1.4 Post-Treatment, Disinfection and Brine Disposal 

Following RO treatment, the treated water would be decarbonated to remove carbon 
dioxide (CO2).  Approximately 5 percent of the RO influent flow would be bypassed and blended 
with the treated water.  The RO-treated water would be disinfected with aqueous ammonia and 
sodium hypochlorite.  The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water standards, with 
an estimated concentration of less than 0.1 mg/l iron, less than 0.03 mg/l manganese, 196 mg/l 
TDS, 20 mg/l chloride and 70 mg/l sulfate.   
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The RO process would generate up to 2.1 million gallons per day of brine (typically 
850 to 1,450 gallons/minute), with a TDS concentration of about 9,000 mg/l.  The brine would be 
discharged to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project pipeline at Lewis Road (see 
Figure 3-2), which would transport the brine stream to an existing ocean outfall at Port 
Hueneme.  

3.5.1.5 Treated Water Delivery to the Distribution System 

Treated, blended (finished) water would be collected into a 43,000-gallon pump well 
located below the finished water pump station.  The pumps would be housed in sound 
enclosures for noise control.  The pump station would have the capability to pump all of the 
water produced either to the City’s Zone 1 or Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of 
the two zones. 

3.5.1.6 Chemical Storage and Feed  

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30-day supply) 
and include sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia, sodium bisulfite, 
sulfuric acid, and anti-scalant (see Table 3-1).  Chemical storage and feed equipment would be 
under a 4,950 square foot canopy system to protect them from the sun and rain.   

3.5.1.7 Energy Management 

Photo-voltaic solar panels would be mounted on the roof of the administration 
building, and provide about 260 to 390 kilowatt-hours per day.  This would offset about one 
percent of the estimated energy consumption of the project (up to 28,000 kilowatt-hours per 
day). 

Table 3-1.  Chemical Use and Storage 

Chemical Use Concentration 
On-site Storage 

(gallons) 

Sodium hydroxide RO membrane cleaning 25% 4,500 

Sodium hypochlorite 
Oxidation pretreatment and 

disinfection 
25% 5,900 

Aqueous ammonia Disinfection 19% 1,200 

Sodium bisulfite 
Removing residual chlorine 
present in RO feed water 

25% 1,700 

Sulfuric acid pH adjustment 93% 13,000 

Anti-scalant 
Prevents precipitation on 

RO membranes 
100% 530 
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3.5.2 New Wells 

The City proposes to install two new wells to provide about 3,000 gpm of brackish 
groundwater.  The proposed northern well site is located in a 0.25-acre agricultural area 
immediately north of the new Rancho Campana High School, while the southern well site is 
located immediately east of the Church of Latter Day Saints and south of the High School (see 
Figure 3-2).  The well sites would be accessed using existing farm roads.  Brackish groundwater 
produced by these new wells would be treated at the facility, and would serve to provide an 
additional source of potable water, and remove salts from the groundwater basin.  It is 
anticipated that the well sites would include the following components: 

 Wellhead and enclosure;  

 Submersible pumps; and 

 Piping and electrical gear. 

3.5.3 Pipelines 

New pipelines would be required to: 

 Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility; 

 Connect both new wells to the inlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment 
Facility; 

 Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Regional 
Salinity Management pipeline; 

 Connect the wash-water solids settling system to a local sewer; and 

 Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to 
existing Zone 1 and Zone 2 water service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 
12 inches.  The brine stream pipeline would be approximately 12 inches in diameter and 
pressurized.  Pipelines would be mostly located along roadways within the public right-of-way.  
However, the well feed pipelines from the proposed wells would be located within agricultural 
lands (see Figure 3-2).  Table 3-2 provides information concerning the proposed pipelines. 

3.5.4 Access, Lighting and Landscaping 

An access road (approximately 150 feet long) would be constructed from Antonio 
Avenue, and extend north to the facility site.  The access road alignment would be designed to 
avoid fragmentation of agricultural land between the facility site and Antonio Road.  The access 
road would be approximately 20 feet wide, paved with asphalt concrete and maintained by the 
City.  An internal access road would be constructed within the facility to provide access to the 
various components.  Landscaping (tall shrubs and/or small trees) would be provided along the 
southern and western perimeter of the facility to screen views from Antonio Avenue. 
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Table 3-2.  Proposed Pipeline Summary 

Pipeline Purpose 
Approximate 
Length (feet) 

Approximate 
Diameter 
(inches) 

Alignment 

Connect Well A to the Treatment 
Facility 

1,800 12 
Las Posas Road, Antonio 
Avenue  

Connect Well B to the Treatment 
Facility 

300 12 
Antonio Avenue, agricultural 
access road 

Connect new northern off-site well to 
the Treatment Facility 

3,300 12 
Unpaved agricultural access 
road 

Connect new southern off-site well to 
the Treatment Facility 

4,700 12 
Unpaved agricultural access 
road 

Connect Treatment Facility to the 
Salinity Management Pipeline 

3,700 12 
Antonio Avenue, Las Posas 
Road 

Connect Treatment Facility to Zone 1 
distribution pipelines 

1,500 18 Antonio Avenue  

Connect Treatment Facility to Zone 2 
distribution pipelines 

1,500 18 Antonio Avenue 

Total 16,800   

    

The proposed northern well site would be accessed from Antonio Avenue using 
existing unpaved agricultural roads.  The proposed southern well site would be accessed from 
Las Posas Road using the existing unpaved agricultural road.  These agricultural roads would 
be upgraded to serve the well sites through excavation, compaction and surfacing with road 
base or recycled asphalt. 

The facility would be lighted to facilitate 24 hour/day operations; however, lighting 
would be shielded and directed downward to the illuminate project facilities.  The administration 
building would be lighted 24 hours per day, but would be provided with some type of window 
covering.  

3.5.5 Emergency Power 

An emergency generator would be provided at the Groundwater Treatment Facility 
site to ensure a reliable source of power to the high pressure pumps and other water treatment 
equipment.  The emergency generator would only be used during power outages, and for short 
periods during maintenance periods.  The generator would produce up to 2,000 kilowatt-hours 
of electricity and would be powered by a diesel engine.  The generator would include an integral 
diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 
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3.5.6 Operation 

The Groundwater Treatment Facility and associated wells would be operated 24 
hours per day with a crew of 2 to 3, and employ up to 9 persons (three 8-hour shifts).  However, 
the night shift may consist of a single person monitoring the facility remotely.  Existing City 
employees would provide a portion of project staffing.  The Groundwater Treatment Facility 
would include a restroom, and wastewater would be piped to the nearest sewer served by the 
Camarillo Sanitary District.  The facility would be served potable water by the City’s Water 
Division. 

3.6 CONSTRUCTION 

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with funding and would 
likely be initiated in 2017.  Construction would last approximately 12 to 18 months, including 
pipeline installation.     

3.6.1 Treatment and Well Facilities 

Ground disturbance associated with construction of the Groundwater Treatment 
Facility would be approximately 4.0 acres (facility site and access road).  Equipment to be used 
may include dozers, excavators, cranes, wheeled loaders and heavy-duty trucks.  Cut and fill 
volumes would be balanced on-site, with no soil export or import anticipated.   

Constructing each of the two off-site well facilities would require clearing up to 0.20 
acres, widening and surfacing the existing farm access road, drilling the well, and installing the 
submersible pump and associated piping and control systems.   

3.6.2 Pipelines 

Generally, pipelines would be located in public roadways, and installed using 
conventional trenching methods.  The trench would be about 3 feet wide and 5 feet deep.  A 
concrete slurry would be used as the final backfill over the pipelines, and the pavement 
replaced.  Pipeline installation would be coordinated with planned street repairs and pavement 
overlays, schedule permitting.  Pipelines located in farmlands would be installed using 
conventional trenching methods.  The pipelines would be located at least 5 feet under 
farmlands, to allow cultivation to occur over the buried pipelines. 

3.7 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 

The following section describes recently approved and pending projects from the City 
of Camarillo’s website, including the February 2016 Monthly Report that may contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  In addition, projects located in adjacent Ventura County have been 
included. 

3.7.1 Residential Projects 

Based on the City’s February 2016 Monthly Report, 16 projects totaling 1,527 units 
have been recently approved, and two projects totaling 188 units are under City review.  The 
closest residential project is located approximately 2.2 miles to the south-southeast of the 
Proposed Action facility site.   
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Ventura County is currently reviewing three residential subdivision projects in the 
Camarillo area, totaling 21 units. The nearest project (5.2 miles to the east) is a 15 lot 
subdivision of six parcels totaling 49.79 acres. 

3.7.2 Commercial Projects 

Seven projects totaling 71,223 square feet have been recently approved, and three 
projects totaling 619,247 square feet are under City review.  Most of these projects are located 
along the U.S. 101 corridor.  The nearest project is located approximately 2.2 miles southeast of 
the Proposed Action facility site.   

3.7.3 Industrial Projects 

Eleven light industrial projects (buildings) totaling 570,488 square feet have been 
recently approved by the City.  Most of these projects are located along the U.S. 101 corridor.  
The nearest project is located approximately 1.9 miles south of the Proposed Action facility site.   

3.7.4 Institutional Projects 

Two projects (church, medical building) totaling 81,400 square feet has been recently 
approved by the City, and are under construction.  These projects would be completed and 
occupied prior to implementation of the proposed project.  One of the projects (Dignity Health) 
involves a 72,342 square foot building addition at St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital, located 
approximately 500 feet south of the Proposed Action facility site. 
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Backside Figure 3-2 
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Back of Figure 3-3 
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March 2016 
Project no. 1502-3102 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS (1 of 2) 
FIGURE 3-4 

  
a. Preferred facility site (Site 2) b. Proposed southern well site, high school in background 

  
c. Site 4 Alternative facility site, proposed northern well site d. Neighborhood near preferred facility site: Antonio Ave @ Villamonte 
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Back of Figure 3-4 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 788 of 1199



March 2016 
Project no. 1502-3102 

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS (2 of 2) 
FIGURE 3-5 

  
a. St. John’s Hospital entrance on Antonio Avenue, Well B to right b. Well B site with enclosure 

  
c. Site 7 Alternative facility site d. Well A site, well enclosure in right center 
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Back of Figure 3-5 
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4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The project alternatives have not fundamentally changed since certification of the Final 
EIR/EA.  However, the changed location of the well sites affects pipeline alignments and 
agricultural and noise impacts.  Therefore, the description of the alternatives has been revised 
accordingly. 

This section of the EIR provides a comparative analysis of the merits of alternatives to 
the proposed project pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  According to 
the Guidelines, the discussion of alternatives should focus on alternatives to a project or its 
location that would feasibly meet the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially 
lessening the significant effects of the project.  The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the range of 
alternatives included in this discussion should be sufficient to allow decision-makers a reasoned 
choice between alternatives and a proposed project.  The alternatives discussion should provide 
decision-makers with an understanding of the environmental merits and disadvantages of various 
project alternatives. 

The range of alternatives in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the 
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to make a reasoned choice.  The alternatives 
shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 [f]).  Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine 
in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project.  The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. When addressing 
feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines state that “among the factors that may be taken into account 
when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), 
and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent).”  The CEQA Guidelines also state 
that the alternative discussion need not be presented in the same level of detail as the assessment 
of the proposed project. 

Therefore, based on the CEQA Guidelines, several factors need to be considered in 
determining the range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and the level of detail of analysis 
that should be provided.  These factors include: (1) the nature of the significant impacts of the 
proposed project; (2) the ability of alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen impacts associated 
with the project; (3) the ability of the alternatives to meet most of the basic objectives of the project; 
and (4) the feasibility of the alternatives.   

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.9) requires an 
Environmental Assessment to include a discussion of alternatives to the proposed action.  NEPA 
does not require that an agency consider every possible alternative, but requires that the range 
be comprehensive so the agency can make a “reasoned choice” among them.   Alternatives 
selected for analysis should fulfill the requirements of the purpose and need of the project.  
Alternatives selected for analysis should fulfill the requirements of the purpose and need of the 
project. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 791 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  4 .0  A l te rna t i ves  

Page 4-2 
6/13/16 

4.1 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would pump up to 9,000 acre-feet/year 
of groundwater and provide up to 7,500 acre-feet/year of RO-treated water to the City of 
Camarillo’s service area.  The Facility would serve existing Wells A and B as well as new brackish 
groundwater wells, and discharge to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management pipeline.  
Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to these 
facilities.  Wells A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding land uses 
within the City are residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility.  As part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 1 through 
8) were assessed in the Initial Study, including one site (Site 7) located within the City limits and 
seven within adjacent Ventura County.  Subsequently, three facility sites were selected for 
analysis in this document to represent a range of feasible alternative sites.  These sites include 
the preferred facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 
7.  The environmental impacts of these alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail in 
compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing Federal funding. 

In addition, several well pumping rates were considered to represent a range of 
groundwater draw-down rates.  The relative impacts of these alternative pumping rates were 
addressed in the Final EIR/EA and have not substantially changed.  Therefore, these analyses 
are not included in this Supplemental EIR/EA. 

4.2 NO ACTION/NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  

This alternative would consist of continuing to utilize existing water sources to supply 
the City of Camarillo, including: 

 In the short term, continue to pump about 2,250 acre-feet/year of groundwater 
from the northern Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Wells A and B) and 
about 2,250 acre-feet per year from the central portion of the Basin (Airport 
area wells). 

 In the long-term as groundwater quality in the NPV Basin continues to decline, 
the City anticipates terminating pumping from Wells A and B, and increasing 
pumping from the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin (Airport area) up 
to the full allocation (4,500 acre-feet/year). 

 Continue to blend groundwater with imported water provided by the Calleguas 
Municipal Water District to meet water quality requirements for potable water. 

Surface water in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to infiltrate into the North Pleasant 
Valley (NPV) Groundwater Basin, filling it with poor quality water.   
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4.3 SITE 4 ALTERNATIVE  

4.3.1 Description 

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, north of the Camarillo 
Library and the new Rancho Campana High School (see Figure 4-1).  The southern well site 
would be the same, but the northern well would be incorporated into the groundwater treatment 
facility site.  Otherwise, the Site 4 Alternative facility would be same as the Proposed Action, 
including a 50 foot-wide landscaped buffer around the west, north and east boundary and a wall 
along the southern boundary. 

In addition, the pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action.  
However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  A new 2,400 
foot-long, 30 foot-wide access road/pipeline corridor would be established from Antonio Road 
east to the northern well site and facility site.  The access road would be approximately 20 feet 
wide and paved with asphalt concrete.  In addition, an existing farm road would be widened to the 
provide access to the southern well site from Las Posas Road.  Table 4-1 provides a summary of 
pipelines required for this Alternative, as compared to the Proposed Action. 

4.3.2 Comparison to Objectives 

The basic objectives of the project include: 

1. Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 3,000 
gpm); 

2. Fully utilize the existing groundwater allocation from the Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Basin; 

3. Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in the 
salt mound area from 2,250 to 9,000 acre-feet/year; 

4. Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water; 

5. Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek; 
and 

6. Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipelines. 

This Alternative would meet the five of the six project objectives.  The Site 4 Alternative 
facility site is located further from existing facilities and the total pipeline length would be 
approximately 22 percent greater than the Proposed Action.   
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Table 4-1.  Comparison of Pipeline Lengths among the Alternative Sites (feet) 

Pipeline Connection 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

Northern well site to facility 3,300 0* 2,600 

Southern well site to facility 4,700 1,200 1,200 

Well A to facility 1,800 3,900 3,150 

Well B to facility 300 2,450 3,850 

Treated water to Zone 1 distribution system 1,500 3,450 2,700 

Treated water to Zone 2 distribution system 1,500 3,600 4,150 

Brine to Regional Salinity Management pipeline 3,700 5,900 200 

Total 16,800 20,500 17,850 

*Under the Site 4 Alternative, the northern well would be incorporated into the facility site  

4.3.3 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Site 4 Alternative are 
addressed by issue area in each section of the Supplemental EIR/EA.  

4.4 SITE 7 ALTERNATIVE  

4.4.1 Description 

This Alternative would include the same facilities as the Proposed Action; however, 
the groundwater treatment facility would be located at a different site, at the northeast corner of 
the Lewis Road/Upland Road intersection (see Figure 4-2).  The Site 7 Alternative facility would 
be same as the Proposed Action, including a 50 foot-wide landscaped buffer around the 
perimeter.  Both well sites would also be the same as the Proposed Action.   

The pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the Proposed Action, except the Zone 
2 water distribution system tie-in would occur near the Las Posas Road/Ponderosa Drive 
intersection.  However, the pipeline alignments would differ due to the changed facility location.  
Access to the facility site would be provided to the adjacent Upland Road, and would be 
approximately 20 feet wide and paved with asphalt concrete.   In addition, an existing farm road 
would be widened to the provide access to the southern well site from Las Posas Road.  Table 4-
1 provides a summary of pipelines required for this Alternative, as compared to the Proposed 
Action. 

4.4.2 Comparison to Objectives 

This Alternative would meet the five of the six project objectives as listed in Section 
4.3.2.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located further from existing facilities and the total 
pipeline length would be approximately six percent greater than the Proposed Action (see Table 
4-1).   
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4.4.3 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Site 7 Alternative are 
addressed by issue area in each section of the Supplemental EIR/EA.  

4.5 GROUNDWATER PUMPING RATE ALTERNATIVES 

The relative water resources impacts of the pumping rate alternatives is discussed in 
Section 5.7.2.6 of the Final EIR/EA.  For all other issue areas, impacts of the pumping rate 
alternatives would be same as the Proposed Action, Site 4 Alternative and Site 7 Alternative, 
depending on the facility site selected. 
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5.1 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

5.1.1 Affected Environment 

Ventura County agriculture gross dollar sales in 2014 were estimated at $2.14 billion.  
Approximately 100,000 acres in the southern portion of Ventura County are devoted to 
agricultural production.  Ventura County agriculture focuses on production of citrus, cut flowers 
and nursery products as well as vegetables and field crops.  Agriculture has become the leading 
industry in the County. 

The Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s Annual Crop Report for 2014 
indicates strawberries are the leading single commodity with a value of $628 million.  The most 
valuable crop group is fruits and nuts with a year 2014 value of $1.34 billion. 

5.1.1.1 Soils 

A summary of soil classifications for the facility and well sites under consideration is 
provided in Table 5.1-1.  These soils were classified by Edwards, et al. (1970) and are 
described below. 

The Mocho series consists of well-drained loams, gravelly loams, and clay loams 60 
inches or more deep.  Slopes range from 0 to 9 percent, with elevations from 100 feet to 1,000 
feet above msl.  These soils are used for vegetables, citrus crops, avocados, field crops, and 
walnuts.  The Natural Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Mocho loam (0-
2% slopes) soil series meets the criteria for Prime farmland. 

The Sorrento series consists of well-drained loams and silty clay loams 60 inches or 
more deep.  Slopes range from 0 to 9 percent, with elevations from 25 feet to 1,700 feet.  These 
soils are used for vegetables, field crops, citrus crops, avocados, and walnuts.  The Natural 
Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Sorrento loam (0-2 percent slopes), 
silty clay loam (0-2 percent slopes) and clay loam soil series meet the criteria for Prime 
farmland.  The Sorrento loam (2-9 percent slopes) and silty clay loam (2-9 percent slopes) soil 
series meet the criteria for farmland of Statewide Importance. 

The Anacapa series consists of well-drained sandy loams and gravelly sandy loams 
60 inches or more deep.  These soils are mainly used for vegetables and citrus crops. The 
Natural Resources Conservation Service has determined that the Anacapa sandy loam (0-2, 2-9 
percent slopes) and Anacapa gravelly loam (2-9 percent slopes) meet the criteria for Prime 
farmland.   

The Pico series consists of well-drained and somewhat excessively drained, 
calcareous sandy loams and loams 60 inches or more deep.  These soils are mainly used for 
vegetables, citrus crops, field crops and range. The Natural Resources Conservation Service 
has determined that Pico loam (0-2 percent slopes) meets the criteria for Statewide importance 
farmland.   
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Table 5.1-1.  Soils Classification and Farmland Designation 

Site Soils Classification Farmland Designation 

Proposed Action facility site (Site 2) Mocho loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

Site 4 Alternative facility site Sorrento silty clay loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

Site 7 Alternative facility site 
Mocho loam (0-2% slopes) 

Pico loam (0-2% slopes) 

Prime 

Statewide importance 

Northern well site Sorrento silty clay loam (0-2% slopes) Prime 

Southern well site Pico loam (0-2% slopes) Statewide importance 

 

5.1.1.2 General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning 

Ventura County.  The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site, 
and both proposed well sites are located in Ventura County, within areas designated as 
“Agriculture” in the Ventura County General Plan.  The Proposed Action facility site and the 
proposed northern well site is located within APN 156-0-180-38 (49.36 acres), and the proposed 
southern well site is located within APN 156-0-180-28 (40.22 acres).   The current land use is 
agriculture (row crops), and zoned AE-40 ac.  The purpose of the County’s AE zone is to 
preserve and protect commercial agricultural lands as a limited and irreplaceable resource, to 
preserve and maintain agriculture as a major industry in Ventura County and to protect these 
areas from the encroachment of nonrelated uses which, by their nature, would have detrimental 
effects upon the agriculture industry.  

City of Camarillo.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City of 
Camarillo on APN 163-0-071-250 (5.77 acres).  This parcel is zoned as AE (Agriculture 
Exclusive) by the City. 

5.1.1.3 Agricultural Viability 

The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program operated by the California 
Department of Conservation has classified farmland as "Prime," "Statewide Importance,” 
"Unique" and "Local Importance”.  The basis for this classification is primarily the Soil Survey, 
Ventura Area, California (Edwards et al., 1970).  "Prime" farmlands are defined as farmland with 
the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term production of 
agricultural crops.  This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed 
to produce sustained high yields.  Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at 
some time during the four years prior to the most recent mapping date (2012).   The State 
farmland classification for proposed facility sites is summarized in Table 5.1-1, and illustrated in 
Figure 5.1-1. 

Farmlands within and adjacent to the Proposed Action facility site, and Site 4 
Alternative facility site and both proposed well sites are in row crop production.  The Site 7 
Alternative facility site is currently in lemon production.   
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5.1.1.4 Regulatory Environment 

Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI).  The Important Farmlands Inventory (IFI) 
system is used by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to map and 
classify lands that have agricultural value.  This system divides farmland into classes based 
upon soil type and the productive capability of the land.  These classes are similar to California’s 
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program described above.  The 
County of Ventura uses this system to inventory agricultural lands. 

Ventura County Programs.  Ventura County has adopted four programs to 
preserve farmland: 

 Agricultural land use designation establishing a 40 acre minimum parcel size 
and Agriculture-Exclusive zoning; 

 Greenbelt agreements to prevent urban encroachment; 

 Land Conservation Act (LCA) contracts to provide property tax reductions as 
an incentive to maintain agricultural use; and 

 Participation in water resources development and conservation programs to 
ensure long-term water availability for agriculture. 

General Plan policies relative to farmland protection include the following: 

Policy 1.6.2.1 Discretionary development located on land designated as Prime 
or Statewide Importance shall be planned and designed to remove 
as little land from agricultural production as possible and minimize 
impacts on topsoil. 

Policy 1.6.2.2 Hillside agricultural grading shall be regulated by the Public Works 
Agency through the Hillside Erosion Control Ordinance. 

Policy 1.6.2.3 LCA contracts shall be encouraged on irrigated farmlands. 

Policy 1.6.2.4 The Public Works Agency shall plan transportation capital 
improvements so as to mitigate impacts to important farmlands to 
the extent feasible. 

Policy 1.6.2.5 The County shall preserve agricultural land by retaining and 
expanding the existing Greenbelt Agreements and encouraging 
the formation of additional Greenbelt Agreements. 

Policy 1.6.2.6 Discretionary development adjacent to Agriculture-designated 
lands shall not conflict with agricultural use of those lands. 
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Greenbelt Agreements.  Several cities in Ventura County, the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) and the County have adopted greenbelt agreements between 
jurisdictions to further the objectives of the County’s Guidelines for Orderly Development by 
preserving agriculture and open space between urban areas.  The underlying purpose of a 
greenbelt is to establish a mutual agreement between cities regarding the limit of urban growth 
for each city.  Annexation is discouraged within greenbelts.  Any change to those boundaries 
would require mutual consent between the cities and LAFCO.  These agreements have 
established a policy of non-annexation and retention of open space within parts of Ventura 
County. 

Greenbelts in the project area include the Oxnard-Camarillo Greenbelt (located 
southwest of Camarillo) and the Santa Rosa Valley Greenbelt (located east of Camarillo).  The 
project site is located approximately one mile west of the Santa Rosa Valley Greenbelt. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  A primary tool to preserve farmlands is the 
California Land Conservation Act (LCA) or Williamson Act contract program.  Under the Act, 
landowners may voluntarily enter into a long-term contract (10 year minimum) to maintain their 
property in agriculture or open space in exchange for reduced property tax assessment.  The 
term of an LCA contract is generally 9 years, and automatically renews itself for another 10-
year-period unless a Notice of Non-Renewal is filed.  Since its inception in 1962, the program 
has been the backbone of agricultural preservation efforts statewide.  The Proposed Action and 
alternative facility sites, and adjacent parcels are not involved in any LCA Contracts. 

Save Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR).   The County of Ventura 
and eight cities in the County (Ventura, Camarillo, Oxnard, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks, 
Moorpark, Santa Paula, Fillmore) have enacted SOAR ordinances or initiatives.   The purpose 
of the SOAR ordinances is to ensure that agricultural, open space, and rural lands located 
beyond urban boundaries are not prematurely or unnecessarily converted to other more 
intensive development uses, unless approved by a majority of voters within the SOAR area.  
The County SOAR ordinance requires voter approval to allow development of lands with 
agricultural, open space and rural land use designations.  The city SOAR ordinances establish a 
City Urban Restriction Boundary (CURB) and require voter approval for development outside 
the boundary.  SOAR ordinances make it difficult to convert farmlands as it requires voter 
approval and costs of the placing the project on the ballot is the responsibility of the applicant. 

The Proposed Action and Site 4 Alternative facility sites are located just beyond the 
City’s CURB as delineated in the City’s SOAR ordinance.  The selected site would be annexed 
to the City and subject to City ordinances; however, public uses such as water facilities are 
exempt from the City’s SOAR ordinance requirements. 

Ventura County Right-to-Farm Ordinance.  The County of Ventura adopted a 
Right-to-Farm Ordinance for the purpose of preserving and protecting existing agricultural 
operations adjoining new development.  The ordinance only applies to properties located in the 
unincorporated areas of the County and, therefore, the agricultural land located upon and 
adjacent to the Proposed Action and Site 4 Alternative facility sites, and proposed well sites.  
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The Ventura County Right-to-Farm Ordinance states: 

No agricultural activities, operations, or facilities which are consistent with [the zoning 
ordinance] and the [Ventura County] General Plan and with proper and accepted 
customs and standards as established and followed by similar agricultural operations 
in the same locality, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any 
changed condition in or about the locality, after the agricultural uses have been in 
operation for more than one year if they were not a nuisance at the time they began. 

This ordinance effectively protects farmers in established farming areas from legal 
action that new uses or new residents in nearby settings may take against effects associated 
with customary, daily agricultural activities, including dust, odor, noise, and pesticide use.  As 
this is a County ordinance, it applies to the agricultural uses around the City of Camarillo, but 
not agricultural land within the City boundaries. 

City of Camarillo General Plan.  As indicated in the General Plan, the City of 
Camarillo values its agricultural resources and proposed that agricultural activities be 
encouraged to continue both as a source of economic substance to the community and the 
County and as a physical definition to the urban area of the City.  An Agricultural Use Category 
is included in the Open Space and Conservation Element of the General Plan.  This type of 
zoning will permit, in addition to agricultural uses, those residential and industrial activities 
associated with farming, including housing at a density not to exceed one unit per ten acres, the 
processing, packing, and storing of produce raised on the site and such other uses that are 
pertinent to agriculture. 

5.1.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.1.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

For the purposes of this project, the City has adopted the following significance 
thresholds developed by Ventura County (2011) for areas with a General Plan designation of 
“Agriculture”.  Loss of agricultural soils on the project site is considered a significant project-
specific impact if any of the following thresholds are equaled or exceeded. 

 Prime/Statewide Importance Farmland 5 acres 

 Unique Farmland   10 acres 

 Local Importance Farmland  15 acres 

A non-agricultural project would have a potentially significant land use incompatibility 
impact if it would be located within 300 feet (without vegetative screening) of classified farmland 
(Prime/Statewide, Unique, Local Importance).  This buffer distance may be waived for projects 
where individuals are not continuously present. 

A project that would require a Ventura County General Plan amendment and result in 
a loss of agricultural soils greater than indicated above is considered as having a substantial 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact. 
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5.1.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any direct farmland conversion, loss of crop 
production or conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations.  However, in the absence of the 
Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las Posas would continue to degrade 
groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to contaminate existing wells located in 
the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and ultimately render local 
groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes.  Degradation of groundwater quality used to 
irrigate crops may result in substantial crop losses, and may ultimate render some properties 
unusable for agriculture. 

5.1.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Proposed Action would result in the conversion 
of approximately 4.88 acres of Prime and Statewide Importance farmland (see Table 5.1-2).  
The area of farmland conversion would not equal or exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for 
Prime and Statewide Importance farmland; therefore, farmland conversion impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Table 5.1-2.  Comparison of Important Farmland Take 

Project Component 
Proposed 

Action 
Site 4 

Alternative 
Site 7 

Alternative 

Facility site 3.94 3.94 3.94 

Facility access road 0.081 0.002 0.003 

Well access road(s) 0.414 1.705 0.414 

Northern well site 0.25 0.006 0.25 

Southern well site 0.20 0.20 0.20 

Total 4.88 5.84 4.80 

1 Driveway from Antonio Road 
2 None required, included in well access road/pipeline corridor 
3 None required, site is adjacent to Upland Road 
4 Widening of existing farm roads to both well sites from 15 to 20 feet-wide 
5 Thirty foot-wide access road/pipeline corridor from Antonio Road and widening of 
existing farm road to southern well site 
6 Northern well incorporated into facility site 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 
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Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Proposed Action.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Proposed Action 
would involve changing the land use on approximately 4.3 acres of land (facility site, access 
road, northern well site) on APN 156-0-180-38 to a non-agricultural use.  However, the size of 
the remaining parcel would be above the 40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura 
County zoning designation.  In addition, the Proposed Action includes changing the land use of 
the 0.20 acre southern well site on APN 156-0-180-28.  The size of the remaining parcel would 
be above the 40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura County zoning designation.   

The Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and 
the Ventura County Right-to-Farm ordinance would prevent conversion or modification of 
current agricultural practices on these parcels and adjacent farmlands. 

The converted farmland area would be located adjacent to existing farmlands (facility 
site) and the new Rancho Campana High School (proposed well sites), and would not fragment 
remaining farmlands.  The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a minimum 50 
foot-wide buffer between treatment components and adjacent farmlands, including fencing and 
landscape screening.  Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing agricultural 
operations an adjacent parcels, including pest management.  As a single-use City-operated 
facility, agreements and notification between parties can easily occur prior to pesticide use.  In 
addition, the Groundwater Treatment Facility could be evacuated for short periods and operated 
remotely to allow for pesticide application at adjacent farmland.  Therefore, the project appears 
to meet Waiver and Deviation Criteria j (may be closed temporally to allow restricted materials 
application) may meet the criteria for a waiver from the 300 foot agricultural/urban buffer 
identified in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the Agricultural 
Commissioner’s policy. 

Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Proposed Action would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-38, -28 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas MWD) to utilize a portion of the City of 
Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of 
imported water to augment local sources, and meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo 
Engineers, 2011).     
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The Calleguas MWD 2010 Urban Water Management Plan indicates that very little 
surplus water would be available in future years, even if additional recycled water and treated 
groundwater were used to supplement potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-
related shift in imported water allocation is not expected to result in population growth beyond 
currently forecast levels.  Therefore, potable groundwater and transfer of imported water 
provided by the Proposed Action would not remove an impediment to growth, and result in 
population growth or related conversion of farmland.       

Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Proposed Action facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The project 
would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The two Ventura County subdivision projects (see Section 3.7.1) would also result in 
the conversion of agricultural lands. 

The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR for the 
Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be significant 
and unavoidable.  The Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to the cumulative loss of 
farmland within the County and City.  However, the project’s incremental effect would not be 
“cumulatively considerable”; therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of 
agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.1.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Site 4 Alternative would result in the conversion 
of approximately 5.84 acres of Prime and Statewide Importance farmland (see Table 5.1-2).  
The area of farmland conversion would exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for Prime and 
Statewide Importance farmland; therefore, farmland conversion impacts are considered 
significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Site 4 Alternative.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 
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Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Site 4 Alternative 
would involve changing the zoning on approximately 4.0 acres of land (facility site) on APN 156-
0-180-38 to a non-agricultural designation.  However, the size of the remaining parcel would be 
above the 40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura County zoning designation.  In 
addition, this Alternative includes changing the zoning of the 0.20 acre southern well site on 
APN 156-0-180-28.  The size of the remaining parcel would be above the 40 acre minimum 
required by the existing Ventura County zoning designation.   

The Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and 
the Ventura County Right-to-Farm ordinance would prevent conversion or modification of 
current agricultural practices on these parcels and adjacent farmlands. 

The converted farmland area would be located adjacent to the new Rancho 
Campana High School, and would not fragment remaining farmlands.  The proposed treatment 
facility would be provided with a minimum 50 foot-wide buffer between treatment components 
and adjacent farmlands, including fencing and landscape screening.  Therefore, facility 
operation would not preclude existing agricultural operations an adjacent parcels, including pest 
management.  As a single-use City-operated facility, agreements and notification between 
parties can easily occur prior to pesticide use.  Therefore, the project may meet the criteria for a 
waiver from the 300 foot agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County’s Initial Study 
Assessment Guidelines and the Agricultural Commissioner’s policy. 

Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Site 4 Alternative would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-38, -28 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the Calleguas MWD to utilize a portion of the City of Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The 
City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of imported water to augment local sources, and 
meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo Engineers, 2011).  The Calleguas MWD 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan indicates that very little surplus water would be available in future 
years, even if additional recycled water and treated groundwater were used to supplement 
potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-related shift in imported water allocation is 
not expected to result in population growth beyond currently forecast levels.  Therefore, potable 
groundwater and transfer of imported water provided by the Proposed Action would not remove 
an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or related conversion of farmland.       
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Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Site 4 Alternative facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The project 
would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR for the 
Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be significant 
and unavoidable.  The Site 4 Alternative would incrementally contribute to the cumulative loss of 
farmland within the County and City.  However, the project’s incremental effect would not be 
“cumulatively considerable”; therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of 
agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.1.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Loss of Important Farmlands.  The Site 7 Alternative would result in the conversion 
of approximately 4.80 acres of Prime farmland and Statewide Importance farmland (see Table 
5.1-2).  The area of farmland conversion would not exceed the 5 acre adopted threshold for 
Prime farmland/Statewide Importance farmland; therefore, farmland conversion impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements.  Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and 
all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements established within the project area would be 
retained with no changes in their boundaries.  There would be no project-specific impacts to 
greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts.  No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would 
be affected by the Site 7 Alternative.  Thus, no project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are 
expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations.  The Site 7 Alternative 
would involve changing the zoning of approximately 4.0 acres of land (facility site) on APN 163-
0-071-250 to a non-agricultural designation.  Converting approximately 4.0 acres of a 5.77 acre 
agricultural parcel would likely make the remaining parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural 
production.  This impact is considered potentially significant. 

The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a minimum 50 foot-wide 
buffer between treatment components and adjacent farmlands, including fencing and landscape 
screening.  Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing agricultural operations on 
the adjacent parcel to the north (APN 163-0-071-210, including pest management.  As a single-
use City-operated facility, agreements and notification between parties can easily occur prior to 
pesticide use.  Therefore, the project may meet the criteria for a waiver from the 300 foot 
agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County’s Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and the 
Agricultural Commissioner’s policy. 
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Operation of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would not adversely 
affect existing irrigation water supplies, irrigation practices, micro-climate, agricultural 
pests/diseases, or pesticide application on adjacent farmlands.  A minimum 50 foot buffer area 
would be provided between the Groundwater Treatment Facility and adjacent agricultural fields 
to minimize any land use compatibility issues.  Overall, the Site 7 Alternative would not conflict 
with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not preclude the continuation of farming on 
APN 156-0-180-38, -28 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion related to Increased Water Supply.  Projects that involve 
public infrastructure (e.g., roads, power, water, sewer, etc.) in a previously undeveloped area 
may lead to inducement of population growth and associated conversion of agricultural lands.   
The project would improve the quality and reliability of local potable water supplies, and allow 
the Calleguas MWD to utilize a portion of the City of Camarillo’s imported water allocation.  The 
City of Camarillo has an adequate allocation of imported water to augment local sources, and 
meet the needs of planned growth (Carollo Engineers, 2011).  The Calleguas MWD 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan indicates that very little surplus water would be available in future 
years, even if additional recycled water and treated groundwater were used to supplement 
potable supplies (Black & Veatch, 2011).  The project-related shift in imported water allocation is 
not expected to result in population growth beyond currently forecast levels.  Therefore, potable 
groundwater and transfer of imported water provided by the Proposed Action would not remove 
an impediment to growth, and result in population growth or related conversion of farmland.       

Forestry Resources.  The nearest forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220) or timberland is located within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 
miles north of the Site 7 Alternative facility site.  The project may require rezoning of the site to 
be annexed, but would not cause any forest land or timberlands to be rezoned.  The Site 7 
Alternative would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed in the Final EIR for the 
Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be significant 
and unavoidable.  The Site 7 Alternative would incrementally contribute to the cumulative loss of 
farmland within the County and City.  However, the project’s incremental effect would not be 
“cumulatively considerable”; therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative loss of 
agricultural soils is not considered significant. 

5.1.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.1.3.1 Proposed Action 

Significant project impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

5.1.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

This Alternative would result in the loss of Prime and Statewide Importance 
farmlands exceeding the significance threshold.  The following mitigation measures focus on 
reducing the farmland take below 5 acres. 
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 Design the groundwater treatment facility to reduce the site area below 3.9 
acres; 

 Reduce the length of the access road/pipeline corridor by accessing the site 
from Somis Road; and 

 Fully bury pipelines between the facility and Antonio Road to prevent 
farmland take.  

5.1.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Construction of a groundwater treatment facility at this site would likely render the 
remaining parcel unsuitable for continued agricultural production.  Therefore, the City shall 
purchase the entire 5.77 acre parcel (APN 163-0-071-250), and maintain agricultural production 
on the unused portion of the parcel to the extent feasible. 

5.1.4 Residual Impacts 

5.1.4.1 Proposed Action 

Significant project impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; 
therefore, mitigation measures are not required and residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.1.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

The facility design is currently at a concept level, such that it is unclear if a site-
specific design for the Site 4 Alternative could substantially reduce conversion of agricultural 
land.  However, in combination with other measures provided (change the access road/pipeline 
alignments, fully bury pipelines), farmland conversion could be reduced to below the 5 acre 
threshold.  Implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 5.1.3.2 is anticipated to 
reduce Prime farmland take below 5 acres.  Therefore, residual impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.1.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Continued cultivation of the balance of the parcel could be subsidized by the City as 
part of agricultural/urban buffer.  Implementation of the mitigation measure identified in Section 
5.1.3.3 would reduce residual impacts to a less than significant level. 
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5.2 WATER RESOURCES 

5.2.1 Affected Environment 

5.2.1.1 Regulatory and Public Policy Framework 

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).  The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 and 1987, collectively known as the Clean Water Act (33 United States 
Code [USC] §§1251 et seq.), establish the principal Federal statutes for water quality protection.  
The Clean Water Act (CWA)’s intent is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the nation’s water, to achieve a level of water quality which provides for 
recreation in and on the water, and for the propagation of fish and wildlife.”  

According to the 1998 National Water Quality Inventory (Inventory), a biennial 
summary of State surveys of water quality mandated by CWA, approximately 40 percent of the 
nation’s waters that were assessed did not meet water quality standards that have been 
established by the Federal and State governments.  The Inventory lists 21,845 water bodies as 
“impaired”, or not meeting water quality standards, including over 5 million acres of lakes and 
estuaries, and over 300,000 river and shoreline miles.  Approximately 218 million Americans live 
within 10 miles of a water body designated as impaired.   

CWA Section 303(d) requires States, territories, and tribes to develop lists of impaired 
waters within their jurisdictions every two years.  Impaired waters are those that do not meet water 
quality standards.  States, territories, and tribes are also required to establish priority rankings for 
waters on their respective lists.  Water bodies in a given State or territory are prioritized by 
comparing their existing degrees of pollution, and the sensitivity and importance of beneficial uses 
that are being threatened.  The water bodies that are deemed most important are designated as 
“high priority”.   

Section 303(d) also requires States, territories, and tribes to develop Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLs) for all water bodies on their respective lists of impaired waters.  In essence, 
TMDLs are plans by which impaired water bodies would be restored such that they consistently 
meet the established water quality standard(s) that are currently being violated.  TMDLs specify 
the maximum amount of pollutants that a water body can receive and still meet water quality 
standards, and allocates pollutant loads among point and non-point sources in the subject 
watershed.  The intent of CWA is for the TMDL program to work hand in hand with the impaired 
waters lists; impaired waters are identified, and then restored to meet water quality standards.  
Based upon a March 22, 1999 consent decree between the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), Heal the Bay, Inc. and Baykeeper, TMDLs must be prepared for all impaired 
waters within 13 years.   
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The Proposed Action site is located within the Calleguas Creek watershed, 
approximately 0.3 miles west of Calleguas Creek (Arroyo Las Posas segment).  Each of the major 
waterbodies of the Calleguas Creek watershed have been listed under Section 303(d) as 
impaired.  Table 5.2-1 lists these waterbodies in the project area, and the pollutants contributing 
to impairment.  

Table 5.2-1.  Impaired Waters of the Calleguas Creek Watershed 

Waterbody Pollutant (varies by reach) 

Mugu Lagoon 
Calleguas Creek Reach 1 

Chlordane, copper, DDT, dieldrin, endosulfan, mercury, nickel, nitrogen, 
PCBs, sediment toxicity, sedimentation/siltation, toxaphene, zinc, 
ammonia, ChemA, fecal coliform, nitrate & nitrite, trash, chlorpyrifos, 
diazinon, nitrate, selenium, sulfates, total dissolved solids, toxicity, 
indicator bacteria, organophosphorus pesticides, boron, lindane, chloride 

Calleguas Creek, Revolon 
Slough, Arroyo Simi, Arroyo Las 
Posas 
Calleguas Creek Reaches 2-8 

Conejo Creek 
Calleguas Creek Reach 9 

Arroyo Conejo  
Calleguas Creek Reaches 10-13 

  

California Porter-Cologne Act.  The Porter-Cologne Act (California Water Code 
Section 13000) is the principal law governing water quality regulation in California.  It establishes 
a comprehensive program to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water.  The Porter-
Cologne Act applies to surface waters, wetlands, and groundwater, and to both point and non-
point sources of pollution.  Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, it is the policy of the State:  

 The quality of all the waters of the State shall be protected;  

 All activities and factors affecting the quality of water shall be regulated to attain 
the highest water quality within reason;  

 The State must be prepared to exercise its full power and jurisdiction to protect the 
quality of water in the State from degradation; and 

 The State shall undertake all possible steps to encourage development of water 
recycling facilities to help meet the growing water requirements of the State. 
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Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, the responsibility for protection of water quality in 
California rests with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  The SWRCB 
administers Federal and State water quality regulations for California’s ocean waters, and also 
oversees and funds the State’s nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs).  The 
RWQCBs prepare water quality control plans, establish water quality objectives, and carry out 
Federal and State water quality regulations and permitting duties for inland water bodies, 
enclosed bays, and estuaries within their respective regions.  The Porter-Cologne Act gives the 
SWRCB and RWQCBs broad powers to protect water quality by regulating waste dischargers to 
water and land, and requiring clean up of hazardous wastes.   

The RWQCBs regulate discharges under the Porter-Cologne Act primarily through 
issuance of NPDES and waste discharge report permits.  Anyone discharging or proposing to 
discharge materials that could affect water quality (other than to a community sanitary sewer 
system regulated by an NPDES permit) must file a report of waste discharge.  The Porter-Cologne 
Act provides RWQCBs with several options for enforcing regulations, including cease and desist 
orders, cleanup and abatement orders, administrative civil liability orders, civil court actions, and 
criminal prosecutions. 

The Calleguas Creek watershed is within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), which includes coastal drainages from Rincon Point 
(western boundary of Ventura County) to the eastern Los Angeles County boundary. 

Per the requirements of the CWA and the California Porter-Cologne Act, LARWQCB 
has prepared a Water Quality Control Plan for the watersheds under its jurisdiction.  The Water 
Quality Control Plans from all nine of the RWQCBs and the California Ocean Plan (prepared and 
implemented by SWRCB) collectively constitute the State Water Quality Control Plan.  Water 
Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region has been designed to support the intentions of the 
CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act by: (1) characterizing watersheds within the Los Angeles 
Region; (2) identifying beneficial uses that exist or have the potential to exist in each water body; 
(3) establishing water quality objectives for each water body to protect beneficial uses or allow 
their restoration, and; (4) providing an implementation program that achieves water quality 
objectives.  Implementation program measures include monitoring, permitting, and enforcement 
activities.  Per the requirements of CWA Section 303(c), the Water Quality Control Plan is 
reviewed every three years and revised as necessary to address problems with the plan, and 
meet new legislative requirements.   

Beneficial uses designated by LARWQCB in the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Calleguas Creek watershed are listed in Table 5.2-2.  Beneficial uses are potential uses of surface 
waters and groundwater that could be supported, including water supply, recharge of groundwater 
supplies, recreation and wildlife habitat.  Consistent with the requirements of CWA Section 303(d), 
LARWQCB identifies impaired waters and prepares TMDLs for impaired waters within its 
jurisdiction.   TMDLs completed to date for the Calleguas Creek Watershed include: 

 Nitrogen compounds: in effect July 16, 2003 (waste load allocations updated, 
effective 2009); 

 Toxicity, chlorpyrifos and diazinon: in effect March 24, 2006; 
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 Organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls and siltation: in effect March 
24, 2006; 

 Metals: in effect March 26, 2007; 

 Boron, chloride, sulfate and total dissolved solids (TDS) (salts): in effect December 
2, 2008; and 

 Trash (Revolon Slough and Beardsley Wash): in effect March 6, 2008. 

Each of the above approved TMDLs have compliance deadlines of 15 to 20 years, 
along with implementation plans or necessary technical studies needed to bring waterbodies into 
compliance with TMDL requirements. 

Table 5.2-2.  Beneficial Uses of Surface Waters of the Calleguas Creek Watershed 

Resource Beneficial Uses 

Mugu Lagoon 

Navigation, water-contact recreation (potential), non-water contact recreation, 
commercial and sport fishing, estuarine habitat, marine habitat, wildlife habitat, 
preservation of biological habitats, rare, threatened or endangered species 
habitat, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning habitat, shellfish harvesting, 
wetland habitat 

Calleguas Creek 
(Arroyo Simi, Arroyo 
Las Posas) 

Municipal water supply (potential), industrial water supply, industrial process 
supply, agricultural supply, groundwater replenishment, water-contact 
recreation, non-water contact recreation, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife 
habitat, wetland habitat 

Conejo Creek 

Municipal water supply (potential), industrial water supply, industrial process 
supply, agricultural supply, groundwater replenishment, water-contact 
recreation, non-water contact recreation, warm freshwater habitat, wildlife 
habitat 

Arroyo Conejo 

Municipal water supply (potential), groundwater replenishment (intermittent), 
freshwater replenishment (intermittent),  water-contact recreation (intermittent), 
non-water contact recreation (intermittent), warm freshwater habitat 
(intermittent), wildlife habitat 

Salts (TDS, chloride and sulfates) are a critical factor affecting water quality in the 
watershed.  The connection between salts and water supply are inextricably linked in watersheds 
where imported water supplies are extensively utilized.  The evolution of the Salts TMDL reflects 
a growing understanding of how water supply management, wastewater management, and 
surface water quality standards are linked. 
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Even during average to slightly above average rainfall years, more salts enter the 
watershed on an average daily basis through imported water supplies, than is transported off the 
watershed in surface waters.  While wet and dry weather patterns follow a generally cyclical 
pattern, there can be significant variation in the length of dry weather patterns (Hanson et al., 
2003).  The accumulation of salts during these relatively dry periods and the subsequent release 
during wet weather cycles complicates the instantaneous management of chlorides and salts on 
the watershed by stockpiling salts that once in solution would exceed the assimilative capacity of 
other contributing sources to the surface waters.  Unless salts are actively managed, stranded 
salts will continue to accumulate and periodically impair surface waters.  They also have the 
potential to further degrade groundwater sources.  The proposed project would remove salts from 
the watershed by treating brackish groundwater and discharging the resulting brine directly to the 
ocean. 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA).  The FCGMA manages 
and protects both confined and unconfined aquifers within several groundwater basins underlying 
the southern portion of Ventura County, including the Pleasant Valley Groundwater basin.  The 
FCGMA is an independent special district, separate from the County of Ventura or any city 
government.  It was created by the California Legislature in 1982 to oversee Ventura County's 
vital groundwater resources.  The boundary covers 183 square miles, and all lands lying above 
the deep Fox Canyon aquifer account for more than half of the water needs for over 700,000 
residents in the cities of Ventura, Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Camarillo, and Moorpark, plus the 
unincorporated communities of Saticoy, El Rio, Somis, Moorpark Home Acres, Nyeland Acres, 
Point Mugu and Montalvo. 

In response to a multi-year period of below-normal rainfall, the FCGMA adopted 
Emergency Ordinance E on April 11, 2014.  This Ordinance replaced all municipal and industrial 
groundwater extraction allocations with temporary extraction allocations, which would be reduced 
over time to address anticipated reductions in groundwater supplies.  Mandated reductions 
include 10 percent by July 1, 2014, 15 percent by January 1, 2015 and 20 percent by July 1, 2015. 

Groundwater Management Plan.  The FCGMA, in coordination with the United Water 
Conservation District and Calleguas Municipal Water District developed a Groundwater 
Management Plan, updated in 2007.  The goals of this Management Plan are to set specific, 
measurable management objectives for each basin, identify strategies to reach these goals, and 
set future FCGMA policy to help implement these strategies.  The main focus of the initial 
Groundwater Management Plan was to contain seawater intrusion in the south Oxnard Plain 
basin.  The combination of FCGMA policies and new water conservation facilities, which included 
the FCGMA pumping reductions, shifting of pumping from the Upper Aquifer System to the Lower 
Aquifer System, the construction of the Freeman Diversion, and the operation of the Pumping 
Trough and Pleasant Valley pipeline systems has had a significant effect on seawater intrusion in 
at least a portion of the aquifers. 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 819 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  5 .2  Wate r  Resources  

Page 5.2-6 
6/15/16 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014.  This Act requires a 
Groundwater Sustainability Agency to adopt a groundwater sustainability plan or alternative plan.  
A groundwater sustainability plan specifies measures to ensure that basins operate within its 
sustainable yield (required for high- and medium-priority basins).  The plan is required to address 
groundwater levels, water quality, subsidence, groundwater–surface water interaction, historical 
and projected demands and supplies, recharge areas, and provide measurable objectives, interim 
five-year milestones with the goal of sustainability within 20 years.  On January 9, 2015, by 
Resolution No. 2015-01, the FCGMA accepted the authority as the Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency for the portion of the groundwater basins under its management.  The FCGMA is currently 
preparing to develop a draft groundwater sustainability plans by June September 2016. 

Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) for Calleguas Creek 
Watershed.  In the period from June to July 2005, the Calleguas Creek Watershed Management 
Plan Steering Committee, the Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas MWD); the City of 
Camarillo, the City of Thousand Oaks, the City of Simi Valley, the Camarillo Sanitary District, the 
Santa Monica Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, the Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District, and the Camrosa Water District’s respective governing bodies adopted an 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) for the Calleguas Creek Watershed.  The 
integrated plan is a milestone in a watershed planning effort that began in 1996 and has included 
a broadly based group of stakeholders representing federal, state, and local public agencies, 
water and sanitary districts, environmental NGOs, business interests, and agricultural interests.  
The Proposed Action is described as a priority project in Volume II of the 2006 Calleguas Creek 
Watershed Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, and considered part of the 2014 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan.   

5.2.1.2 Surface Water Characteristics 

Watershed Overview.  The Calleguas Creek Watershed is approximately 30 miles 
long and 14 miles wide, with a surface area of about 343 square miles.   The northern boundary 
of the watershed is formed by the Santa Susana Mountains, South Mountain and Oak Ridge, the 
southern boundary is formed by the Simi Hills and Santa Monica Mountains.  Primary surface 
water features of the watershed include Calleguas Creek, Arroyo Las Posas, Arroyo Simi, Conejo 
Creek, Arroyo Conejo, Arroyo Santa Rosa, Revolon Slough and Mugu Lagoon. 

The Watershed was historically characterized as an ephemeral stream system that 
supported substantial surface flow only during the wet season.  Importation of State Water Project 
water began in 1963, and over time, the watershed began to support perennial surface water.  
Since 1962, dry weather flows on Conejo Creek above U.S. Highway 101 increased from an 
average of 0.5 cfs to 15 cfs (Hanson et al., 2003).  These flows are a result of rising groundwater 
generated by percolation of applied imported water, discharge of treated municipal wastewater to 
streams and urban run-off.  Currently, natural surface flow in the Watershed is augmented by: 

1. Discharge of groundwater from the Simi Valley dewatering wells to Arroyo Simi; 

2. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Simi Valley Water Quality Control 
Plant (Simi Valley WQCP) to Arroyo Simi; 
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3. Occasional wet weather discharge of treated wastewater from the Moorpark 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (MWTP) to Arroyo Las Posas; 

4. Occasional wet weather discharge of treated wastewater from the Camrosa 
Water District Water Reclamation Facility (Camrosa WRF) to Calleguas Creek; 

5. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Hill Canyon Wastewater 
Treatment Plant to Arroyo Conejo; 

6. Discharge of tertiary-treated effluent from the Camarillo Sanitary District Water 
Reclamation Plant (Camarillo WRP) to Conejo Creek; and 

7. Agricultural irrigation run-off and tiled drain discharge. 

The first three discharges listed above are located upstream of the Proposed Action 
facility site and augment natural surface flow in the adjacent Arroyo Las Posas.  Note that a portion 
of effluent discharged by the Camarillo WRP to Conejo Creek originates as potable water 
provided to City residents by Well B.  As a result of the Proposed Action, the source of this water 
would shift from mostly imported water to mostly treated groundwater.   

Currently, a portion of the Simi Valley WQCP effluent is reclaimed for irrigation 
purposes.  The amount of effluent reclaimed is expected to increase over time, reducing the 
amount discharged to Arroyo Simi.  However, this effect may be offset by the overall increase in 
wastewater production as the City’s population grows.   

Arroyo Las Posas.  The flow of Arroyo Las Posas as it crosses the boundary between 
the Las Posas Groundwater Basin (LP Basin) and the Pleasant Valley NPV Basin is one of the 
most important components of the water balance for the Proposed Action.  Since the 1990’s, 
base-flow has entirely percolated into groundwater in the upstream quarter-mile or so of the 
arroyo as it flows into the Pleasant Valley NPV Basin (Bachman, 2016).  Current base-flow in 
Arroyo Las Posas is a mixture of natural dry-weather flows, discharges from wastewater treatment 
plants, discharge from dewatering wells in Simi Valley, and agricultural tail waters.  The terminus 
of the base-flow has moved downstream over the past decades as groundwater basins adjacent 
to Arroyo Las Posas have filled, with spillage across the LP Basin- Pleasant Valley NPV Basin 
boundary occurring in the early 1990s, and will continue during normal weather conditions unless 
stakeholders along Arroyo Las Posas reduce these discharges to surface waters.  There has 
been no base-flow into the PV Basin observed under the existing drought conditions.  If upstream 
desalters (i.e., Moorpark) are constructed in the future, flows into the Pleasant Valley NPV Basin 
would be substantially reduced.   

In contrast, storm flows percolate into a longer reach of Arroyo Las Posas than base-
flow.  The extent of storm flow percolation in the NPV Pleasant Valley Basin is not known with 
certainty.  Aquifer testing in City of Camarillo wells A and B indicate that confined aquifer 
conditions exist at those locations, somewhat limiting the potential extent of percolation of storm 
flow into the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  The possible downstream limit of significant percolation may 
occur where the arroyo changes from a wider braided stream to a narrow channel.  
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Arroyo Las Posas base-flow reaching the Pleasant Valley NPV Basin can be estimated 
by the difference between recorded daily base-flow at the Hitch Boulevard stream gage and 
estimated daily losses.  Within rounding errors, the base-flow reaching the NPV Pleasant Valley 
Basin is 8,300 8,540 acre-feet/year (1994-2015 average) (Bachman, 2016). 

Storm flow percolation from Arroyo Las Posas into the Pleasant Valley NPV Basin 
must be calculated using a different technique.  Percolation rates can be estimated from base-
flow percolation, based on about 23 acre-feet per day (8,300 8,540 acre-feet per year divided by 
365 days/year) over the measured length of the streambed where percolation occurs (1,400 feet).  
This equates to an infiltration rate of about 0.02 acre-feet per day per foot of arroyo length.  If the 
same infiltration rate (0.02 acre-feet per day per foot) is used over the 5,500 feet reach where 
storm flow can infiltrate, a maximum of 89 acre-feet per day of storm water can be infiltrated.  
When this infiltration rate is applied during days when storm flow reaches the Pleasant Valley 
NPV Basin (averages 54 days/year), percolated storm flow averages about 2,200 2,419 acre-feet 
per year (Bachman, 2016).  

5.2.1.3 Groundwater Environment 

Regional.  The project area lies within the Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit.  
The Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit covers most of Ventura County, part of northern Los 
Angeles County, and small parts of Santa Barbara and Kern Counties; comprising a total drainage 
area of 1,760 square miles.  The Santa Clara River and Calleguas Creek are the major streams 
in this area, draining the San Gabriel Mountains, Santa Susana Mountains, Oak Ridge, South 
Mountain, Simi Hills, Sawmill, Liebre and Frazier Mountains.  Large reserves of groundwater exist 
in alluvial aquifers underlying the Oxnard Plain and along valleys of the Santa Clara River and its 
tributaries (LARWQCB, 1994). 

Specific groundwater quality problems for the Ventura Central Groundwater Basins 
include overdraft, degradation, and contamination.  Overdraft is defined as the condition of a 
groundwater basin in which the amount of water withdrawn by pumping exceeds the amount of 
water that recharges the basin over a period of years during which water supply conditions are 
about average (California Department of Water Resources [DWR], 1999).   

The Oxnard Plain, the western portion of the Santa Clara-Calleguas Hydrologic Unit, 
began experiencing seawater intrusion into its groundwater supply as early as 1930.  In the Port 
Hueneme area, seawater in the aquifer system reached its farthest point inland in the early 1980’s.  
Following high rainfall in 1983, chloride levels began to decrease in many of the area’s wells.  This 
improving trend was accelerated in the 1990’s as aquifer pressures were restored and seawater 
was pushed back towards the coast.  The over pumping of the aquifers that led to seawater 
intrusion also led to land subsidence of up to 2.2 feet in the Pleasant Valley area as dewatered 
clay layers between aquifer zones collapsed from reduced hydrostatic pressures.  This 
subsidence is permanent, as refilling the sand and gravel aquifers does not force water back into 
the dry clay layers.  
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The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) was created to 
moderate the use of groundwater within the area.  Two major aquifer systems have been 
identified; the Upper Aquifer System (Oxnard and Mugu aquifers) and the Lower Aquifer System 
(Hueneme, Fox and Grimes Canyon aquifers).  In 1985, the FCGMA summed all water inputs 
and outputs to determine how much could be extracted from the basins in the region.  Since that 
initial analysis, basin yield in the area has been recalculated several times.  It has been found that 
many of the inland basins which do not abut the coastline are hydrologically connected to the 
coastal basins, evidenced by the continuity of groundwater elevation contours across their 
boundaries (FCGMA, 2007).  This allows seawater to intrude further inland, degrading large 
volumes of groundwater with high concentrations of chloride.  In addition, nutrients and other 
dissolved constituents in irrigation return-flows are seeping into shallow aquifers and degrading 
groundwater in these shallow unconfined basins.  Furthermore, degradation and cross-
contamination is occurring as degraded or contaminated groundwater travels between aquifers 
through abandoned and improperly sealed wells and corroded active wells.  

Despite efforts to artificially recharge groundwater and to control efforts of pumping, 
groundwater in several of the Ventura Central basins has been, and continues to be, overdrafted.  
In the project area, the Lower Aquifer System of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin exhibits 
a large pumping depression that has been below sea level for several decades despite 
groundwater recharge and direct delivery of mitigation water by the United Water Conservation 
District (UWCD).  At the peak of the local drought in the early 1990’s, groundwater elevations in 
this pumping depression dropped as deep as 160 feet below sea level (UWCD, 2003).  However, 
percolation of surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas has sufficiently recharged the Lower Aquifer 
System that the pumping depression in the northern Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin 
developed into a recharge mound by 2011 (Bachman, 2016).  

Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  The City’s source of groundwater supply is 
composed of produced from four wells, with two wells in the north northern portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin (Wells A and B), and two wells in the central portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin (Wells D and Airport #3).  A generalized groundwater basin map of the 
project area is provided as Figure 5.2-1.  The Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin is comprised 
of approximately 21,600 acres, with an estimated storage capacity of about 1.9 million acre-feet.  
Although the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin is in a state of overdraft, the basin is not 
adjudicated.  The FCGMA Ordinance established reductions in extraction allocations as a method 
to reduce overdraft of the groundwater basin.  The reductions were scheduled to reduce 
groundwater pumping by 25 percent over a 15 year period.  In 2010 2013, the reduction was set 
to 75 percent of historical allocation (4,082 acre-feet/year).  After including transfers, baseline 
allocation and the 25 percent reduction, the City’s “adjusted allocation” for 2010 2013 was 4,279 
4,525 acre-feet/year.   

For confined aquifers within the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin, existing 
beneficial uses include municipal and domestic supply, industrial service supply, industrial 
process supply, and agricultural supply.  For unconfined and perched aquifers, existing beneficial 
uses include industrial service supply, industrial process supply, and agricultural supply; and 
potential beneficial uses include municipal and domestic supply (LARWQCB, 1994).  
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North Northern Portion of Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (NPV Basin) – 
Geology.  The Proposed Action well sites and City Wells A and B are located within the 
northeastern portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin.  Faulting and accompanying 
folding in the NPV Basin is largely controlled by regional stresses associated with the rotation and 
movement of the Transverse Ranges.  Compressional forces dominate, with the major faults in 
the area having a significant component of north-south thrusting.  The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault 
Zone is associated with anticlinal folding, and located just north of the Proposed Action facility 
site.  The NPV Basin is located in a syncline that trends south-southwest (Bachman, 2016).  

The water-bearing units of the Lower (LAS) and Upper (UAS) Aquifer Systems rest on 
both older sedimentary units and Conejo Volcanics.  The UAS and LAS together reach a thickness 
of as much as 1,500 feet in the NPV Basin (see Figure 5.2-2).  The basal LAS consists of the 
Grimes Canyon Aquifer overlain by the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  The Fox Canyon Aquifer is the 
primary water-producing unit in the NPV Basin.  The UAS is present in the NPV Basin, but is not 
a major water-producing unit.  Overlying the UAS and LAS is an alluvial unit deposited along 
Arroyo Las Posas.  Drillers’ logs indicate that this alluvial unit, herein designated as the Shallow 
Aquifer, consists of sand and gravel, with finer-grained units in overbank locations.  The maximum 
thickness of this Shallow Aquifer unit in the NPV Basin is about 200 feet.  Where the sand and 
gravel of the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer, there is a ready conduit for 
recharge from Arroyo Las Posas to the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  This occurs in a limited area, but 
appears to be the main recharge area for the NPV Basin (Bachman, 2016).   

 North Northern Portion of Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (NPV Basin) – 
Hydrogeology.  The northern portion of the NPV Basin has experienced rapid changes in both 
water levels and water quality over a two-decade period.  The trigger for these changes appears 
to be the advent of overflow of dry-weather flow from the LP Basin, with the dual effect of rapidly 
raising groundwater elevations from this new source of recharge and deterioration of water quality 
from the poorer-quality base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas.  

Groundwater Elevation Changes.  Hydrographs constructed in the northern portion of 
the NPV Basin exhibit the rapid rise (over 200 feet) in groundwater elevations that began in the 
early 1990s.  Based on a contour map prepared by Bachman (2016), groundwater elevations rose 
by 200 to 225 feet at the Proposed Action facility site from 1994 to 2011 (see Figure 5.2-3).  South 
across Highway 101, there was a less substantial rise in groundwater elevations, with water level 
trends complicated by recovery from drought pumping in the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by the United Water Conservation District, and the 
initiation of operation of the Conejo Creek Diversion Project (removal of treated wastewater-
derived flow from Conejo Creek) (Bachman, 2016).  

There was a significant pumping depression in the NPV Basin, with groundwater 
elevations as low as 120 feet below sea level in 1994 (see Figure 10 in Appendix A).  The 
additional percolation from the dry-weather flow (base flow) of Arroyo Las Posas had sufficiently 
recharged the LAS of the NPV Basin that by 2011 the pumping depression was eradicated and a 
recharge mound (locally high groundwater elevations) created. 
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Figure 5.2-1.  Groundwater Basins Map 
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Figure 5.2-2.  North Pleasant Valley Basin Geology Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2-3.  North Northern Portion Pleasant Valley Basin Groundwater Elevation Map 
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Groundwater Quality.  The effect of the recharge of the poor quality base-flow of Arroyo 
Las Posas is evident in the wells closest to the area of recharge in the northernmost wells in the 
NPV Basin.  Table 5.2-3 illustrates the decline in groundwater quality at the City’s wells A and B, 
while total dissolved solids and chloride concentrations in wells in the central portion of the 
Pleasant Valley Basin (including 2N/21W-34G1 and Well D) did not change substantially.  
Historical and recent water quality data from Well B appear to indicate the mineral composition of 
groundwater has become more similar to surface water (Hopkins, 2008), which indicates surface 
water percolation results in groundwater quality degradation.   

Table 5.2-3.  Groundwater Quality Changes in the Pleasant Valley Basin 

Well Sub-Basin 1980-1985 1995 2013 

Total Dissolved Solids (mg/l) 

Camarillo Well A North 700 1000 1800 

Camarillo Well B North 500 500 1500 

2N/21W-34G1 Central 1100 1150 1200 

Camarillo Well D Central 620 600 800 

Chloride (mg/l) 

Camarillo Well A North 80 110 180 

Camarillo Well B North 35 50 150 

2N/21W-34G1 Central 150 160 190 

Camarillo Well D Central 50 50 75 

Iron (mg/l) 

Camarillo Well A North 0.1 0.25 0.38 

Camarillo Well B North 0.066 0.1 0.21 

2N/21W-34G1 Central - 0.11 0.38 

Camarillo Well D Central 0.19 0.554 0.62 

Manganese (mg/l) 

Camarillo Well A North 0.083 0.16 0.20 

Camarillo Well B North 0.06 0.066 0.14 

2N/21W-34G1 Central - 0.02 0.02 

Camarillo Well D Central 0.04 0.046 0.05 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to reduce the concentrations of total dissolved 
solids (TDS), sulfate, chloride, iron and manganese from groundwater produced by City wells in 
the NPV Basin, which would allow the treated groundwater to be used directly, without blending 
with imported water. 
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5.2.1.4 City of Camarillo Water Division 

The City of Camarillo Water Division provides potable water to approximately 75 
percent of the City’s incorporated area.  Approximately fifty percent of the Service Area is currently 
provided imported water supplied by the Calleguas MWD.   This water is supplied from both the 
36-inch Oxnard-Santa Rosa Feeder and the 39-inch Camarillo Feeder.  

The City’s existing water distribution system consists of approximately 190 miles of 6-
inch through 20-inch diameter pipelines, which include eight (U.S. 101) freeway crossings.  Other 
components of the City's water distribution system include six reservoirs (four above ground and 
two underground) with a total combined capacity of 13.4 million gallons, four groundwater wells, 
three pumping stations, and 11 pressure reducing valve locations.  

Between 1995 and 2009 2015, the City’s local groundwater supply met about 39 40 
percent of the overall demand (City of Camarillo, 2011).  The City pumps pumped approximately 
4,000 3,259 acre-feet/year of groundwater in 2015, which is just below the allocation Temporary 
Extraction Allocation set by the FCGMA of approximately 4,279 3,296 acre-feet/year.  Due to poor 
water quality, groundwater is blended with imported water prior to delivery to consumers.   

The City of Camarillo Water Division currently operates four wells: Well A, Well B, Well 
D and Airport #3, each one is rated for a maximum production capability of approximately 1,500 
gallons per minute.  Well A and Well B are located in the northeast portion of the distribution 
system, and within the NPV Basin.  Well D and Airport #3 are located near the Ponderosa Corridor 
in the southwest portion of the distribution system, and within the central portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin.  Due to elevated TDS, sulfate, chloride, iron and manganese 
concentrations in the northeastern portion of its service area, the City is blending water from Well 
A or Well B with imported water from the Calleguas MWD to meet drinking water quality standards. 

The City of Camarillo Water Division annexed the Camarillo Utility Enterprise in 2006, 
which delivers potable water to the Camarillo Airport for both municipal supply purposes and for 
fire suppression.  Groundwater pumped from Airport #3 is currently combined with the City’s other 
wells.  Airport #3 provides a maximum supply rate of 1,200 gallons per minute to one storage 
tank.  

Table 5.2-4 provides estimates of potable water demand from the City, based on the 
City’s 2010 Urban Water Master Management Plan.  Note that planned water conservation 
measures will reduce the per capita water consumption over time.  This is evidenced by actual 
water consumption recorded in 2015 as 85.3 gallons/day/capita or 7,813 acre-feet/year, which is 
much lower than estimates provided in the 2010 Urban Water Master Management Plan. 
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Table 5.2-4.  Camarillo Water Service Area Demand Estimates 

Year 
Per Capita 

Consumption 
(gallons/day) 

Total 
(acre-feet/year) 

2015 
(actual) 

148 201 10,564 7,813 

2020 179 9,652 

2025 179 9,875 

   

5.2.1.5 Floodplain 

Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 
Panel 06111C0932E, effective January 20, 2010, the Proposed Action facility site is located 
partially within a Special Flood Hazard Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% probability storm), 
and partially within an Other Flood Area (X).  The Site 4 Alternative facility site is not located within 
the 100-year floodplain.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within an Other Flood Area 
(X).  Both the proposed western and eastern well sites are not located within the 100-year 
floodplain.   

5.2.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

Most of the water resources impact analysis presented in this Supplemental EIR/EA 
is taken from a groundwater study prepared by Steven Bachman, titled “Northern Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling” (revised March May 2016, see Appendix A).  An 
earlier version of this study was peer-reviewed by HydroMetrics Water Resources Inc. under 
contract to the City, and revised in response to their comments.   

The groundwater modeling conducted in support of the Final EIR/EA (and this 
Supplemental EIR/EA) has been revised based on input from FCGMA.  The revisions to the 
modeling mostly involve the use of post-2010 groundwater pumping data, which included 
increased pumping rates in response to drought conditions.  In addition, the modeling was revised 
to account for the potential re-location of City groundwater pumping, assuming the City would 
pump it’s full allocation (estimated at 4,500 acre-feet/year) from the Airport area wells (Airport #3, 
Well D).   

Note that modeling of the pumping rate alternatives (described in Section 4.5 of the Final 
EIR/EA) was not updated.  The revisions to the groundwater modeling conducted for the 
Proposed Action indicated an increase in project-related reductions in groundwater elevations, 
and would have the same effect on previous modeling results for the pumping rate alternatives.  
Therefore, the relative impacts of the pumping rate alternatives (4,500 and 11,800 acre-feet/year) 
have not changed. 
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A fundamental part of the analysis is the establishment of a baseline for comparison 
to the effects of the proposed project (and alternatives) as groundwater is pumped and treated.  
Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to include a description of the 
environmental setting as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published, and will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether 
an impact is significant.   

The description of the affected water resources environment in Section 5.2.1 meets 
the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines with regard to the environmental setting.  
However, the groundwater modeling presented in this EIR does not use conditions present in 
September 2013, when the Notice of Preparation for the 2014 Draft EIR/EA was published as the 
environmental baseline.  Groundwater conditions are dynamic and the effects of the proposed 
project can be modeled over time; therefore, future conditions in the absence of the project are 
used as the environmental baseline.  This approach allows the characterization and disclosure of 
the full effects of the project on groundwater conditions over time to the public, affected agencies 
and the decision-makers.  The revised groundwater modeling includes a 60 year modeling period, 
including a 17 year calibration period (1994 through 2010), five year verification period (2011 
through 2015), three year interim period (time required for project approval and construction), 25 
year project operation period and 10 years following project termination. 

The groundwater impact analysis is based on the assumption that groundwater 
elevations in the NPV Basin will continue to rise as described in Section 5.2.1.3.  This continued 
rise (also known as mounding) can be predicted and was included in the groundwater modeling.  
Therefore, future groundwater conditions without project-related pumping is considered the 
environmental baseline, and compared to modeled future post-project conditions to determine if 
significant project-specific impacts would occur.  Groundwater pumping data used as model 
inputs for each modeled year (after the calibration and verification periods) is the ten year average 
of pumping reported to the FCGMA.  However, pumping rates used in the model for the Proposed 
Action analysis at the City’s Airport area wells reflects the City’s full pumping allocation (4,500 
acre-feet/year).   

Infiltration of surface water in Arroyo Las Posas is a major source of water for the NPV 
Basin (see page 5.2-7).  The groundwater modeling uses surface flow data (storm flow and base-
flow) from the Hitch Boulevard stream gauge for 1994 through 2012 2015.  Base-flow has not 
been observed in Arroyo Las Posas since 2012 due to below normal rainfall conditions.  Since 
stream flow data was not available for the 4th quarter 2012 and 2013-2015, stormflow infiltration 
for 2013-2015 used in the groundwater modeling was estimated as the average of dry-year storm 
flow during the model period.     
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A second environmental baseline is used for cumulative impacts, which is based on 
the assumption that pumping of poor quality groundwater and treatment by the proposed 
Moorpark Desalter in the South Las Posas Basin would begin in 2023.  It is assumed this 
cumulative project would initially remove 5,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater originating as 
base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas that would have infiltrated into the NPV Basin.  By 2028, it is 
assumed that the balance of the base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas would be removed by the 
Moorpark Desalter, leaving only storm flow entering the NPV Basin (same as pre-1994 
conditions).  The proposed Moorpark Desalter would reduce the rate of mounding, which would 
exacerbate project-related effects on groundwater elevations.   

5.2.2.1 Significance Thresholds  

Construction Water Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality 
objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.   

Surface Water Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality 
objectives of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.  By complying with 
this Plan, it is expected that surface waters are protected for aquatic life, wildlife, water contact 
recreation, and other designated beneficial uses.  In addition, any reduction in water quantity that 
may threaten beneficial uses is considered a significant impact. 

Water quality standards from the California Toxics Rule (Federal Register Vol. 65 No. 
97, pp. 31682-31719, May 18, 2000) are used as thresholds of significance for priority toxic 
pollutants in surface waters.  

Surface Water Quantity.  Any project-related reduction in surface flow that would 
substantially reduce the potential for the affected waterbody to support identified beneficial uses 
is considered a significant impact.  

Groundwater Quality.  Any project-related exceedance of the water quality objectives 
of the Water Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact.  By complying with this Plan, 
it is expected that groundwaters are protected for designated beneficial uses.   

Groundwater Quantity.  Any project-related activity that would substantially increase 
groundwater production from an overdrafted basin is considered a significant impact.  Overdraft 
is defined as a long-term decline in groundwater in storage caused by extraction rates exceeding 
recharge rates. 

Flood Control Facilities.  Potentially significant impacts include any action that would 
obstruct, impair, divert, impede or alter the characteristics of the flow of water. 

5.2.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would consist of continuing the operation of existing facilities, including 
blending groundwater from Wells A and B with imported water for delivery to City customers.  In 
the long-term, existing pumping in the NPV Basin may be terminated due to water quality 
concerns.  Groundwater pumping may need to be moved to other parts of the City where water 
quality meets drinking water standards. 
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Local groundwater quality would continue to be impaired for salts and the existing 
disparity between salt inputs and outputs would allow the accumulation of salts in the watershed.  
In the absence of the Proposed Action, percolation of surface flows in Arroyo Las Posas would 
continue to degrade groundwater quality, and allow high salt groundwater to contaminate existing 
wells located in the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin and ultimately render 
local groundwater unsuitable for agricultural purposes.    A particle tracking analysis was 
conducted as part of the groundwater modeling conducted for the project, which simulates 
brackish groundwater movement in the aquifer.  The results of this analysis indicate that the 
mound of brackish groundwater would continue to expand in the absence of the project, and 
extend into groundwater production areas located south of U.S. Highway 101 in the future. 

The City of Camarillo’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan includes treated 
groundwater provided by the Proposed Action as an important water supply for City residents.  
The No Action Alternative would deprive the City of this water supply. 

Groundwater elevation contours projected 25 years into the future are shown in Figure 
5.2-4, and indicates the pumping depression (see circular contours in center of Figure) would 
deepen to 120 feet below sea level (-120 in Figure 5.2-4) and extend further north, largely caused 
by the City’s shift to its Airport #3 well as the NPV Basin is affected by the continued mounding of 
brackish water.  Figure 5.2-4 also shows the elevation of the poor quality groundwater mound as 
it increases and reaches 260 feet above mean sea level in the future (see contours in upper right 
corner). 

 

Figure 5.2-4.  Future No Action/No Project Groundwater Elevations 
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5.2.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Impacts.  Run-off of storm water during construction of the proposed 
Groundwater Treatment Facility, and during installation of wells and pipelines may transport 
sediment and other pollutants to Calleguas Creek.  The Proposed Action would be subject to the 
Statewide General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity, and 
would need to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to eliminate or reduce non-storm 
discharges to storm water systems and other waters of the U.S.   

Suspended sediment generated by construction activity adjacent to surface waters 
and storm run-off would result in an increase in turbidity that would likely exceed water quality 
objectives.  The use of concrete near surface waters (trench slurry backfill) may result in discharge 
of concrete residue or concrete-contaminated run-off to surface waters.  Such an event would 
likely cause an exceedance of the pH water quality objective.  Overall, construction activities may 
result in exceedances of water quality objectives, which is considered a significant water quality 
impact. 

Surface Water Quality.  The Proposed Action would serve to improve drinking water 
quality in the City of Camarillo.  However, the project would generate brine as part of the reverse 
osmosis process, which would be discharged to the Calleguas MWD Salinity Management 
pipeline and would be ultimately discharged to the Pacific Ocean near Port Hueneme.  Project-
related brine flows were included in the design flows analyzed in the EIR/EA for the Calleguas 
Regional Salinity Management Project – Hueneme Outfall Replacement Project (Padre 
Associates, 2007).  This EIR/EA concluded that the ocean outfall diffuser design would provide 
sufficient dilution of wastewater with ocean water to meet the water quality standards of the 
California Ocean Plan. 

The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater, and offshore disposal 
of salts would benefit the Calleguas Creek watershed by removing accumulated salts.  The 
treated groundwater provided to the City’s service area would have lower chloride, sulfate and 
TDS concentrations than existing water.  Since source water would have lower chloride, sulfate 
and TDS concentrations, treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek by the Camarillo WRP 
would also have lower chloride, sulfate and TDS concentrations, and more available for use as 
recycled water.  Overall, the project would improve surface water quality in Conejo Creek, and 
beneficially contribute to meeting the Salts TMDL in the Calleguas Creek watershed. 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The Proposed Action would harvest groundwater from the NPV 
Basin and could prevent it from becoming full, and could reverse the trend of base-flow extension 
in Arroyo Las Posas.  However, proposed groundwater production rates are less than current 
surface flow infiltration rates, and it is anticipated that surface flow rates in Arroyo Las Posas 
would not be substantially affected by the Proposed Action.   
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Groundwater Quality.  Groundwater quality in the NPV Basin is currently influenced 
by surface water infiltration with high concentrations of salts and not seawater intrusion.  An area 
of concern raised by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency is the potential for 
project-related groundwater pumping to generate a cone of depression and result in a hydraulic 
gradient that may draw in saline groundwater from the coast (seawater intrusion).   

The groundwater elevations predicted by groundwater modeling at the completion of 
the project indicate: 1) the mound of brackish groundwater would be substantially reduced (from 
an elevation of about 80 85 feet above to 60 feet below sea level near the U.S. 101/State Route 
34 intersection); 2) the location of the current pumping depression near the boundary between 
the Pleasant Valley and Oxnard Plain basins would not be substantially changed (compare Figure 
5.2-4 to 5.2-5); and 3) there would continue to be a steep southwest-ward groundwater gradient 
from the project area to the pumping depression (and not from the ocean).  A continued southwest 
gradient would not allow seawater or poor quality water near the pumping depression to migrate 
towards the project area.  These modeling results indicate that conditions for intrusion of seawater 
would not be exacerbated by the Proposed Action. 

 

Figure 5.2-5.  Future (End of Project) Proposed Action Groundwater Elevations 

A particle tracking analysis was included as part of the groundwater modeling 
conducted for the project, which simulates brackish groundwater movement in the aquifer in 
response to pumping.  The results of this analysis indicate that the mound of brackish groundwater 
would be substantially reduced as a result of project operation.  This would improve groundwater 
quality in most wells in the NPV Basin located north of U.S. Highway 101, and is considered a 
beneficial impact of the Proposed Action. 
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The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater, and offshore disposal 
of salts would benefit the Calleguas Creek watershed by removing accumulated salts.  The 
treated groundwater provided to the City’s service area would have lower salts (chloride, sulfate 
and TDS) concentrations than existing water.  Since source water would have lower salts 
concentrations, treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek by the Camarillo WRP would 
also have lower salts concentrations.   Therefore, surface water percolating into the Upper Aquifer 
System in the lower Calleguas Creek watershed would contribute less salts, resulting in an 
improvement in groundwater quality.   

The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater would also prevent 
further migration of this low quality groundwater plume into the central portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin.  The proposed extraction of brackish groundwater from the NPV Basin 
would remove an artificial source of salts in the watershed and allow space for natural 
replenishment (by rainfall, storm flow) of the Basin.  Therefore, the Proposed Action would reduce 
the potential for further groundwater quality degradation, which is considered a beneficial impact. 

Drinking Water Quality.  Most of the groundwater to be pumped and treated 
originates as surface water in Arroyo Las Posas, which readily percolates into the NPV Basin.  
Based on the 2012 Calleguas Creek Watershed TMDL Monitoring Program Annual Report, 
pesticides (DDE, toxaphene, chlorpyrifos, bifenthrin, cyfluthrin, cypermethrin) have been detected 
in samples of surface water taken from Arroyo Las Posas.  Therefore, the potential exists that 
these pesticides would be present in groundwater treated at the proposed facility, and be present 
in drinking water supplied to City residents.  However, the City is currently pumping this same 
groundwater from Well B, blending with imported water and serving it as drinking water to City 
residents.  Note that all the majority of the groundwater would be treated using RO prior to use 
as drinking water, which is highly effective in removing pesticides (EPA, 2011).  In addition, all 
water would be tested for organic compounds (including pesticides) as required by the existing 
water supply permit issued by the California Department of Public Health Drinking Water.  Treated 
water not meeting pesticide standards would not be served to City residents as drinking water. 

Groundwater Quantity.  In the absence of proposed groundwater pumping and 
treatment, modeling indicates that poor quality groundwater will continue to migrate towards and 
into beneath the agricultural areas of the central Pleasant Valley Groundwater Basin (Bachman, 
2016).  The Proposed Action includes groundwater production of up to 9,000 acre-feet/year from 
the NPV Basin (an increase from the current 2,250 acre-feet/year from Wells A and B) and 
producing up to 7,500 acre-feet/year of treated groundwater.  In addition, the City may pump its 
existing groundwater allocation of up to 4,500 acre-feet/year from the Airport area wells. 

Bachman (2016) used the MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas model to 
evaluate the effect of project-related groundwater pumping on groundwater elevations in the three 
groundwater production areas shown in Figure 5.2-6.  Future groundwater elevations predicted 
from the modeling after 25 years of pumping (and 10 years after project pumping) is summarized 
in Table 5.2-5, including the baseline (no project) and Proposed Action. 

  

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 835 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  5 .2  Wate r  Resources  

Page 5.2-22 
6/15/16 

Table 5.2-5.  Projected Starting and Future Groundwater Elevations from Modeling 
(feet above relative to mean sea level) 

Area Well No. Historical 

Modeling 
Project 
Starting 

Point 

Future Conditions (end of 25 
years of project operation)  

Post-Project 
Conditions (10 

years after project 
pumping) No Project Proposed Action 

1 
Monitoring Site 1 
(near City wells A 

& B) 
-170 90 85 160 -50 100 

2 
1N/21W-1B5 

Monitoring Site #2 
-160 0 25 60 90  -40 -45 10 30 

3 2N/21W-34G4 -175 -25 15 -60 -25 

       

 

Figure 5.2-6.  Groundwater Production Areas Assessed in the Modeling 

Table 5.2-5 indicates that groundwater elevations will continue to rise (see Future No 
Project column), and project-related pumping would reduce groundwater levels, but not below 
historic levels.   Near proposed brackish groundwater extraction wells (see Area 1 in in Figure 
5.2-6 and Table 5.2-5), the effects would be greatest, as groundwater elevation reductions would 
be approximately 210 feet (160’ reduced to -50’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions 
(no project).  Note that modeling indicates groundwater levels in Area 1 would rebound from -50 
to 100 feet above sea level 10 years after the termination of project pumping (see Table 5.2-5). 

Therefore, the effect on these nearby wells is an increased pumping lift, but there 
would be no negative effect on the wells themselves – groundwater elevations would remain 
within historical fluctuations.  Nearby well owners would also benefit over time from improved 
water quality, potentially more than offsetting any increased pumping lift.  

Project Site 
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Southwest of the proposed pumping wells (see Area 2 in Figure 5.2-6 and Table 5.2-
5), the effects would be less, as groundwater elevation reductions would be approximately 100 
135 feet (60’ 90’ reduced to -40 -45’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions (no 
project).  West-southwest of the proposed pumping wells (see Area 3 in in Figure 5.2-6 and Table 
5.2-5), the effects would be even less, as groundwater elevation reductions would be 
approximately 75 feet (15’ reduced to -60’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions (no 
project).  The potential overall decrease in groundwater elevations is in the range of the semi-
annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations from wet to dry portions of the year.  Well owners 
in these areas would also likely avoid the arrival of the mound of brackish water that is predicted 
to degrade their water quality in the future if the project is not implemented.  Overall, impacts of 
the Proposed Action on groundwater quantity are considered less than significant. 

Subsidence.  Land subsidence can occur when groundwater pumping causes 
groundwater elevations to drop sufficiently to dewater sediments in the basin or to create pressure 
gradients where water flows out of the sediments.  It is the fine-grained sediments (e.g., 
mudstone) which may be present both within the aquifers and as low-permeability layers between 
the aquifers that cause land subsidence, water lost from these sediments is permanent and 
causes compaction of the material.  In contrast, water lost from coarser-grained sediments (e.g., 
sand and gravel) causes minimal compaction and water can re-enter the pore spaces when water 
levels rise.  Repeated cycling of groundwater elevations caused by drought/wet periods or 
pumping/recharge periods is less likely to cause further subsidence as long as groundwater 
elevations remain above historical lows.   

Potential subsidence caused by historical lowering of groundwater elevations has not 
been measured in the NPV Basin area, although there are no reported surface indications of 
subsidence (e.g., offset roads or parking lots, foundation cracking, etc.).  There may have been 
some loss of volume of fine-grained sediments within and between the aquifers by dewatering 
during historical lowered groundwater elevations, but the pore space in sand and gravel aquifers 
is largely unaffected by lowered groundwater elevations.  Because groundwater elevations 
dropped significantly by the early 1990s, any subsidence related to those lowered water levels 
has likely already occurred (Bachman, 2016).   

The Proposed Action involves the extraction of groundwater for treatment in the 
northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin as well as the City pumping it’s full groundwater 
extraction allocation near the Camarillo Airport.  As shown in the groundwater study (see 
Appendix A), this pumping would result in a lowering of the groundwater levels in both areas. 

The potential for project-related land subsidence would be minimized if groundwater 
elevations remain above historical low elevations.  Modeling conducted by Bachman (2016) and 
summarized for the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin in Table 5.2-5 indicates project-
related groundwater pumping would not draw down groundwater elevations below historical low 
levels.  Therefore, subsidence impacts of the Proposed Action are considered less than 
significant. 
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Flooding.  The proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility would be occupied by 
operators.  The Proposed Action facility site is partially located within a Special Flood Hazard 
Area (AO, subject to inundation by a 1% probability storm), and partially within an Other Flood 
Area (X).  Therefore, the facility site and on-site operators may be adversely affected by flooding.  
Flood-related impacts are considered potentially significant, but could be mitigated to a level of 
less than significant as part of final design of the project. 

Flood Control Facilities and Storm Water Infiltration.  The proposed Groundwater 
Treatment Facility site drains through agricultural ditches and buried storm drains to the Somis 
Drain to Calleguas Creek.  Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in an increase of 
impervious surfaces of approximately 2.5 acres, including the Treatment Facility and two well 
sites.  Storm run-off from the well sites would be directed to the adjacent agricultural fields.  As 
required by County’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit, storm run-off from 
the Groundwater Treatment Facility would be detained on-site during the peak of the event and 
then slowly discharged to the nearby agricultural drainage ditch.  Impacts to flood control facilities 
(project-related increases in storm flows) would be minimal, as virtually all storm run-off would 
have infiltrated prior to reaching local storm drains and a maintained flood control facility (Somis 
Drain).  In addition, as storm water infiltration would not be substantially affected, the project-
related loss of recharge to the aquifer would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service.  The 
Proposed Action would provide water to these City water customers, and included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.2-4.   

The Proposed Action would require potable water for domestic purposes and would 
incrementally contribute to a cumulative impact to the City’s water supply.  The City’s Water 
Conservation Ordinance requires new development projects to prepare water impact studies that 
demonstrate that the new development project will not create an additional demand to the City’s 
water system.  Implementation of this Ordinance prevents significant cumulative impacts to water 
supply.  

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Proposed Action may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize impacts 
to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity.  Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas 
has moved downstream as groundwater basins have become full.  This trend may continue as 
the NPV Basin becomes full.  The cumulative projects (Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter) 
would remove base-flow and reduce the volume and linear extent of dry season surface flow in 
Arroyo Las Posas.  However, most infiltration of surface flow to groundwater occurs in the Las 
Posas Basin, such that cumulative impacts on the volume and extent of base-flow would be 
primarily a result of operation of the proposed Moorpark Desalter. The incremental effect of the 
Proposed Action on base-flows in Arroyo Las Posas would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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Groundwater Quantity.  Future groundwater elevations predicted from the modeling 
after 25 years of cumulative pumping (Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter) is summarized in 
Table 5.2-6, including the baseline (No Project, Moorpark Desalter only), Proposed Action and 
pumping rate alternatives.  Table 5.2-6 indicates that baseline groundwater elevations would drop 
after the Moorpark Desalter begins operation (see Future No Project column), and cumulative 
pumping would reduce groundwater levels, potentially below historic levels.   Near proposed 
pumping wells (see Area 1 in Table 5.2-6), the incremental cumulative effect of the Proposed 
Action would be greatest, as groundwater elevation reductions would be 250 feet (20’ reduced to 
-230’) over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions.   

The potential exists to interfere with groundwater production in nearby wells (such as 
2N/20W-19E1) by drawing down groundwater elevations below historic levels, potentially 
increasing pumping costs (i.e., electrical consumption) and requiring well modifications.  This 
cumulative impact is considered potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Subsidence.  Since the Proposed Action may incrementally contribute to reducing 
groundwater elevations below historic levels, subsidence may occur.  This cumulative impact is 
considered potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Table 5.2-6.  Projected Cumulative Starting and Future Groundwater Elevations from 
Modeling 

(feet relative to mean sea level) 

Area Well No. Historical 

Modeling 
Project 
Starting 

Point 

Future Conditions (end of 25 
years of project operation) 

Post-Project 
Conditions (10 

years after project 
pumping) 

No Project 
(Moorpark 

Desalter only) 
Proposed 

Action 

1 
Monitoring Site 1 
(near City wells A 

& B) 
-170 75 20 -230 -125 

2 
1N/21W-1B5 

Monitoring Site #2 
-160 0 25 -10 0 -125 -160 -120 

3 2N/21W-34G4 -175 -25 -25 -30 -110 -115 -110 

       

5.2.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Groundwater and Surface Water Quality.  Impacts identified for the Proposed Action 
are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    

Flooding.  The Site 4 Alternative facility site and well site would not be located within 
the 100-year floodplain, and would not be adversely affected by flooding. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    
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Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service.  The 
Site 4 Alternative would provide water to these land uses, and have been included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.2-4.  Impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 4 Alternative. 

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Site 4 Alternative may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize impacts 
to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Cumulative 
impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 4 Alternative.    

5.2.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Groundwater and Surface Water Quality.  Impacts identified for the Proposed Action 
are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    

Flooding.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site would be located within an Other Flood 
Area (X), and may become inundated in a 100-year storm event.  Therefore, the facility site and 
on-site operators may be adversely affected by flooding.  Flood-related impacts are considered 
potentially significant, unless mitigation is incorporated into the design of the facility. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    

Cumulative Impacts 

Water Supply.  Other projects recently approved or under review within the City 
include commercial and residential land uses, which would require potable water service. The 
Site 7 Alternative would provide water to these land uses, and have been included in the water 
demand estimates listed in Table 5.2-4.  Impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 7 Alternative. 

Surface Water Quality.  Cumulative development may increase pollutant 
concentrations in storm run-off and may adversely affect surface water quality.  During the 
construction period, the Site 7 Alternative may incrementally contribute to cumulative surface 
water quality impacts.  However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize impacts 
to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity, Groundwater Quantity and Subsidence.  Cumulative 
impacts identified for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 7 Alternative.    
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5.2.2.6 Pumping Rate Alternatives 

The relative water resources impacts of the pumping rate alternatives is discussed in 
Section 5.7.2.6 of the Final EIR/EA. 

5.2.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.2.3.1 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction Stormwater.  The following measures shall be included in the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and implemented by the construction contractor in 
coordination with the City to minimize erosion and siltation of surface waters, and reduce the 
potential for hydrocarbon discharge from construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation below the water table and include 
discharge to a sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering storm drains, creeks 
or other surface water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts. This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth 
and absorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained properly to prevent leakage. If mainte-
nance must occur onsite, a designated area away from creeks, storm drains and 
culverts shall be used. This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth 
and adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved when feasible to 
minimize erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be applied during or immediately prior to 
periods of precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas isolated from surface water, and any 
groundwater affected by concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters.  

Flooding.  Flood walls shall be designed and constructed around the facility perimeter 
to minimize the potential for property damage and loss of human life during a 100-year storm 
event. 

Cumulative Impacts 

A groundwater monitoring program is being proposed during the operation of the 
Proposed Action. The purpose of the monitoring program is for purposes of: plume delineation, 
background, obtaining background information, and operational evaluation.  The monitoring 
program consists of four major categories: dedicated monitoring wells downstream of the project, 
monitoring wells near the project, monitoring project extraction wells, and regional well monitoring.  
The details on the monitoring program are described in the following sections and locations of the 
wells are shown in Figure 5.2-7.    
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Groundwater Elevations: North Pleasant Valley Basin Monitoring.  Four 
monitoring wells (three new and one existing) shall be used to establish baseline information, 
track the progress of the project as it pulls salts from the basin, and identify any conflicts with 
existing wells.  Recommended general locations (A, B and C) of three new down-gradient 
monitoring wells are provided in Figure 5.2-7.  The precise locations of the new monitoring wells 
shall be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior 
to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.   A 
nearby inactive well (2N/20W-20E2) shall be used as an up-gradient monitoring well (see Location 
D in Figure 5.2-7). 

Groundwater Monitoring: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area.  
Four dedicated nested monitoring well sites will be used – three new nested monitoring wells and 
one existing USGS nested monitoring well site.  The purpose of the monitoring wells is two-fold: 
establishing baseline information and tracking the progress of the Proposed Action as it pulls salts 
from the PV Basin.  The proposed approximate locations of the dedicated monitoring wells are 
indicated in Figure 5.2-7 as well sites “A”, “B” and “C”.  The precise locations of the new monitoring 
wells shall be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist.  The monitoring wells shall be in operation 
prior to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.    

 

 
Figure 5.2-7.  Proposed Monitoring Well Sites 
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The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.  
Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for each of the four new 
nested monitoring well sites areas (A, B, C and D) shown in Figure 5.2-7 in Table 9 of Appendix 
A.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a geophysical log is run, between the 
time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed 
from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be 
placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data logger shall 
be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.  Table 5.2-7 lists data to 
be collected at each NPV monitoring well. 

Table 5.2-7.  Northern Pleasant Valley Basin Monitoring Well Data Collection 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

TDS (mg/l) Grab Quarterly 

Chloride (mg/l) Grab Quarterly 

Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Quarterly 

Manganese (mg/l) Grab Quarterly 

Groundwater level (each 
zone) 

Grab Quarterly 

Groundwater level (each 
zone) 

Continuous transducer 
(3 hour intervals) 

Download data each quarter 

Conductivity (each zone) Grab Quarterly 

Conductivity (each zone) 
Continuous transducer 
(3 hour intervals) 

Download data each quarter 

   

Groundwater Elevations: Project Area Monitoring: Wells in Project Area.  The 
groundwater elevation and water quality of three existing groundwater production wells near the 
project wells shall also be monitored, including a downgradient Pleasant Valley Mutual Water 
Company well (2N/20W-19M5 M6 or -19E1), the Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well 
upgradient of the project extraction wells (2N/20W-19A1) further east (to be identified).  Table 5.2-
8 lists data to be collected at each project area monitoring well. 
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Table 5.2-8.  Project Area Monitoring Well Data Collection 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

TDS (mg/l) Grab 
Semi-annually (April and 
October) 

Chloride (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and 
October)

Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and 
October)

Manganese (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and 
October)

Groundwater level (each zone) Grab 
Semi-annually (April and 
October) 

Groundwater level (each zone) 
Continuous transducer* 
(3 hour intervals) 

Download data semi-annually 
quarterly 

Conductivity (each zone) Grab 
Semi-annually (April and 
October) 

Conductivity (each zone) 
Continuous transducer* 
(3 hour intervals) 

Download data semi-annually 
quarterly 

*If transducer installation is allowed by the well owner 

Groundwater Elevations Monitoring: Project Extraction Wells Monitoring.  The 
groundwater elevation and water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored.  Table 
5.2-9 lists data to be collected at each project extraction well. 

Table 5.2-9.  Project Extraction Well Data Collection* 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

TDS (mg/l) Grab Monthly 

Chloride (mg/l) Grab Monthly 

Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Monthly 

Manganese (mg/l) Grab Monthly 

Groundwater level (static) Grab Monthly 

Conductivity  Grab Monthly 

*Monitoring would be consistent with State Department of Drinking Water permit 

   

Groundwater Elevations Monitoring: Regional Monitoring Regional Wells for 
Groundwater Trend Evaluation.  Regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional 
trends (e.g., drought conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater 
conditions at wells affected by the Proposed Action.  Wells 2N/21W-35M2  and 2N/21W-34G6 
shall be used for regional monitoring.  Data to be collected includes semi-annual (April and 
October) grab samples for groundwater level and conductivity (each zone). 
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Surface Water Flow Monitoring.  Although surface flow impacts would not be 
significant, periodic review of the amount of base-flow into the PV Basin along Arroyo Las Posas 
is important to the project’s operation.  Because this base-flow is the source of the brackish water 
that infiltrates into the PV Basin, the amount of base-flow in the future will determine whether the 
PV Basin will continue to be degraded or, if upstream desalters capture much of this water, when 
the degradation may cease and the Proposed Action may terminate the extraction and 
remediation of the mound of brackish groundwater. 

Monitoring of the base-flow leaving the East Las Posas Basin is of interest, both to 
proponents of this project and future desalter projects in the East Las Posas Basin.  Thus, there 
is currently a study being conducted by Larry Walker Associates to determine an appropriate site 
for permanent gaging station that would be funded by Calleguas MWD and the desalter projects.   
Information from that monitoring will be obtained on a regular basis and included in the project 
Annual Report.  There is currently a periodic monitoring program of flow and water quality at a 
series of locations along Arroyo Las Posas contracted by Calleguas MWD which would provide 
baseline data for the Proposed Action’s monitoring program. 

Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures.   These measures are based on 
numerical values/groundwater elevations (triggers) as measured at specified wells (2N/20W-
19F4S, 2N/20W-19L5S, 2N/20W-19E1S, or 2N/20W-19M6S)  at which action would be taken to 
avoid approaching and dropping below historic low groundwater elevations.  For the wells in the 
northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin, when static (non-pumping) groundwater elevations 
reach 126 feet below mean sea level in a well monitored in the NPV Basin in the specified well, 
reductions in pumping from project extraction wells would be implemented.  The amount of 
pumping reduction shall be based on water elevations observed at the extraction wells in the 
sequence indicated in Table 5.2-10.  If water levels recover, pumping can then be increased using 
the same sequence.  Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these contingency 
measures would avoid reducing groundwater elevations below historic lows under cumulative 
conditions (Bachman, 2016). 

Table 5.2-10.  Groundwater Pumping Reduction Contingency Triggers 
in the Northern Pleasant Valley Basin  

Measured Static Groundwater 
Elevation (feet msl) at 19E01 

or 19M06 

Pumping 
Reduction (%) 

-126 10 

-140 20 

-150 30 

-153 40 

-157 50 

-160 75 

-168 100 
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Contingency Plan for Water Quality.  One of the objectives of the Proposed Action 
is to pump brackish groundwater, treat it to remove salts, and discharge the salts from the 
watershed.  It is an expectation that the FCGMA would provide a project-specific extraction 
allocation to pump and treat the brackish groundwater and remediate the brackish groundwater 
plume without the use of City’s groundwater extraction allocation or credits.  The movement of 
salts can be more complex than modeled for the Proposed Action; as particle tracking assumes 
plug flow (no dispersion or dilution) and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in its 
geometry and internal bedding than can be modeled.  In reality, the groundwater extracted for 
desalting may vary in salt content from day-to-day and month-to-month.  Such variation is 
expected, cannot be avoided, and does not detract from the project objectives or benefits of the 
Proposed Action to the aquifer. 

As project-related groundwater extraction progresses and the travel paths of brackish 
groundwater become more complex as the salts are recovered from aquifer areas further away 
from proposed extraction wells, there are likely to be episodic periods when individual wells pump 
fresh groundwater.  Although this cannot be avoided when attempting to clean up the entire area 
of brackish groundwater, a contingency plan for FCGMA allocations and credits is prudent.  The 
purpose of this measure is to differentiate between extended pumping of fresh groundwater 
(which would require the use of FCGMA allocations and/or credits) and pumping of primarily 
brackish groundwater (which would fit under the FCGMA policy related to pumping and treating 
brackish groundwater). 

Analytical test results can be variable, and individual water quality test results cannot 
characterize the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality.  Therefore, it is 
proposed that individual water quality test results should be used as triggers to initiate a response, 
rather than the only means to determine whether brackish groundwater is being pumped. 

As discussed previously, the salt content of brackish groundwater pumped by the 
Proposed Action is likely to vary episodically with time.  Thus, the determination that the Proposed 
Action continues to extract primarily brackish groundwater must take this into account.  For 
purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, four components were examined; 
manganese, chloride, sulfate, and TDS.  In all cases, concentrations were lower prior to the 
influence of the brackish groundwater and considerably higher after the introduction of brackish 
groundwater.  Regional Water Quality Objectives and/or drinking water Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCL) are currently being exceeded for all four constituents. 

High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas high 
chloride concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation.  As the most reliable constituent 
to use as an index of fresh and brackish groundwater,  manganese is used here as the benchmark 
for project groundwater quality.   It is proposed that the criteria for brackish groundwater be a 
threshold of 50 ug/L manganese to reflect historical concentrations and the secondary drinking 
water MCL.  Using this threshold, pumped groundwater with manganese concentrations above 
50 ug/L would be considered brackish water and its removal beneficial to the aquifers. 
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At some time in the future, Proposed Action wells would likely start pumping a mixture 
of brackish and ambient groundwater as the brackish groundwater is removed.  It is unlikely that 
the transition from brackish to ambient groundwater will be a sharp break; it is most likely to be 
transitional, with periods of pumping brackish and fresher groundwater.  Given this scenario, there 
must be criteria for determining how this transition is considered.  It is proposed that when 
manganese concentrations drop below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a verification period 
would begin to ensure that brackish groundwater has indeed been removed from the portion of 
the aquifer supplying water to the well.  This verification period would be one year in duration, 
with water quality testing increased to monthly during the period.  If, after one year, monitored 
manganese concentrations remained below 50 ug/L, then subsequent pumping would be 
considered as pumping fresh groundwater subject to the FCGMA allocation system.   

If future pumping of water from a Proposed Action extraction well that has transitioned 
from brackish to fresh groundwater returns to a brackish condition, then the verification period 
would be reversed; it would require one year of verified pumping of groundwater with manganese 
concentrations above 50 ug/L to return the well to a brackish groundwater status.  These criteria 
are summarized in Table 5.2-11. 

Table 5.2-11.  Groundwater Quality Contingency Triggers 

Contingency 
Extracted Groundwater Manganese 
Concentrations Drop below 50 ug/L 

Extracted Groundwater Manganese 
Concentrations Increase above 50 ug/L 

Action Begin one year verification period Begin one year verification period 

Considered Fresh 
Water 

Monthly testing remains 50 ug/L for 
Manganese during verification period 

Any monthly test is below 50 ug/L 
Manganese 

Additional 
Evaluation 

Evaluate whether regional conditions 
contributed to drop 

Evaluate whether regional conditions 
contributed to increase 

Considered 
Brackish Water 

Any monthly test exceeds 50 ug/L 
Manganese 

Monthly tests remain above 50 ug/L 
Manganese for verification period 

Termination of 
Action 

One year of pumping below 50 ug/L 
Manganese (reverts to fresh water) or any 

monthly test greater than 50 ug/L 
Manganese (remains brackish water) 

One year of pumping above 50 ug/L 
Manganese (reverts to brackish water) or 

any test less than 50 ug/L Manganese 
(remains fresh water) 

FCGMA Allocation Project specific allocation Prorated use of City’s allocation 

Sunset Provision 
If well pumps fresh water for 24 consecutive months, well permanently reverts to fresh 

water status 
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Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion.  Although significant impacts related to 
seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are provided to address 
unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the pumping depression towards the project 
area.  These contingency measures are based on maintaining the a seaward groundwater 
gradient between the project and the pumping depression located along the southern and western 
edge of the PV basin.  The depressions in the groundwater surface of the Upper and Lower 
Aquifer systems are associated with seawater intrusion.  The critical area for this gradient is where 
there is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression which prevents 
minimizes the potential for the pumping depression to expand eastward and increase its the size 
and depth of the depression.  To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing 
USGS monitoring well (2N/21W-34G4) and the other a new monitoring well to be constructed as 
part of the project (at Location B, see Figure 5.2-7).  Pumping reductions would be required if the 
groundwater elevation in the USGS monitoring well is higher that the project monitoring well. 

The contingency action would be similar to those for groundwater elevations; 
systematic reduction in project pumping until the groundwater gradient is reversed (groundwater 
elevation in the USGS monitoring well is lower than in the project monitoring well).  Project 
pumping would be re-adjusted so that the project well closest to the affected area would reduce 
pumping by 10% for a period of six months.  If these actions do not resolve the problem within a 
six-month period (i.e., prevent further drops in groundwater elevations), then pumping from this 
project well would be reduced an additional 10% (for a total reduction of 20%) for a period of six 
months and further evaluated.  This step-wise reduction every six months would continue until 
the gradient is restored. 

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing USGS monitoring 
well (2N/21W-34G6) and the other a new nested monitoring well to be constructed as part of this 
project (project Monitoring Well B, located near City Hall).  The locations of the two wells are 
shown in Figures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8.  The groundwater elevations would be compared using the 
equivalent aquifer strata at each location.  The current gradient between the two monitoring wells 
is southwestward with a hydraulic head difference of 85 feet over a distance of approximately one 
(1) mile.  When static (non-pumping groundwater elevations decrease to 15 feet or less between 
the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B minus elevation in well -34G6), automatic cutbacks 
in project pumping would be implemented and the FCGMA would be informed of the trigger 
exceedance.  The initial reduction in project pumping would be 10 percent.  If this action does not 
mitigate the problem, then pumping would be reduced an additional percentage based on Table 
5.2-12.  This step-wise reduction would continue until either the difference in groundwater 
elevations stabilizes or project production has been eliminated. 
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Figure 5.2-8.  Seawater Intrusion Gradient Monitoring Wells 

 

Table 5.2-12.  Seawater Gradient Contingency Triggers 

Groundwater Elevation Difference Between Monitoring Wells 
(feet) (Monitoring Well B minus 34G6) 

Proposed Pumping 
Reduction (%) 

15 10 

10 20 

7 30 

4 40 

2 50 

0 or negative 100 

 

The opposite would occur if the difference in groundwater elevations between the two 
wells increases.  For each step-wise increase in the difference, Table 5.2-12 would be used to 
increase the reduction in project pumping.  When the difference increases to above 15 feet, full 
project production would resume.  This seawater contingency trigger method is similar to the 
groundwater level contingency method to be used in the project area, where the reduction is 
progressive and based on the difference between heads in the two monitoring wells.   
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Monitoring for Subsidence.  The above groundwater elevation contingency 
measures would avoid groundwater elevations from dropping below historic levels (-168  ft below 
msl at well -19E1 or -19M6 in both project areas, the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin 
and the southwestern portion of the Basin, such that subsidence would be avoided.  The City 
shall monitor surface elevations to detect subsidence and ensure the contingency measures are 
effective. 

The location and elevation of the project and City extraction wells, new and existing 
monitoring wells shall be surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure 
detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground surface shall be surveyed.  
The monitoring wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be resurveyed every 10 5 years to detect 
any changes in elevation related to subsidence.  The regional monitoring well (2N/21W-35M2) 
shall be re-surveyed every 5 years to detect regional trends. 

Annual Monitoring Report.  An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data 
collected each calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 1.    The 
Annual Report shall include the following information: 

 A summary of project monthly groundwater pumping and treatment rates 
extraction, treatment, and disposal (Salinity Management Pipeline) volumes, 
as well as volume of treated water delivered to City of Camarillo customers and 
any volumes sold to other water purveyors or customers outside City limits. 

 Groundwater elevation and water quality data obtained from extraction wells, 
monitoring wells, wells near project area, the regional monitoring well, as well 
as analyses and conclusions formed from the monitoring data analyses.  A 
discussion regarding the status of the PV Basin and region, and regional water 
quality and water quantity trends will be included, and recommendations for 
future operations and monitoring.   

 Vertical and lateral delineation of the brackish water plume as well as a 
Ssummary of observed changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume, 
using information obtained from the extraction wells and monitoring wells.   

 Summary of basin recharge from the East Las Posas Basin including results 
and supporting documentation for surface water and base-flow monitoring 
programs, along with calculated surface flow and groundwater inflow from the 
East Las Posas Basin. 

 Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of 
the project on the wider Pleasant Valley Basin.     

 Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect on 
groundwater elevations. 
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In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one month of 
any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of such results include 
rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, and unexpected water 
quality analyses. 

5.2.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Mitigation measures related to construction storm water, groundwater elevations and 
subsidence identified for the Proposed Action are applicable to this alternative. 

5.2.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Action are applicable to this 
alternative. 

5.2.4 Residual Impacts 

Full implementation of identified mitigation measures would reduce water resources 
impacts below the level of significance for each of the alternatives.  
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5.3 NOISE 

5.3.1 Affected Environment 

5.3.1.1 Noise Measurement Scales 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound.  Noise levels are 
measured on a logarithmic scale because of physical characteristics of sound transmission and 
reception.  Noise energy is typically reported in units of decibels (dB).  Noise levels diminish (or 
attenuate) as distance to the source increases according to the inverse square rule, but the rate 
constant varies with the type of sound source.  The typical sound attenuation rate from point 
sources such as industrial facilities is about 6 dB per doubling of distance.  Heavily traveled roads 
with few gaps in traffic approximate continuous line sources and attenuate at 3 dB per doubling 
of distance.  Noise from more lightly traveled roads is attenuated at 4.5 dB per doubling of 
distance. 

Community noise levels are typically measured in terms of the A-weighted decibel 
(dBA).  A-weighting is a frequency correction that correlates overall sound pressure levels with 
the frequency response of the human ear.  Equivalent noise level (Leq) is the average noise level 
on an energy basis for a specific time period.  The duration of noise and the time of day at which 
it occurs are important factors in determining the impact of noise on communities.  Noise is more 
disturbing at night and noise indices have been developed to account for the time of day and 
duration of noise generation.  The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night 
Average Level (DNL or Ldn) are such indices.  These indices are time-weighted average values 
equal to the amount of acoustic energy equivalent to a time-varying sound over a 24-hour period.  
The CNEL index penalizes night-time noise (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) by adding 10 dB and evening 
noise (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) by adding 5 dB to account for increased sensitivity of the community 
after dark.  The Ldn index penalizes night-time noise the same as the CNEL index, but does not 
penalize evening noise.  The following Table 5.3-1 summarizes typical community noise exposure 
and acceptability for various land uses.   

5.3.1.2 Regulatory Environment 

Chapter 10.34 of the City’s Municipal Code provides noise standards for four noise 
zones, including agricultural/open space, residential, commercial/office and industrial.   
Construction activities are exempt from these noise standards provided they are limited to 7 a.m. 
to 7 p.m. 

5.3.1.3 Current Noise Environment 

Land uses adjacent to the sites under consideration include residential, educational 
(adjacent Rancho Campana High School), commercial, institutional (hospital, churches) and 
agricultural.  As such, existing noise levels can be attributable to a number of sources, including 
but not limited to motor vehicles, air traffic from the Camarillo Airport, railroad transportation, and 
agricultural operations.  In particular, existing vehicular traffic on Las Posas Road and Lewis 
Road, and railroad traffic along Lewis Road contribute substantially to existing noise levels in the 
project area.   
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Table 5.3-1.  Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments 

 
Land Use Category 

Community Noise Exposure 
Ldn or CNEL, dBA 

             55              60              65             70               75              80 

Residential: Low-density 
Single Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential: Multiple  
Family 

       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging: Motels, Hotels        

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 
Nursing Homes 

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports        

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks        

        

        

       

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries 

       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial 
and Professional 

       

         

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 

       

       

       

       

Source: California Department of Health, Office of Noise Control 

 
INTERPRETATION: 

 Normally Acceptable: specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal 
construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

 Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should only be undertaken after a detailed analysis of the noise 
reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features included in the design. 

 Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new development is to 
proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and the needed insulation features included in the 
design. 

 Clearly Unacceptable: New development or construction should not be undertaken. 
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As defined in Appendix A of the City’s General Plan Noise Element, noise sensitive 
uses are residences, transient lodging (hotel, motel), dormitories, hospitals, nursing homes, 
churches, educational facilities and libraries.  Noise sensitive receptors near the sites under 
consideration include St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital (near Well B and Proposed Action 
facility site), Church of Latter Day Saints (near southern well site), new Rancho Campana High 
School (adjacent to the well sites) and residential areas (near the Proposed Action facility site, 
Site 7 Alternative facility site and southern well site). 

Noise levels were measured at two sensitive receptor locations near the Proposed 
Action facility site on December 4, 2013 using a Larson & Davis LXT precision integrating sound 
level Meter.  Leq noise measurements were taken for 20-minute periods.  Table 5.3-2 identifies 
the noise measurement location and the ambient Leq value.  However, it is important to realize 
that existing noise data presented in Table 5.3-2 are short-term monitoring values and may not 
adequately characterize the existing noise environment within the project area.  Note that a six 
foot-high masonry block wall is located along the north side of Villamonte Court and east side of 
Antonio Avenue near the Proposed Action facility site, and serves to attenuate noise at the ground 
floor of these two-story homes. 

Table 5.3-2.  Existing Noise Levels in the Project Area 

5.3.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.3.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

Noise impacts associated with the project would include short-term construction noise, 
and long-term operation noise (treatment facility and wells).  City of Camarillo Municipal Code 
Chapter 10.34 establishes noise standards for land use compatibility, but exempts construction 
activity conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m.  Noise generated by construction outside of these 
hours would be subject to residential exterior noise standards of 55 dBA (daytime, 7 am to 9 pm) 
and 45 dBA (nighttime, 9 pm to 7 am).  As the City has not established exterior noise standards 
for institutional, church or school land uses, the residential noise standard is used as a 
significance threshold for St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital, the Rancho Campana High School 
and the Church of Latter Day Saints.  

5.3.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any noise generation, or cause a change in existing 
groundwater pumping or treating activities that would increase noise levels.  No noise impacts 
would occur with implementation of the No Action/No Project Alternative. 

  

Monitoring Location Monitoring 
Period 

Dominant Noise Source 
dBA 
Leq 

Antonio Avenue across from St. John’s Hospital 8:44-9:04 a.m. Traffic, pumps at Well B 49.1 

Antonio Avenue near Ponderosa Drive 9:12-9:32 a.m. Traffic, distant railroad horn 53.0 
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5.3.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Proposed Action would generate noise as a result of construction 
(site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and pipeline 
installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise generation 
would be generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, some nighttime 
work may be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway 
Construction Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors (see Table 5.3-3).  Noise modeling indicates site preparation activities at the 
facility site would generate noise levels of 67.3 dBA Leq at St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital 
and at the nearest residence (Villamonte Court).  Construction noise levels would exceed the 
residential noise standard of 55 dBA.  Noise associated with pipeline installation may exacerbate 
existing traffic noise at residences along Las Posas Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all 
construction activities would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the 
City’s noise regulations.   

Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.0 dBA Leq 
at Rancho Campana High School and Church of Latter Day Saints and 47.5 dBA Leq at the 
nearest residence (see Table 5.3-3).  Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary noise 
barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well drilling at the 
proposed southern well site would exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the nearest 
residence (Placita San Leandro) and numerous residences nearby.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant.  Note that the church and high school would not be occupied during 
nighttime, such that exceedances of the City’s nighttime noise standard at these land uses is not 
a concern. 

Table 5.3-3.  Construction Noise Modeling Results 

Site Nearest Sensitive Receptor 
Distance 

(feet) 
Modeled Activity 

Modeled 
Noise Level 
(dBA Leq) 

Proposed Action facility 
site 

St. John’s Hospital, residences on 
Villamonte Court 

300 Site preparation 67.3 

Site 4 Alternative Facility 
site 

Residences along Somis Road 1400 Site preparation 54.8 

Site 7 Alternative facility 
site 

Adjacent caretaker residence 200 Site preparation 70.4 

Southern well site 

Church of Latter Day Saints 300 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
55.0 

Nearest residence (Placita San 
Leandro) 

750 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
47.5 

Rancho Campana High School 300 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
55.0 

Northern well site Rancho Campana High School 300 
Well drilling with 

noise barrier 
55.0 
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Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result in 
some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (300 feet) and 
small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than significant. 

Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  However, nighttime noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at St. John’s Pleasant Valley Hospital and residences located southeast of the facility 
site.  Although nighttime noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater treatment facility 
may be very similar to existing ambient noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered 
potentially significant. 

Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply with 
the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential, church and school land uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Proposed Action would contribute to traffic noise 
associated with vehicle trips generated by the cumulative projects, but would not contribute to 
cumulative construction noise because the proposed project is not located in close proximity to 
other projects (the Dignity Health project would be completed prior to project construction) and 
would not have a detectable incremental contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors 
affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less than 
one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

5.3.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Site 4 Alternative would generate noise as a result of construction 
(site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and pipeline 
installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise would be 
generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, some nighttime work may 
be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction 
Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors 
(see Table 5.3-3).  Noise modeling indicates site preparation activities at the facility site would 
generate noise levels of 54.8 dBA Leq at the nearest residence (on Somis Road).  These levels 
would not exceed the City’s 55 dBA daytime residential noise standard.   
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Noise associated with pipeline installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at 
residences along Las Posas Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities 
would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise regulations.   

Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.0 dBA Leq 
at Rancho Campana High School and Church of Latter Day Saints and 47.5 dBA Leq at the 
nearest residence (see Table 5.3-3).  Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary noise 
barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well drilling at the 
proposed southern well site would exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the nearest 
residence (Placita San Leandro) and numerous residences nearby.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant.  Note that the church and high school would not be occupied during 
nighttime (after 9 p.m.). 

Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result in 
some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (1,200 feet) 
and small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than significant. 

Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  Due to the lack of nearby noise sensitive land uses, nighttime noise generated 
by operation of the facility would not exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard, and is 
considered a less than significant impact.  Note that Rancho Campana High School would not be 
occupied during nighttime; therefore, would not be adversely affected by nighttime facility 
operation. 

Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply with 
the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential, church and school land uses. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Site 4 Alternative would contribute to cumulative traffic 
noise, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the Site 4 Alternative is 
not located in close proximity to other projects and would not have a detectable incremental 
contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less than 
one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  
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5.3.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-Specific Impacts 

Construction.  The Site 7 Alternative would generate noise as a result of construction 
(site preparation, treatment plant erection, building construction, well drilling and pipeline 
installation) and operation of facilities (treatment plant, wells).  Construction noise would be 
generally limited to normal working hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.).  However, some nighttime work may 
be required during well drilling.  The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction 
Noise Model was used to estimate project-related noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors 
(see Table 5.3-3).  Noise modeling indicates site preparation activities at the facility site would 
generate noise levels of 70.4 dBA Leq at the nearest residence (on-site caretaker).  Construction 
noise levels would exceed the City’s 55 dBA daytime residential noise standard.  Noise associated 
with pipeline installation may exacerbate existing traffic noise at residences along Las Posas 
Road.  However, excluding well drilling, all construction activities would be conducted between 7 
a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt from the City’s noise regulations.   

Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.0 dBA Leq 
at Rancho Campana High School and Church of Latter Day Saints and 47.5 dBA Leq at the 
nearest residence (see Table 5.3-3).  Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary noise 
barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling.  Noise generated by well drilling at the 
proposed southern well site would exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the nearest 
residence (Placita San Leandro) and numerous residences nearby.  This impact is considered 
potentially significant.  Note that the church and high school would not be occupied during 
nighttime, and would not be adversely affected by project noise levels above the City’s nighttime 
noise standard. 

Excavation and other earthwork at the facility site as part of construction may result in 
some ground-borne noise or vibration.  Due to the distance to the nearest structure (200 feet) and 
small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than significant. 

Operation.  The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed 
pumps, decarbonator blowers, a finished water pumping station and other mechanical devices 
that would generate noise.  These components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound 
enclosures which would attenuate noise to comply with the City’s daytime 55 dBA residential 
noise standard.  However, nighttime noise levels may exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise 
standard at the caretaker residence and residences located south of the facility site.  Although 
nighttime noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater treatment facility may be very 
similar to existing ambient noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered potentially 
significant. 

Operation of the proposed well sites would involve noise generated by well pump(s).  
However, these pumps would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead 
would be enclosed by a masonry building.  Therefore, noise levels are anticipated to comply with 
the City’s exterior noise standards at adjacent residential, church and school land uses. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 would generate both short-term construction 
noise and long-term traffic noise.  The Site 7 Alternative would contribute to cumulative traffic 
noise, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the Site 7 Alternative is 
not located in close proximity to other projects and would not have a detectable incremental 
contribution to impacts at noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects.   

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated 
with project operation would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less than 
one percent of existing traffic volumes on affected roadways (primarily Las Posas Road).  
Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

5.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

5.3.3.1 Proposed Action 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents 
located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during 
all drilling operations. 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all noise-
producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise reduction 
measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound wall. 

5.3.3.2 Site 4 Alternative 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents 
located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 
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 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during 
all drilling operations. 

5.3.3.3 Site 7 Alternative 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents 
located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during 
all drilling operations. 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts associated 
with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all noise-
producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise reduction 
measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound wall. 

5.3.4 Residual Impacts 

5.3.4.1 Proposed Action 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce construction and 
operational noise impacts to a level of less than significant.   

5.3.4.2 Site 4 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce construction and 
operational noise impacts to a level of less than significant.   

5.3.4.3 Site 7 Alternative 

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce construction and 
operational noise impacts to a level of less than significant.   
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5.4 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

5.4.1 Affected Environment 

5.4.1.1 Site Description 

A land use summary is provided in Table 5.4-1 for each site considered for the 
project.  Adjacent land uses include: 

 Proposed Action facility site: row crops, with St. John’s Hospital across 
Antonio Avenue, and a residential area along Villamonte Court to the 
southeast; 

 Site 4 Alternative facility site and northern well site: row crops, with the new 
Rancho Campana High School immediately to the south; 

 Site 7 Alternative facility site: citrus orchard to the north, residential area 
south across Upland Road, and Arroyo Las Posas to the east; and 

 Southern well site: row crops to the south and east, the new Rancho 
Campana High School immediately to the north, and the Church of Latter Day 
Saints to the west. 

Table 5.4-1.  Land Use Summary 

Site Current Land Use 
Area 

(acres) 
APN Jurisdiction 

Land Use 
Designation 

Zoning 

Proposed Action facility site Row crops 4.0 156-0-180-380 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Site 4 Alternative facility site Row crops 4.0 156-0-180-380 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Site 7 Alternative facility site Citrus orchard 4.0 163-0-071-250 Camarillo Agriculture AE 

Northern well site* Row crops 0.25 156-0-180-380 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

Southern well site Row crops 0.20 156-0-180-280 Ventura County Agriculture AE-40 ac 

*Northern well incorporated into the facility site for the Site 4 Alternative 

5.4.1.2 Zoning Ordinance Compliance 

The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and both proposed 
well sites are currently located with the municipal jurisdiction of Ventura County and subject to 
the County’s Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed project (public service/utility office 
and service yard) is not an allowed use under the current AE-40 ac (agricultural exclusive) 
zoning.  The Ventura County Save our Open Space and Agricultural Resources (SOAR) 
Initiative prevents changing the agricultural zoning without a vote of people, unless the Board of 
Supervisors makes certain findings regarding the proposed zone change. 
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5.4.1.3 Camarillo Urban Restriction Boundary 

The Proposed Action facility site, Site 4 Alternative facility site and both proposed 
well sites are located outside the City’s Urban Restriction Boundary, as delineated by the City’s 
SOAR Ordinance.  The purpose of this Urban Restriction Boundary is to ensure that the 
purposes and principles set forth in the Camarillo General Plan relating to Land Use (Chapter 
IV) and Open Space and Conservation (Chapter IX) are inviolable against transitory short-term 
political decisions and that agricultural, watershed and open space lands are not prematurely or 
unnecessarily converted to other non-agricultural or non-open space uses without public debate 
and a vote of the people.  The proposed project is a potable water facility and exempt from the 
City’s SOAR Ordinance. 

5.4.2 Environmental Consequences/Impacts 

5.4.2.1 Significance Thresholds 

The following thresholds are taken from the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment 
Guidelines and have been adopted by the City for this project: 

 Any project that is inconsistent with a specific environmental policy of the 
General Plan is considered as having a significant environmental impact.  

 The above criterion is not applicable if the project includes a General Plan 
Amendment (GPA) that would eliminate the inconsistency, and the GPA itself 
would not have a significant impact on any other environmental issue nor be 
inconsistent with any other environmental policy or goal of the General Plan.  

5.4.2.2 No Action/No Project Alternative 

This alternative would not result in any changes in land use, or otherwise result in 
conflicts with land uses, or policies of the Ventura County General Plan or City of Camarillo 
General Plan. 

5.4.2.3 Proposed Action 

Project-specific Impacts 

The Proposed Action facility site and two well sites are located outside the City 
boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest (see Figure 3-
2).  As the preferred facility site is located outside the City’s municipal boundaries and would be 
served by the Camarillo Sanitary District, the City would request approval from LAFCO for 
reorganization.  The two well sites would not require service from public agencies and would not 
be annexed and would remain within unincorporated Ventura County.  Publically operated wells 
within AE zoning may require a conditional use permit from Ventura County. 

The reorganization proposal would include: 

 An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the 
facility site; 

 Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site; 

 Annexation of the facility site to the City; 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 863 of 1199



Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  5 .4  Land  Use and  P lann ing  

Page 5.4-3 
6/13/16 

 An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence 
boundary to include the facility site; 

 Annexation of the facility site to the Camarillo Sanitary District;  

 Detachment of the facility site from the Ventura County Resource 
Conservation District, Ventura County Waterworks District No. 19, County 
Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal), County Service Area no. 33 
(recreation and park services) and Gold Coast Transit District; and 

 The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan 
consistency. 

The City would pre-zone the facility site to R-E (Rural Exclusive) and issue a 
conditional use permit in accordance with Chapter 19.62 of the City’s Municipal Code to reflect a 
“Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation.  The proposed project is an allowed use under the 
City’s R-E zoning (Municipal Code Chapter 19.12.020G, public buildings and other facilities).  A 
parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site would be requested from the Ventura 
County Resource Management Agency.   

The Proposed Action is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and conditional use permit, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the City and County’s Zoning Ordinance and General 
Plan.  Overall, no impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following proposed 
municipal reorganization and conditional use permit issuance. 

The facility site and well sites are located in an agricultural area, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically divide 
an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Proposed Action would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 

5.4.2.4 Site 4 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

The Site 4 Alternative facility site and proposed southern well site are located outside 
the City boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within the City’s Area of Interest and 
contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.  As the facility site is located outside the City’s 
municipal boundaries, the City would request approval from LAFCO for a reorganization.  The 
reorganization proposal would be the same as discussed in Section 5.4.2.3.  The southern well 
site would not require service from public agencies and would not be annexed and would 
remain within unincorporated Ventura County.  Publically operated wells within AE zoning may 
require a conditional use permit from Ventura County. 
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The Site 4 Alternative is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and conditional use permit, the 
Site 4 Alternative would be consistent with the City and County’s Zoning Ordinance and General 
Plan.  Overall, no impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following proposed 
municipal reorganization and conditional use permit issuance. 

The facility site and southern well site are located in an agricultural area, and would 
not require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically 
divide an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Site 4 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 

5.4.2.5 Site 7 Alternative 

Project-specific Impacts 

Although the Site 7 Alternative facility site is located within the City, the proposed 
well sites are located outside the City boundary and the City’s Sphere of Influence, but within 
the City’s Area of Interest and contiguous with the City’s municipal boundary.  The two well sites 
would not require service from public agencies and would not be annexed and would remain 
within unincorporated Ventura County.  Publically operated wells within AE zoning may require 
a conditional use permit from Ventura County. 

The Site 7 Alternative is consistent with the policies of the City’s General Plan.   
Following implementation of a conditional use permit(s) for the well sites, the Site 7 Alternative 
would be consistent with the County’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan.  Overall, no impacts 
related to land use or planning are anticipated. 

The facility site and well sites are located in an agricultural area, and would not 
require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically divide 
an existing community.  No impact of this nature would result.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Other projects discussed in Section 3.7 may require a General Plan amendment 
and/or change in zoning.  However, the Site 7 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to 
these impacts. 

5.4.3 Mitigation Measures 

Significant impacts were not identified; therefore, mitigation measures are not 
necessary. 
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6.0 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES/ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 

The following is a summary of mitigation measures and environmental commitments made 
on behalf of the Proposed Action.  This Section also comprises a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program as required by Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines and Section 
21081.6 of the Public Resources Code.  The City of Camarillo would be responsible for 
implementation of each measure/commitment. 

MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

To mitigate impacts to any buried, intact and potentially significant archaeological 
resources, and to address the Chumash community's concerns, the following 
measures should be fully implemented during construction.  

 An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be retained to monitor all 
project-related earth disturbances that extend below 2 feet from the ground 
surface, within the facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields.  

 At the commencement of project construction, the archaeological monitor shall 
give all workers associated with earth-disturbing procedures an orientation 
regarding the probability of exposing cultural resources and directions as to what 
steps are to be taken if a find is encountered.  

 The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect project 
construction in the event that potentially significant cultural resources are 
exposed.  Based on monitoring observations and the actual extent of project 
disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority to refine the 
monitoring requirements as appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or halt 
monitoring) in consultation with the City.  

 A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of construction and 
provided to the City and the SCCIC.  

 In the unexpected event that archaeological resources are exposed during 
project construction, all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must 
be temporarily suspended until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the 
nature and significance of the find.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  
A Chumash representative should monitor any archaeological field work 
associated with Native American materials.  

 If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
requires that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American 
Heritage Commission.  The City shall be notified of any such find.  

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified 
archeologists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and 
review of monitoring 
reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously cultivated areas affected by project 
excavation, prior to project-related excavation.  Pipeline alignments located on 
farmlands shall be sampled every 1,000 feet.    The soil samples shall be collected 
at a depth of one-foot and three-feet.   The number and depth of samples at each 
site may be adjusted based on field conditions, anticipated depth of soil 
disturbance and preliminary analytical results.  

Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine pesticides and total petroleum 
hydrocarbons according to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control.  Soils with contaminant concentrations 
above the applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals established by U.S. EPA for 
non-residential land uses shall be considered contaminated and segregated in a 
stockpile.  Contaminated soil shall be covered with impervious materials to prevent 
wind erosion and exposure to rainfall and storm run-off.  These materials may be 
used as backfill, provided they are covered with at least one foot of non-
contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

When excavated, contaminated soil shall be handled by workers properly trained 
in accordance with the requirements of the California Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (Cal OSHA).  A Health and Safety Plan shall be developed 
and implemented by qualified individuals to minimize exposure of workers.  
Contaminated soils should be treated as hazardous materials and proper 
precautions taken to prevent inhalation (dust control) and dermal (skin) contact by 
construction workers. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified hazardous 
materials specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and 
review of laboratory 
testing results.  

WATER RESOURCES - Construction 

The following measures shall be included in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan and implemented by the construction contractor in coordination with the City 
to minimize erosion and siltation of surface waters, and reduce the potential for 
hydrocarbon discharge from construction equipment.   

 De-watering shall be conducted for excavation below the water table and include 
discharge to a sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering storm drains, 
creeks or other surface water; 

 Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts. This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth 
and absorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained properly to prevent leakage. If 
maintenance must occur onsite, a designated area away from creeks, storm 
drains and culverts shall be used. This designated area shall include a drain pan 
or drop cloth and adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

 Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved when feasible 
to minimize erosion; 

 Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be applied during or immediately prior 
to periods of precipitation; and 

 Concrete application shall be limited to areas isolated from surface water, and 
any groundwater affected by concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters. 

 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified storm water 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring 

Groundwater Monitoring: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area.  
Four dedicated nested monitoring well sites will be used – three new nested 
monitoring wells and one existing USGS nested monitoring well site.  The purpose of 
the monitoring wells is two-fold: establishing baseline information and tracking the 
progress of the Proposed Action as it pulls salts from the PV Basin.  The proposed 
approximate locations of the dedicated monitoring wells are indicated in Figure 5.2-7 
as well sites “A”, “B” and “C”.  The precise locations of the new monitoring wells shall 
be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist.  The monitoring wells shall be in operation 
prior to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to 
be collected.    

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of 
the well.  Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided 
for new nested monitoring well sites.  The actual screened intervals shall be 
determined after a geophysical log is run, between the time the well is drilled and it is 
cased.  Each screened interval shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet 
below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed 
at the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data 
logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.  
Table 5.2-7 lists data to be collected at each PV monitoring well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Wells in Project Area.  The groundwater elevation and 
water quality of existing groundwater production wells near the project wells shall also 
be monitored, including a downgradient Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well 
(2N/20W-19M6 or -19E1), Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well 
upgradient of the project extraction wells (2N/20W-19A1).  Table 5.2-8 lists data to 
be collected at each project area well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Project Extraction Wells.  The groundwater elevation 
and water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored.  Table 5.2-9 lists 
data to be collected at each project extraction well. 

Groundwater Monitoring: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation.  
Regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought 
conditions, regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at 
wells affected by the Proposed Action.  Wells 2N/21W-35M2  and 2N/21W-34G6 shall 
be used for regional monitoring.  Data to be collected includes semi-annual (April and 
October) grab samples for groundwater level and conductivity (each zone). 

Surface Water Flow Monitoring.  Although surface flow impacts would not be 
significant, periodic review of the amount of base-flow into the PV Basin along Arroyo 
Las Posas is important to the project’s operation.  Because this base-flow is the 
source of the brackish water that infiltrates into the PV Basin, the amount of base-
flow in the future will determine whether the PV Basin will continue to be degraded 
or, if upstream desalters capture much of this water, when the degradation may cease 
and the Proposed Action may terminate the extraction and remediation of the mound 
of brackish groundwater. 

Monitoring of the base-flow leaving the East Las Posas Basin is of interest, both to 
proponents of this project and future desalter projects in the East Las Posas Basin.  
Thus, there is currently a study being conducted by Larry Walker Associates to 
determine an appropriate site for permanent gaging station that would be funded by 
Calleguas MWD and the desalter projects.   Information from that monitoring will be 
obtained on a regular basis and included in the project Annual Report.  There is 
currently a periodic monitoring program of flow and water quality at a series of 
locations along Arroyo Las Posas contracted by Calleguas MWD which would provide 
baseline data for the Proposed Action’s monitoring program. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring 

Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures.  These measures are based 
on numerical values/groundwater elevations (triggers) as measured at specified 
wells (2N/20W-19F4S, 2N/20W-19L5S, 2N/20W-19E1S, or 2N/20W-19M6S)  at 
which action would be taken to avoid approaching and dropping below historic low 
groundwater elevations.  For the wells in the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley 
Basin, when static (non-pumping) groundwater elevations reach 126 feet below 
mean sea level in the specified well, reductions in pumping from project extraction 
wells would be implemented.  The amount of pumping reduction shall be based on 
water elevations observed at the extraction wells in the sequence indicated in 
Table 5.2-10.  If water levels recover, pumping can then be increased using the 
same sequence.  Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these 
contingency measures would avoid reducing groundwater elevations below 
historic lows under cumulative conditions (Bachman, 2016). 

Contingency Plan for Water Quality.  One of the objectives of the Proposed 
Action is to pump brackish groundwater, treat it to remove salts, and discharge the 
salts from the watershed.  It is an expectation that the FCGMA would provide a 
project-specific extraction allocation to pump and treat the brackish groundwater 
and remediate the brackish groundwater plume without the use of City’s 
groundwater extraction allocation or credits.  The movement of salts can be more 
complex than modeled for the Proposed Action; as particle tracking assumes plug 
flow (no dispersion or dilution) and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in 
its geometry and internal bedding than can be modeled.  In reality, the groundwater 
extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from day-to-day and month-to-
month.  Such variation is expected, cannot be avoided, and does not detract from 
the project objectives or benefits of the Proposed Action to the aquifer. 

As project-related groundwater extraction progresses and the travel paths of 
brackish groundwater become more complex as the salts are recovered from 
aquifer areas further away from proposed extraction wells, there are likely to be 
episodic periods when individual wells pump fresh groundwater.  Although this 
cannot be avoided when attempting to clean up the entire area of brackish 
groundwater, a contingency plan for FCGMA allocations and credits is prudent.  
The purpose of this measure is to differentiate between extended pumping of fresh 
groundwater (which would require the use of FCGMA allocations and/or credits) 
and pumping of primarily brackish groundwater (which would fit under the FCGMA 
policy related to pumping and treating brackish groundwater). 

Analytical test results can be variable, and individual water quality test results 
cannot characterize the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality.  
Therefore, it is proposed that individual water quality test results should be used 
as triggers to initiate a response, rather than the only means to determine whether 
brackish groundwater is being pumped. 

As discussed previously, the salt content of brackish groundwater pumped by the 
Proposed Action is likely to vary episodically with time.  Thus, the determination 
that the Proposed Action continues to extract primarily brackish groundwater must 
take this into account.  For purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, 
four components were examined; manganese, chloride, sulfate, and TDS.  In all 
cases, concentrations were lower prior to the influence of the brackish 
groundwater and considerably higher after the introduction of brackish 
groundwater.  Regional Water Quality Objectives and/or drinking water Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCL) are currently being exceeded for all four constituents. 

High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas 
high chloride concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation.  As the most 
reliable constituent to use as an index of fresh and brackish groundwater,  
manganese is used here as the benchmark for project groundwater quality.   It is 
proposed that the criteria for brackish groundwater be a threshold of 50 ug/L 
manganese to reflect historical concentrations and the secondary drinking water 
MCL.  Using this threshold, pumped groundwater with manganese concentrations 
above 50 ug/L would be considered brackish water and its removal beneficial to 
the aquifers. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring 

At some time in the future, Proposed Action wells would likely start pumping a 
mixture of brackish and ambient groundwater as the brackish groundwater is 
removed.  It is unlikely that the transition from brackish to ambient groundwater 
will be a sharp break; it is most likely to be transitional, with periods of pumping 
brackish and fresher groundwater.  Given this scenario, there must be criteria for 
determining how this transition is considered.  It is proposed that when manganese 
concentrations drop below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a verification 
period would begin to ensure that brackish groundwater has indeed been removed 
from the portion of the aquifer supplying water to the well.  This verification period 
would be one year in duration, with water quality testing increased to monthly 
during the period.  If, after one year, monitored manganese concentrations 
remained below 50 ug/L, then subsequent pumping would be considered as 
pumping fresh groundwater subject to the FCGMA allocation system.   

If future pumping of water from a Proposed Action extraction well that has 
transitioned from brackish to fresh groundwater returns to a brackish condition, 
then the verification period would be reversed; it would require one year of verified 
pumping of groundwater with manganese concentrations above 50 ug/L to return 
the well to a brackish groundwater status.  These criteria are summarized in Table 
5.2-11. 

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion.  Although significant impacts related 
to seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are 
provided to address unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the 
pumping depression towards the project area.  These contingency measures are 
based on maintaining the a seaward groundwater gradient between the project 
and the pumping depression located along the southern and western edge of the 
PV basin.  The depressions in the groundwater surface of the Upper and Lower 
Aquifer systems are associated with seawater intrusion.  The critical area for this 
gradient is where there is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the 
pumping depression which minimizes the potential for the pumping depression to 
expand eastward and increase its size and depth.  

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing USGS 
monitoring well (2N/21W-34G6) and the other a new nested monitoring well to be 
constructed as part of this project (project Monitoring Well B, located near City 
Hall).  The locations of the two wells are shown in Figures 5.2-7 and 5.2-8.  The 
groundwater elevations would be compared using the equivalent aquifer strata at 
each location.  The current gradient between the two monitoring wells is 
southwestward with a hydraulic head difference of 85 feet over a distance of 
approximately one (1) mile.  When static (non-pumping groundwater elevations 
decrease to 15 feet or less between the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B 
minus elevation in well -34G6), automatic cutbacks in project pumping would be 
implemented and the FCGMA would be informed of the trigger exceedance.  The 
initial reduction in project pumping would be 10 percent.  If this action does not 
mitigate the problem, then pumping would be reduced an additional percentage 
based on Table 5.2-12.  This step-wise reduction would continue until either the 
difference in groundwater elevations stabilizes or project production has been 
eliminated. 

The opposite would occur if the difference in groundwater elevations between the 
two wells increases.  For each step-wise increase in the difference, Table 5.2-12 
would be used to increase the reduction in project pumping.  When the difference 
increases to above 15 feet, full project production would resume.  This seawater 
contingency trigger method is similar to the groundwater level contingency method 
to be used in the project area, where the reduction is progressive and based on 
the difference between heads in the two monitoring wells.   

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring 

Monitoring for Subsidence.  The above groundwater elevation contingency 
measures would avoid groundwater elevations from dropping below historic levels (-
168  ft below msl at well -19E1 or -19M6) in both project areas, the northern portion 
of the Pleasant Valley Basin and the southwestern portion of the Basin, such that 
subsidence would be avoided.  The City shall monitor surface elevations to detect 
subsidence and ensure the contingency measures are effective. 

The location and elevation of the project and City extraction wells, new and existing 
monitoring wells shall be surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To 
ensure detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground surface 
shall be surveyed.  The monitoring wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be 
resurveyed every 5 years to detect any changes in elevation related to subsidence.   

Annual Monitoring Report.  An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data 
collected each calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 
1.    The Annual Report shall include the following information: 

 A summary of project monthly groundwater extraction, treatment, and disposal 
(Salinity Management Pipeline) volumes, as well as volume of treated water 
delivered to City of Camarillo customers and any volumes sold to other water 
purveyors or customers outside City limits. 

 Groundwater elevation and water quality data obtained from extraction wells, 
monitoring wells, wells near project area, the regional monitoring well, as well as 
analyses and conclusions formed from the monitoring data.  A discussion 
regarding the status of the PV Basin and region, and regional water quality and 
water quantity trends will be included, and recommendations for future operations 
and monitoring.   

 Vertical and lateral delineation of the brackish water plume as well as a summary 
of observed changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume, using 
information obtained from the extraction wells and monitoring wells.   

 Summary of basin recharge from the East Las Posas Basin including results and 
supporting documentation for surface water and base-flow monitoring programs, 
along with calculated surface flow and groundwater inflow from the East Las 
Posas Basin. 

 Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of the 
project on the wider Pleasant Valley Basin.     

 Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect on 
groundwater elevations. 

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one month of 
any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of such results 
include rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, and 
unexpected water quality analyses. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring 

NPV Basin.  Four monitoring wells (three new and one existing) shall be used to 
establish baseline information, track the progress of the project as it pulls salts from 
the basin, and identify any conflicts with existing wells.  Recommended general 
locations (A, B and C) of three new down-gradient monitoring wells are provided in 
Figure 5.2-7.  The precise locations of the new monitoring wells shall be identified by 
a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in operation prior to project-
related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be collected.   A 
nearby inactive well (2N/20W-20E2) shall be used as an up-gradient monitoring well 
(see Location D in Figure 5.2-7). 

The monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S. 
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of 
the well.  Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided 
for each of the four areas (A, B, C and D) shown in Figure 5.2-7 in Table 9 of Appendix 
A.  The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a geophysical log is run 
between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each screened interval shall be 
continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above 
the screen.  A bentonite seal shall be placed at the bottom of the hole and between 
each screened interval.  

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A transducer/data 
logger shall be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically.  
Table 5.2-7 lists data to be collected at each NPV monitoring well. 

Project Area Groundwater Monitoring.  The groundwater elevation and water 
quality of three existing groundwater production wells near the project wells shall also 
be monitored, including a Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company well (2N/20W-
19M5 or -19E1), a Bell Ranch well (2N/20W-19B1), and a third well located further 
east (to be identified).  Table 5.2-8 lists data to be collected at each project area 
monitoring well. 

Project Extraction Well Groundwater Monitoring.  The groundwater elevation and 
water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored.  Table 5.2-9 lists data 
to be collected at each project extraction well. 

Regional Groundwater Monitoring.  Regional monitoring shall be conducted to 
detect regional trends (e.g., drought conditions, regional water quality changes) that 
may affect groundwater conditions at wells affected by the Proposed Action.  Well 
2N/21W-35M2 shall be used for regional monitoring.  Data to be collected includes 
semi-annual grab samples for groundwater level and conductivity (each zone). 

Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures.   These measures are based on 
numerical values (triggers) at which action would be taken to avoid approaching 
historic low groundwater elevations.  When static (non-pumping) groundwater 
elevations reach 126 feet below mean sea level in a well monitored in the NPV Basin, 
reductions in pumping from project extraction wells would be implemented.  The 
amount of pumping reduction shall be based on water elevations observed at the 
extraction wells in the sequence indicated in Table 5.2-10.  If water levels recover, 
pumping can then be increased using the same sequence.   

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion.  Although significant impacts related to 
seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are provided to 
address unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the pumping depression 
towards the project area.  These contingency measures are based on maintaining the 
groundwater gradient between the project and the pumping depression associated 
with seawater intrusion.  The critical area for this gradient is where there is currently 
a sharp groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression which prevents the 
pumping depression from expanding eastward and increasing the size and depth of 
the depression.  To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing 
USGS monitoring well (2N/21W-34G4) and the other a new monitoring well to be 
constructed as part of the project (at Location B, see Figure 5.2-7).  Pumping 
reductions would be required if the groundwater elevation in the USGS monitoring 
well is higher that the project monitoring well. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports.  
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

WATER RESOURCES – Groundwater Monitoring, Subsidence and Annual 
Monitoring Report 

The contingency action would be similar to those for groundwater elevations; 
systematic reduction in project pumping until the groundwater gradient is reversed 
(groundwater elevation in the USGS monitoring well is lower than in the project 
monitoring well).  Project pumping would be re-adjusted so that the project well 
closest to the affected area would reduce pumping by 10% for a period of six 
months.  If these actions do not resolve the problem within a six-month period (i.e., 
prevent further drops in groundwater elevations), then pumping from this project 
well would be reduced an additional 10% (for a total reduction of 20%) for a period 
of six months and further evaluated.  This step-wise reduction every six months 
would continue until the gradient is restored. 

Subsidence.  The above groundwater elevation contingency measures would 
avoid groundwater elevations from approaching historic levels, such that 
subsidence would be avoided.  However, the City shall monitor surface elevations 
to detect subsidence and ensure the contingency measures are effective.  The 
location and elevation of the project extraction wells, new and existing monitoring 
wells shall be surveyed to serve as a baseline to detect subsidence.  To ensure 
detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground surface 
shall be surveyed.  The monitoring wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be 
resurveyed every 10 years to detect any changes in elevation related to 
subsidence.  The regional monitoring well (2N/21W-35M2) shall be re-surveyed 
every 5 years to detect regional trends. 

Annual Report.  An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data collected 
each calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 1.   
The Annual Report shall include the following information: 

 A summary of project groundwater pumping and treatment rates. 

 Groundwater elevation and water quality data analyses obtained from 
extraction wells, monitoring wells, wells near project area, the regional 
monitoring well, conclusions formed from the analyses, and recommendations 
for future operations and monitoring.   

 Summary of observed changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume, 
using information obtained from the extraction wells and monitoring wells.   

 Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of 
the project on the wider Pleasant Valley basin.     

 Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect on 
groundwater elevations. 

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one month 
of any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of such 
results include rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater 
elevations, and unexpected water quality analyses. 

 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Annual Report  
would be prepared 
each year 
throughout 
operation of the 
groundwater 
treatment facility 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 

specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by review of 
monitoring reports. 

WATER RESOURCES - Flooding 

Flood walls shall be designed and constructed around the facility perimeter to 
minimize the potential for property damage and loss of human life during a 100-
year storm event. 

 

This measure 
would be 
implemented 
during design and 
construction of the 
facility 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified engineers 
and contractors.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections. 
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MEASURE TIMING 
RESPONSIBLE 

PARTY/METHODS 

NOISE – Well Drilling 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts 
associated with well drilling. 

 Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible; 

 Provide at least 7 days’ notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents 
located within 1,000 feet of the well site; and 

 Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during 
all drilling operations. 

Due to the close proximity of the caretaker residence to the western well site, it 
may not be feasible to reduce nighttime noise generated by well drilling below the 
45 dBA noise standard.  Therefore, residual nighttime well drilling noise impacts 
would be potentially significant. 

These measures 
would be 
implemented 
during well drilling 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
the construction 
contractor.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections.  

NOISE – Operation 

The following measures are provided to minimize nighttime noise impacts 
associated with facility operation. 

 Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all noise-
producing components are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise 
generation to the extent feasible; 

 Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if 
nighttime noise levels associated with facility operation are detectable at 
adjacent residences; and 

 Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise reduction 
measures as needed which may include a facility perimeter sound wall. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented prior 
to construction, 
and during initial 
operation 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified engineers 
and noise specialists.  
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections of noise 
reduction measures 
and review of the 
noise study.  

TRANSPORTATION – Construction 

The intent of these mitigation measures is to avoid or offset the project-related 
contribution to existing traffic congestion.  Therefore, two mitigation options are 
considered: 

 The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily 
trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the time construction is implemented.  
These fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution 
of the project to level of service impacts. 

 The project specifications shall limit the construction contractor to off-peak trips 
only, through the scheduling of worker hours and materials deliveries. 

 

These measures 
would be 
implemented prior 
to construction 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees and/or 
preventing peak hour 
trips.  Compliance 
would be verified by 
field inspections.  

TRANSPORTATION – Operation 

The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County 
Transportation Department based on the projected number of average daily trips 
and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the time operation of the facility is initiated.  These 
fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts. 

 

This measure 
would be 
implemented prior 
to operation 

 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees.  
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7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

This document was prepared for the City of Camarillo by Padre Associates, Inc. and 
Conejo Archeological Consultants, with support by Black & Veatch Corporation.  Persons involved 
in its preparation include: 

7.1 CITY OF CAMARILLO 

Lucia McGovern, Project Manager 

7.2 PADRE ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Simon Poulter: Project Supervisor; Quality Control: B.A., M.R.P. with 30+ years of 
professional experience 

Matt Ingamells: Project Manager and Primary Analyst; B.S., M.A. with 30+ years of 
professional experience 

7.3 CONEJO ARCHEOLOGICAL CONSULTANTS 

Mary Maki: Cultural Resources section: B.A., M.A., S.O.P.A. with 20+ years of 
professional experience 

7.4 BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION 

Andrew Stanton, Project Manager 

Sunny Wang, Senior Process Engineer 

Valerie Ratto 
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9.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

9.1 FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

9.2 STATE AGENCIES 

State Clearinghouse (CEQA) 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Department of Public Health 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

California Department of Transportation 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Native American Heritage Commission 

9.3 COUNTY AGENCIES 

Local Agency Formation Commission 

Resource Management, Planning Division 

Public Works, Transportation Department 

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 

Agricultural Commissioners Office 

Farm Bureau 

Watershed Protection District 

Air Pollution Control District 

9.4 LOCAL AGENCIES 

Calleguas Municipal Water District 

Camrosa Water District 

City of Thousand Oaks 

United Water Conservation District 

Pleasant Valley County Water District 

Oxnard Union High School District 
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9.5 OTHER ENTITIES 

Southern California Gas Company 

Sierra Club 

9.6 NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

Chumash – Owl Clan 

9.7 LIBRARIES 

Camarillo (Ventura County) 
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10.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides an opportunity for the public and 
agencies to review the Draft EIR and submit comments regarding its adequacy.  All comment 
letters received during the public comment period (March 21 through April 22, 2016) are 
presented with written responses.  In addition, responses to a comment letter from the Ventura 
County Local Agency Formation Commission received after the close of the public comment 
period are included. 

In accordance with the requirements of Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, responses 
to comments are provided in this section.  Comment letters were received from the following 
parties/agencies (in chronological order): 

 Ventura County Public Works Agency, Transportation Department (March 30, 
2016). 

 Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division (April 19, 
2016). 

 California Department of Conservation (April 20, 2016). 

 Ventura County Watershed Protection District (April 20, 2016). 

 Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (April 22, 2016). 

 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (April 22, 2016). 

 Ventura County Local Agency Formation Commission (April 25, 2016). 
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Gounty of Ventura
Public Works Agency

Transportation Department

MEMORANDUM

TO

DATE: March 30,2016

RMA - Planning Division
Attention: Laura Hocking

FROM: Transportation Department lg.^n/
SUBJEGT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 13-023-3 Draft Supplemental Environmental

lmpact Report (DSEIR)
Project: North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility
Lead Agency: Gity of Camarillo
Construction of Groundwater Treatment Facility near Las Posas Road and
Somis Road (State Route 34) in the City of Camarillo (city).

Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency Transportation Department
(PWATD) has completed the review of the DSEIR for the North Pleasant Valley
Groundwater Treatment Facility (Project).

The proposed project is the construction of a Groundwater Treatment Facility (GTF) to
improve water quality from two existing city wells (Wells "4" and "8") that are located
northwest of the intersection of Las Posas Road (city) and Somis Road (SR 34). A
feasibility study determined that reverse osmosis (RO) would be the most cost-effective
treatment process of the four treatment processes considered (distillation, ion

exchange, electro dialysis, and RO). The project includes the construction of two (2)
new water wells with piping to interconnect the wells and wastewater piping from the
GTF to the existing Calleguas brine line in/near Somis Road and Las Posas Road. The
proposed facility would have the capacity to treat 9,000 acre-feeVyear of ground water
and provide 7,500 acre-feeUyear of RO-treated water to the City of Camarillo. The 12-
to 18-month construction project would begin in 2017 and generate up to thirty (30)
round trips per day of light and heavy vehicle traffic (lnitial Study, Page 35). The
operational phase would require two to three (2 to 3) employees working three (3) eight-
hour (8-hour) shifts, or nine (9) total employees. Our understanding is that all pipeline
installations will occur in roadways under the city or state jurisdictions and trenches will
be backfilled with concrete slurry. We provided comments for this project in a

memorandum dated October 4,2013, and then provided "No Comments" dated April 3,

2014, and March 6,2015.

We offer the following revised comment:

The cumulative impact of this project, when considered with the cumulative impact of all
other approved (or anticipated) development projects in the County, is potentially
significant. The condition for paying the County Traffic lmpact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) to
address the cumulative impacts of this project on the County Regional Road Network is

included in the Summary of Mitigation Measures on Page 6-5 of the DSEIR. Based on
the information in the DSEIR and in accordance with the terms of the Reciprocal Traffic
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Agreement between the City of Camarillo and the County, the fee due to the County
would be:

$784.40 = 3.7 TSF** x $212ITSF**"

** The TIMF is based on the square footages provided in Segtion 2.1.1 on Page 5 of the
lnitial Study dated September 2013 for two structures (3,200 SF GTF and 500 SF
blower/pump equipment buílding).

**" TIMF for Camarillo Traffic District #7

The above estimated fee may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit, due to
provisions in the TIMF Ordinance allowing the fee to be adjusted for inflation based on
the Engineering News Record Construction Cost lndex. The above is an estimate only
based on information provided in the DSEIR.

Our review is limited to the impacts this Project may have on the County's Regional
Road Network.

T:\Planning\Land Development\Non_County\1 3-023 (CAM)-3.doc
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Commenter: Ben Amami, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Transportation Department 

Date: March 30, 2016 

Response: 

Transportation issues were fully addressed in the Final EIR/EA prepared for the project, and 
changes to the project discussed in the Supplemental EIR do not affect transportation.  Therefore, 
the Supplemental EIR did not include a transportation impact analysis.  In any case, the Final 
EIR/EA includes a City commitment to pay traffic impact mitigation fees for both construction-
related and operational-related trip generation.  We appreciate you calculating the amount of the 
fee; however, the fee may need to be adjusted to be consistent with the fee schedule in use at 
the time the project is implemented. 
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April 19, 2016 
 
 
TO:  Laura Hocking, RMA Planning Technician 
 
FROM: Kari Finley, Planner IV 
   
 
SUBJECT: RMA ref. #13-023-3 North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility 

Draft Supplemental EIR, City of Camarillo 

 

Please forward these comments to the City of Camarillo.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject project. The Planning Division 
previously submitted comments on this project on May 13, 2014 (see attached).   

In the Agricultural Resources impacts section, the draft Supplemental EIR implies that a 
request for a waiver of the agricultural land use buffer policies will be utilized. The DEIR 
states that “The buffer distance may be waived for projects where individuals are not 
continuously present” (page 5.1-5). The project description indicates that there will be 
an administration building for operations and maintenance personnel (page 2-2). Thus, 
it does not appear that this is the appropriate waiver for this project.  However, the draft 
Supplemental EIR does not include this discussion in the agricultural impacts analysis 
section or as proposed mitigation. There are additional waivers that may be better 
suited for this project but they should be formally addressed in the DEIR 

This issue was previously raised in our memo of May 2014.  As stated in the summary 
project description (page 2-2), the project will require approval of a subdivision from the 
County RMA, Planning Division to create a legal lot for the facility site.  Presumably this 
Supplemental EIR will be referenced and tiered off by the County Planning Division for 
that discretionary approval. As such, this issue is not currently, but needs to be 
adequately addressed in the Draft Supplemental EIR.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. Please contact me at 654-3327 or 
kari.finley@ventura.org. 

Memorandum 
County of Ventura • Resource Management Agency • Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1740 • (805) 654-2478 • ventura.org/rma/planning
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Commenter: Kari Finley, Ventura County Resource Management Agency, Planning Division  

Date: April 19, 2016 

Response: 

Page 5.1-5 of the Supplemental EIR lists significance criteria and does not address project 
impacts.  As discussed on page 5.1-7 of the Supplemental EIR (and on page 5.2-7 of the Final 
EIR/EA), agreements and notifications would be developed between the City and adjacent 
farmers such that pest management and other agricultural activities on adjacent parcels would 
not be hindered.  The Treatment Facility can be operated remotely (see Section 3.5.6 of the 
Supplemental EIR), such the site can be evacuated at times when restricted materials application 
is required by the adjacent farmer (see Waiver j).  We expect similar procedures are used for the 
nearby Rancho Campana High School (restricted materials application on weekends, when the 
school is vacant).  The City feels a waiver from the 300 foot (150 foot with proposed vegetation 
screening) agricultural/urban buffer is appropriate and significant impacts to adjacent agricultural 
operations would not occur.  This issue has been clarified in the Final Supplemental EIR. 
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Commenter: Molly A. Penberth, California Department of Conservation 
Land Resource Protection  

Date: April 20, 2016 

Response: 

We appreciate clarification of the notification requirements under the Williamson Act.  The City 
will provide formal notice in coordination with Ventura County as part of the parcel subdivision 
and annexation process.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Supplemental EIR 
in addressing impacts to agricultural land.  
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Ventura County 
Watershed Protection District 

Groundwater Resources 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

 
 
DATE: April 20, 2016 
 
TO: Laura Hocking, RMA/Planning Technician   
  
FROM: Alma Quezada, Groundwater Specialist  
 
SUBJECT: RMA Ref. #13-023-3 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Environmental Assessment for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Treatment Facility, SCH NO. 2013091065 

 
As requested, the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) – Groundwater 
Resources Division has reviewed the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
Environmental Assessment (DSEIR) dated March 2016 in accordance with the County of 
Ventura Initial Site Assessment Guidelines (ISAG) and provides the following comments: 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 
The Proposed Action facility site (former Site 2), the Site 4 Alternative facility site and two 
proposed well sites are located immediately north of the City of Camarillo limits, west of 
the Las Posas Road/Lewis Road Intersection.  The Site 7 Alternative facility site is located 
within the City limits at the northeastern corner of the Upland Road/Lewis Road 
intersection. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The project proposes to construct a Groundwater Treatment Facility that would use two 
existing City of Camarillo Municipal supply Wells A and B (SWN’s 02N20W19F04S and 
02N20W19L05S) and install two new groundwater wells to extract  and treat up to 9,000 
acre-feet/year (AFY) of brackish groundwater.  The proposed Action facility site, Site 4 
Alternative facility site and the two new proposed wells are located adjacent to the City of 
Camarillo limits within the unincorporated portion of Ventura County and zoned AE-40 ac.  
The Proposed Action facility site and the proposed northern well site are located within 
APN 156-0-180-38, while the proposed southern well site is located within APN 156-0-
180-28.  The project also proposes to discharge effluent brine created during the reverse 
osmosis (RO) treatment of brackish water to the Calleguas Municipal Water District’s 
Regional Salinity Management Project (RSMP) pipeline to an existing ocean outfall at Port 
Hueneme.  The project does not propose the use of surface water supply in a fully 
appropriated stream reach as designated by State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) or to use unappropriated surface water that is unavailable.  The proposed 
project site is currently used for agricultural row crop production.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS: 
 
Item 2a.  Groundwater Quantity 
The proposed project overlies the Pleasant Valley Basin, which was identified as a 
Critically Overdrafted Groundwater Basin by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
in January 2016.  The proposed project also falls under the jurisdiction of the Fox Canyon 
Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA).  Since March 2016, temporary extraction 
allocation (TEA) for the City of Camarillo is 3,196.916 AFY as set by the FCGMA.  The 
project proposes to extract up to 9,000 AFY, exceeding its TEA by 5,803.08 AFY.  Any 
project which results in a net annual increase in groundwater extraction of 1.0 AFY or 
greater is considered to have a significant impact.  Any increases in groundwater 
allocation or credits are subject to FCGMA policies relating to pumping and treating of 
brackish groundwater or pumping of freshwater. 
 
Groundwater elevation contingency measures outlined in section 5.2.3 must be 
implemented to avoid dewatering the aquifer to the historic low of one hundred and sixty 
eight feet below ground surface (bgs).  Water lost from fine-grained sediments that may 
be present in the aquifer is permanent and causes compaction of the material.  The 
contingency measures avoid reducing the aquifer’s ability to store water during wet 
periods. 
 
Construction of the proposed project includes a building and roadways which will likely 
impede recharge of groundwater to shallower water-bearing strata.  Proposed projects 
that decrease groundwater recharge are considered to have a significant impact.   
  
Item 2b.  Groundwater Quality 
The project proposes on-site storage of materials known to be hazardous to the State of 
California (sodium hydroxide, sodium hypochlorite, aqueous ammonia, sodium bisulfite, 
and sulfuric acid).  The potential discharge of known hazardous materials is considered 
potentially significant.  The storage, handling, and disposal of any potentially hazardous 
material must be in accordance with applicable state regulations.  Further information 
regarding planned on-site storage of hazardous materials is needed prior to project 
implementation. 
     
Item 28b.  Water Supply – Quantity 
A permanent supply of water is to be provided by the City of Camarillo through two 
existing municipal supply wells.  Proposed projects with a permanent source of water are 
considered to have a less than significant effect on water supply quantity.  
 
The project description includes obtaining a revised groundwater allocation permit from 
the FCGMA (Section 1.8.3).  Approval by FCGMA will be issued based, in part, on 
whether permanent water supply availability is demonstrated. 
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Commenter: Alma Quezada, Ventura County Watershed Protection District 

Date: April 20, 2016 

Response: 

1. Consistent with this comment, the Final EIR/EA and Supplemental EIR determined that 
impacts to groundwater quantity may be significant and provided mitigation measures to 
avoid lowering groundwater elevations to near historic low levels. 

2. The total area of impervious surfaces would be approximately 2.5 acres, including the 
Treatment Facility and two well sites.  Storm run-off from the well sites would be directed 
to the adjacent agricultural fields.  As required by County’s Municipal Separate Storm 
Sewer System NPDES Permit, storm run-off from the Treatment Facility would be 
detained on-site during the peak of the event and then slowly discharged to the nearby 
agricultural drainage ditch.  The project-related loss of recharge to the aquifer associated 
with reduced storm water infiltration would be less than significant.  The County’s Initial 
Study Assessment Guidelines do not provide a zero significance threshold for reduced 
groundwater recharge.  This issue has been clarified in the Final Supplemental EIR. 

3. Hazardous materials issues were addressed in the Final EIR/EA prepared for the project, 
and changes to the project discussed in the Supplemental EIR do not affect treatment 
chemicals proposed to be used and stored on-site.  Therefore, the Supplemental EIR did 
not include a hazardous materials impact analysis.  In any case, the City would develop 
and submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan to Ventura County as required by State 
law, which would include measures to use and store water treatment chemicals to avoid 
any releases. 

4. The domestic water needs of the project would be met by existing City sources.  A revised 
allocation from the FCGMA is associated with extraction and treatment of brackish 
groundwater and not domestic consumption of potable water. 
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FOX CANYON 
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
A STATE OF CALIFORNIA WJ.\rER AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Lynn E. Maulhardt, Chair, Director, United Water Conservation District 
Charlotte Craven, Vice Chair, Councilperson, City of Camarillo 
David Borchard, Farmer, Agricultural Representative 
Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ven tura 
Eugene F. West, Director, Camrosa Water District 

February 5, 2016 

Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
Jeff Pratt, P.E. 

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO JANUARY 25, 2016 MEETING AND REVIEW OF DOCUMENT TITLED 
"NORTHERN PLEASANT VALLEY DESALTER GROUNDWATER ANALYSIS AND MODELING" 

Dear Ms. McGovern: 

This letter is in follow-up to the meeting on January 25, 2016, and Agency staffs review of the "Northern Pleasant 
Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling" (Report) dated February 2016. Agency staff and City of 
Camarillo (City) staff attended the meeting. The topic of the meeting was the City's North Pleasant Valley Desalter 
Project (Project), focusing on the Monitoring and Contingency Plan (Plan). Agency staff reviewed the two versions of 
the subject document: Report one dated January 2016 reviewed prior to the meeting, and one dated February 2016 
(received February 1, 2016). The Plan in the Report provides the authors recommendations but is inconsistent with 
past understandings and agreements as to what the Plan is to include. 

It should be noted that the revised Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which is to reflect the City's revised volume 
of groundwater to be extracted annually from the Pleasant Valley Basin and associated impacts, which will include 
the final Plan, has not yet been released for public comment and thus will be reviewed at a later date. The Agency 
understands that the EIR is to be amended to address the Agency's concerns as expressed in past Project comment 
letters in light of the revised project. The groundwater model was revised/updated with recent (through 2014) storm 
flow, base flow, water level data and reported groundwater extraction data; however, it is Agency staff's 
understanding that the new data was not incorporated into the model assumptions for the projected life of the Project. 
The assumptions utilized for the projected life of the project are the same as before the update, and are still based 
on data collected during a wetter than average period ( 1994 through 2010), which includes 13 years within a climatic 
wet cycle and 4 years within a climatic dry cycle (MWH, 2013, p.2-4). In Table 4 (p. 21) , 2012 data is ignored, and 
"NPV Infiltration" base flow data for 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015 are not included in the average value. 

It should be noted, that in order for the Board to approve such a project and new additional allocation, the Board will 
need to make findings in acc0rdance with the Ordinance Code. The Project may be approved if the Board, after a 
public hearing, finds that the proposed use will result in no net detriment to the Basin, or any sub-basin, or aquifer 
associated with the use, by determining that: 

• The proposed use does not result in the material degradation of water quality of any type, or 
• Recharge to any aquifer within the Agency is not materially diminished. 
• In granting approval to projects subject to this subsection, the Board may impose any 

conditions as may be appropriate, including limitations on the quantity of water use, term of 
the approval, and periodic reporting to the Agency. 

Below are summaries and comments regarding the current proposed Plan as presented in the Report in light of past 
meetings, discussions and agreements regarding the earlier versions of the Plan (Attachment 1 - FCGMA letter dated 
November 4, 2015). 

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610 
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350 

Website: www.fcgma.org 

F:\gma\Business Administration\Correspondence\2016\ 160205_ City_ Camarillo_ Follow-up_ GW_Desalter_Project.docx 
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Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
February 5, 2016 
Page 2 of 4 

!.: Cap on Extractions: 

The City is proposing a Project allocation of 9,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) to be utilized in the northern 
portion of the basin and their historical allocation of 4,500 AFY to be utilized in the southern portion of the 
basin [Note: Could not find 4,500 AFY referenced in Report and a note that modeling included this amount]. 
The City has stated that in order to make the Project economically viable, a new Project allocation of 9,000 
AFY is needed in addition to their full AHA To address the FCGMA request for financial documentation, the 
City provided during the meeting on January 25, 2016, a series of tables relating to four different scenarios 
and a summary table of the financial impact of the four scenarios on customer water billing rates. The tables 
submitted are attached (Attachment 2). 

ll: Project Duration: 

The impacts of the project were evaluated for a 25-year period. It is expected that the impacts of the Project 
for project life will be addressed in the amended FEIR, including: interception of recharge to the southern 
portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and southern Oxnard Plain; replenishment and sustainability of the basin; 
and compliance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. 

!!!:. Monitoring Plan: 

A. Groundwater Monitoring 
During the September 9, 2015 meeting, Agency staff requested a table be added to the Annual 
Report identifying the zones being monitored at each of the monitoring locations relative to the plume 
and the zones being pumped. It is not clear from the response if such a table will be provided . Agency 
staff understands that extracted groundwater is likely to be a mix of water from within the plume and 
outside the plume as there are existing wells and are not designed specifically for plume remediation . 
However, such a table would be beneficial to reviewers, so as to better understand the water quality 
monitoring results as they become available. 

1. Dedicated Monitoring Wells - Four (4) New Nested Well Locations and One Existing 
Nested Well Location 
The Plan was to include a total of four new nested monitoring wells, one up-gradient and three 
down-gradient, as well as one existing down-gradient nested monitoring well. The Agency 
requested (during the September 9, 2015 meeting) that a new up-gradient nested monitoring 
well be added, so that there would be a total of four new nested monitoring wells. The purpose 
to the up-gradient nested well is to track background groundwater level and groundwater quality 
conditions up-gradient of the Project extraction wells. As noted by the City, the existing wells 
"may have several hundred feet of perforated area." Additionally the wells may be perforated in 
multiple aquifers or zones, thus samples of the extracted groundwater represent a blend of 
groundwater from those different aquifers and/or zones. It would therefore be beneficial to 
understand the concentrations of the constituents of concern in specific aquifers or zones up
gradient of the Project pumping. 

As of October 14, 2015, the City agreed to an up-gradient nested monitoring well, but has not 
identified an up-gradient location for the well. The Plan states there is an up-gradient well, Bell 
Ranch well (19B1); however, based on groundwater contour maps provided (Figures 37, 78, 79), 
a well to the north and east would be up-gradient. The Bell Ranch well (19B1) was to serve as a 
lateral monitoring well. 

2. Monitoring in Project Area 
Per the Plan, it is recommended that three existing wells be monitored "19M6" (or "19E1 "), "19B1" 
and a yet unspecified well to the east. In October 2015, the City requested six (6) months to 
determine which existing well to the east of the Project extraction wells will be used for 
monitoring. 
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3. Monitoring for Regional Groundwater Trends 
The monitoring for regional groundwater trends is to include the dedicated monitoring wells as 
wells as "35M2". Both the City and Agency staff agreed that the lateral monitoring wells would 
be specified, as noted above. In October 2015, the City requested six (6) months to determine 
which existing wells will be used for monitoring. 

B. Surface Water Monitoring 
The City proposed, and Agency staff agreed, to obtaining surface water volume and quality data from 
others when available. The purpose is to monitor the quantity and quality of brackish water flowing 
into the basin along the Arroyo Las Posas. Additionally, during the September 9, 2015 meeting, 
Agency staff requested the City monitor the volume of surface flow and water quality as a part of this 
Project, and that the calculated volume of annual flow be included in the annual report. Agency staff 
requested that the stream gauge/monitoring location be identified. In October 2015, the City 
requested six (6) months to determine the monitoring location. 

C. Subsidence Monitoring 
The City is proposing to cease Project pumping should water levels reach or drop below the historic 
low groundwater level at a specified location. A series of trigger levels has been proposed by the 
City. If water levels drop to the designated trigger depth or below, the rate of groundwater extraction 
would be reduced or ceased. Agency staff agrees maintaining water levels above the historic low 
levels should minimize the potential for land subsidence due to groundwater withdrawal. Therefore, 
Agency staff propose that if the above triggers are implemented then project conditions associated 
with land subsidence not be included. 

D. Reporting 
Agency staff requested, and the City agreed, that the Project Annual Report be due April 1 of each 
year for the life of the Project, to be consistent with reporting requirements for other projects. 

In addition, both the City and Agency staff agreed that the Annual Report will include: vertical and 
lateral delineation of the plume; a discussion regarding the health of the basin and region; and 
regional water level and water quality trends. 

IV. Contingency Plan: 

A. Contingency Triggers for Nearby Wells (Contingency Plans for Water Levels in Nearby Wells) 
The contingency triggers for the pumping reduction program presented in the Plan is based solely 
on water levels. Pumping is to be reduced in a step-wise fashion with the first reduction being 10% 
when the water level drops to a specified level in a specified well or levels in specified wells. Project 
pumping ceases when the water level or water levels reach the agreed upon historic low level as 
measured in a specified well or wells. It is proposed that extraction rates increase as water levels 
recover using the same formula in reverse. The contingency triggers in the current plan need to be 
revised to be appropriate for each proposed "trigger monitoring well" as the proposed trigger levels 
are for a well that has been destroyed and can no longer be monitored. 

B. Contingency Plan for Changes in Groundwater Quality (Pumping of Primarily Brackish 
Groundwater) 
City staff recognized that TDS concentrations may not be unique and distinguishable from 
background concentrations. During the September 9, 2015 meeting, Agency staff requested that the 
City identify a unique constituent to delineate and identify the plume. The City has selected 
manganese as the marker to distinguish and delineate the plume. The proposed freshwater 
determination is to be based on manganese concentrations at or below 50 ug per liter. 

C. Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion 
The City has proposed an either/or trigger: water level trigger of 120 feet below mean sea level at a 
specified well location, or a hydraulic gradient in a specified region . Agency staff believes the trigger 
for reductions in Project groundwater extractions should include both water level elevation and 
hydraulic gradient. It should also be made clear what the triggers are for both the Upper Aquifer 
System (UAS) and Lower Aquifer System (LAS). The Plan recommends using existing nested wells 
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Lucia McGovern, Deputy Director 
February 5, 2016 
Page 4 of 4 

at 02N21W34G04 and dedicated nested monitoring wells at location "B" ("located near City Hall"); 
however, the trigger elevations for each aquifer system has not been provided. 

D. Contingency Plan for Subsidence 

Summary 

Both the City and Agency staff mutually agreed that triggers are to be established such that water 
levels are maintained above the historic low levels, thus minimizing the potential for land subsidence 
due to groundwater withdrawal. Therefore, it is proposed that project conditions associated with land 
subsidence not be included. 

Significant progress has been made. Agency and City staff are in agreement in many areas regarding the Project's 
future conditions, operation triggers, and monitoring. As a result of the City's request for additional allocation beyond 
what was requested at the May 8, 2015 FCGMA Board meeting, and its proposed shift and increase in pumping at 
the City's airport wells, the City is proceeding with additional environmental review through an amended FEIR. We 
look forward to seeing completion of the Plan and the amended FEI R with the consideration of our comments above. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kathleen Riedel at (805) 654-2954 or me at (805) 654-2040. 

Sincerely, 

Attachments: (1) FCGMA letter to City of Camarillo, dated November 4, 2015 
(2) Financial Impact to Water Rates, dated January 25, 2016 

Cc: Jeff Pratt, Executive Officer 

References: 
Bachman, 2016. Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling: unpublished consulting 

report (red line version) prepared for Desalter Working Group, January. 

Bachman, 2016. Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling: unpublished consulting 
report prepared for Desalter Working Group, February. 

MWH, 2013. Santa Rosa Basin Groundwater Management Plan: Camrosa Water District, August. 
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Commenter: Kathleen Riedel, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 

Date: April 22, 2016 

Comments:  

1. The groundwater treated by the proposed project would remain within the Fox Canyon 
Groundwater Management Agency boundary.  Treated groundwater not served to City of 
Camarillo water customers would be sold to the Calleguas Municipal Water District which 
would then serve the treated water to its customers downstream of the project location 
(i.e. cities of Oxnard and Port Hueneme) and therefore would not be served outside the 
agency’s boundaries. 

2. As stated in this comment, the analysis and findings of the Supplemental EIR are entirely 
based on groundwater modeling conducted by Steve Bachman (Northern Pleasant Valley 
Desalter Groundwater Analysis and Modeling, March 2016).  As stated in Section 13 of 
this groundwater modeling report, modeling of complex hydrogeologic conditions requires 
simplification of these complex conditions and, thus, modeling results are a simplified 
approximation of future groundwater conditions.  Measurement of actual future conditions 
utilizing the recommended monitoring plan should be the primary guide to the efficacy of 
the project, and adaptive management based on these monitoring results will be required 
to ensure that the project meets its objectives.  Therefore, a fundamental component of 
the project is the monitoring and contingency measures discussed in Section 5.2.3 of the 
Supplemental EIR. 

It is important to note that no model can “predict” a drought.  One of the primary reasons 
for preparation of the Supplemental EIR was to present revised groundwater modeling 
results, which included the addition of post-2010 groundwater pumping data (increased 
pumping during the drought period).  The revised modeling indicated post-project 
groundwater levels near the project site would be lower than indicated in the Final EIR/EA 
(see Table 5.2-5 of the Supplemental EIR).  

3. The FCGMA letter dated February 5, 2016 addressed to the City provides a review of the 
January 2016 version of the groundwater modelling study, and not comments on the 
Supplemental EIR.  Many of the recommendations in this letter to revise the monitoring 
and contingency plan were included in the Supplemental EIR, including:  

 Revising the groundwater model to include the most recent data for storm and 
base flows, groundwater well levels, and groundwater extraction quantities; 

 Identification of an up-gradient monitoring well (2N/20W-19A1); 

 Upstream surface water monitoring (added to the Final Supplemental EIR); 

 Water quality monitoring and using changes in manganese concentrations as 
triggers for determining improvements to water quality; 
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 Identification of a regional trend monitoring well (2N/21W-35M6) that would assist 
in detecting possible seawater intrusion, establishing groundwater level triggers in 
the project area for reduced pumping as groundwater levels get close to historic 
conditions;  

 Monitoring for potential land subsidence by field surveying the area every 5  years; 
and  

 Annual reporting to FCGMA with information on treatment plant operations, and 
well monitoring.   

4. There should be no effect on recharge to the Oxnard Plain Basin.  The Forebay is far 
enough away from the project to have no effect.   

Dropping groundwater elevations could cause some migration from surrounding and 
underlying sediments.  However, that is far outpaced by the elimination of the brackish 
groundwater plume that is already in the northern area of the Pleasant Valley Basin.  The 
net effect of the proposed project would be a large improvement in groundwater quality. 

The Supplemental EIR provides mitigation to avoid any additional subsidence by not 
allowing groundwater elevations to drop below historical levels.  Thus, the cause of 
potential future subsidence is eliminated.   

5. The Final EIR/EA and Supplemental EIR assessed a wide range of alternatives including 
the no project alternative, two alternative facility sites (Site 4 and 7) and various 
groundwater pumping rates.  The relative impacts were discussed for each alternative and 
mitigation provided as appropriate.  Mitigation (groundwater monitoring and contingency 
plan) has been developed over several years based on comments provided by FCGMA 
on the groundwater modeling report.  These mitigation measures would be implemented 
throughout the life of the project. Therefore, the Final EIR/EA and Supplemental EIR fully 
comply with Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code in that feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided that would “substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects” of the project. 

6. With regard to additional mitigation measures, see the response to Comment 2.  As stated 
in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIR/EA, the 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative would not meet 
a primary objective of the project as it would not fully address the migration of the poor 
quality groundwater plume into the central portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin; and water 
quality degradation to downstream wells would occur.  The Final EIR/EA acknowledges 
that the 4,500 acre-feet/year Alternative would not result in significant groundwater 
quantity impacts.  However, the proposed project (as mitigated) is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative as it would have similar or lesser impacts as the 
alternatives considered. 

7. The Final EIR/EA and Supplemental EIR acknowledge potentially significant cumulative 
impacts to groundwater quantity and subsidence, and mitigation was provided to reduce 
these impacts to a less than significant level.  As discussed on pages 5.2-20 to 21 of the 
Supplemental EIR, the purpose of the project is to improve groundwater quality and 
modeling results indicate the project would not exacerbate seawater intrusion. 
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8. See the response to Comment 5. 
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VENTURA COUNTY 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 
Memorandum 

 
 

TO: Laura Hocking, Planning DATE:  April 22, 2016 
 
FROM: Alicia Stratton 
 
SUBJECT: Request for Review of Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

(DSEIR) for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility, 
City of Camarillo (Reference No. 13-023-3) 

 
Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject DSEIR, which is a proposal 
for construction and operation of a Groundwater Treatment Facility and two new wells to 
treat up to 9,000 acre-feet/year of brackish groundwater and provide up to 7,500 acre-
feet/year of treated water to the City Water Division’s service area.  Reverse osmosis 
would be used to treat the water, with the resulting brine discharged to the Calleguas 
Regional Salinity Management Pipeline.  The facility site and both proposed well sites 
would be located outside the City’s municipal boundaries.  The facility site is proposed 
for annexation to the City of Camarillo, and is located west of the Las Posas Road/Lewis 
Road intersection with proposed pipelines located primarily within City limits but would 
also extend to proposed facilities as well.   
 
We reviewed and submitted air quality-related comments on the previously circulated 
DEIRs (see memos dated May 14, 2014 and April 13, 2015).  Because air quality was not 
identified as having significant adverse effects in those documents, and based on 
information presented in Table 1 of the DSEIR, Summary of Significant Adverse 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, air quality is not identified as having 
significant adverse effects for this project.  We do not have new concerns or comments as 
part of this DSEIR review.  However, our original concern with short-term air quality 
impacts and the need for them to be mitigated to the greatest amount feasible remains 
important because of the proximity of the project site to sensitive receptors (Rancho 
Campana High School, St. John’s Hospital, Camarillo Library, and several residential 
neighborhoods).   
 
We wish to recommend the following air emissions reduction measures to reduce 
potential fugitive dust and generation of ozone precursor emissions from the project.   
Implementation with these measures will ensure that fugitive dust impacts on sensitive 
receptors are minimized.  Please note also that the emergency generator discussed in 
Section 3.5.5, Emergency Power, of the DSEIR may be subject to air district permits.  To 
help prevent project delays, the Permittee or their representative should contact the 
VCAPCD Engineering Division at the earliest practicable date to determine any air 
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permit requirements.  Emergency generators greater than 50 hp are subject to District 
permits.  The VCAPCD Engineering Division can be contacted by telephone at (805) 
645-1401 or by email at engineering@vcapcd.org. 
 
Air Emissions Reduction Measures 
 

1.  The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation 
operations shall be minimized to prevent excessive amounts of dust; 
2.  Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to be graded 
or excavated before commencement of grading or excavation operations.  
Application of water should penetrate sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust 
during grading activities; 
3.  Signs shall be posted onsite limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour or less. 
4.  All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities shall cease 
during periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust to 
impact adjacent properties).  During periods of high winds, all clearing, grading, 
earth moving, and excavation operations shall be curtailed to the degree 
necessary to prevent fugitive dust created by onsite activities and operations 
from being a nuisance or hazard, either offsite or onsite. 
5.  Personnel involved in grading operations, including contractors and 
subcontractors, should be advised to wear respiratory protection in accordance 
with California Division of Occupational Safety and Health regulations; and, 
6.  Signs displaying the APCD Complaint Line Telephone number for public 
complaints shall be posted in a prominent location visible off the site: (805) 645-
1400 during business hours and (805) 654-2797 after hours. 
7.  Construction equipment shall not have visible emissions, except when under 
load. 
8.  Construction equipment shall not idle for more than five (5) consecutive 
minutes.  The idling limit does not apply to: (1) idling when queuing; (2) idling 
to verify that the vehicle is in safe operating condition; (3) idling for testing, 
servicing, repairing or diagnostic purposes; (4) idling necessary to accomplish 
work for which the vehicle was designed (such as operating a crane); (5) idling 
required to bring the machine system to operating temperature, and (6) idling 
necessary to ensure safe operation of the vehicle. 

 
If you have any questions, please call me at (805) 645-1426. 
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Commenter: Alicia Stratton, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District    

Date: April 22, 2016 

Response: 

The commenter has previously agreed with the findings of the Final EIR/EA that significant air 
quality impacts would not occur.  The Supplemental EIR does not include an assessment of air 
quality impacts, as recent project changes would not affect air emissions.  The air emissions 
reduction measures provided in this comment are equivalent to measures included in the Final 
EIR/EA.  The City recognizes that the proposed emergency generator may be subject to a permit 
to operate, and plans to contact the APCD during the engineering design phase to verify the 
requirement for permits. 
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April 25, 2016 
 
Ms. Lucia McGovern          SENT VIA E-MAIL 
City of Camarillo 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA  93010 
 
Subject:  Notice of Availability of a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) – North 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility 
 
Dear Ms. McGovern: 
  
Thank you for providing the above-referenced Notice of Availability to Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCo) staff for review.  We realize that our comments are being submitted one business 
day after the date identified in the Notice of Availability; however, we encourage the City to address 
LAFCo staff’s concerns so that the City’s environmental document may be used by LAFCo if and when 
the Commission is required to take action regarding the proposal. 
 
Project Description 
 
The City’s treatment facility would treat brackish groundwater from two existing and two proposed 
wells.  Brine removed from the groundwater at the treatment facility through a reverse osmosis 
system would be discharged to the Calleguas Municipal Water District’s (CMWD) Regional Salinity 
Management Project pipeline.  The facility as proposed would have the ability to treat 9,000 acre-feet 
per year (AFY) of locally-extracted groundwater, yielding 7,500 AFY of treated, potable water.  
Combined, it appears that the proposed treatment facility, new well sites, and roads would occupy 
approximately five acres to be located within the City boundary (the Proposed Action Site and one 
alternative site are currently outside the City, and the second alternative site is located within the 
City).  Pipelines would be installed underneath existing public roads and agricultural land.  Pipelines 
located in farmland would be installed at a depth of five feet so that the land could continue to be 
used for crop production.  The facility would operate 24 hours per day and would be staffed by two to 
three employees during each 8-hour shift.   
 
According to the Draft Supplemental EIR, the Camarillo City Council certified the Final EIR on May 27, 
2015, and the Supplemental EIR contains only minor changes or additions to the Final EIR.  In contrast 
to the original project description (which states that treated groundwater would be used within the 
City’s service area only), the project description contained in the Draft Supplemental EIR documents 
that approximately 4,500-6,000 AFY of the 7,500 AFY treated groundwater produced by the project 
would be provided within the City’s service area, and the balance would be sold to the CMWD for 
distribution within the CMWD service boundary.   
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The two proposed well locations have been modified.  The Final EIR identifies that each new well site 
would be located within a 0.25-acre agricultural area, however the description of the revised well 
locations only includes the specific size of one of the new well sites.  Based on the total acreage of 
agricultural land proposed for conversion, it appears that the second well site would be of the same 
approximate size as the original well site location. 
 
Water Resources  
 
The Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) is responsible for monitoring the 
quality and quantity of groundwater in the Fox Canyon aquifer, controlling extraction of 
groundwater from the aquifer, and controlling supply of water into the aquifer.   
 
In 2010, the City was allocated a maximum of 4,279 AFY of groundwater, in response to a FCGMA 
Ordinance that mandated reductions in groundwater extraction due to groundwater basin 
overdraft.  On April 11, 2014, the FCGMA adopted Emergency Ordinance E, which replaced existing 
municipal extraction allocations with a 20% reduction of average annual reported extractions 
between 2003 and 2012.  According to the City, it pumps approximately 4,000 AFY of the 4,279 AFY 
limit established by the FCGMA.  The April 22, 2016, letter submitted to the City by the FCGMA 
documents that the City’s current groundwater allocation for 2016 is almost 3,197 AFY.  The Draft 
Supplemental EIR should address any changes in the City’s groundwater extraction allocation as a 
result of Emergency Ordinance E and any new extraction allocation program adopted by the 
FCGMA, and should clarify the City’s ability to pump water in excess of the set maximum (if 
applicable). 
 
Flooding 
 
Section 5.2.2.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIR states that the Proposed Action Site location for the 
proposed facility is within an area that may be impacted by flooding, and that flood-related impacts 
are potentially significant but “could be mitigated to a level of less than significant as part of final 
design of the project.”  Identified mitigation to minimize potential flooding impacts includes the 
design and construction of flood walls surrounding the facility.  However, it is not clear if the 
construction of such walls would necessitate further encroachment of project features into 
agricultural areas, and whether the “minimization” of impacts would result in the reduction of 
impacts to a less than significant level.  Please note that Section 3.3.1.2(h) of the Ventura LAFCo 
Commissioner’s Handbook states that LAFCo does not favor approval of proposals where “[t]he 
proposal area would accommodate new development and includes a tsunami inundation zone, 
wildfire hazard zone, FEMA designated floodway or floodplain, or other hazardous area designated 
by federal, state or local public agencies, unless the Commission determines that the hazard or 
hazards can be adequately mitigated.” 
 
Agricultural Resources 
 
In our May 15, 2014, comments, we identified concerns regarding the City’s evaluation of the 
project’s impacts to farmland.  Specifically, we requested that agricultural preservation policies 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 910 of 1199

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Line

mingamells
Text Box
1.

mingamells
Text Box
2.

mingamells
Text Box
3.



contained in the Ventura LAFCo Commissioner’s Handbook be addressed, and recommended that 
the City consider mitigation measures that would reduce the potential impacts to agricultural 
resources.  As part of its proposal to LAFCo, staff will request that the City supply analysis of the 
agricultural preservation policies to LAFCo for evaluation.  The City’s May 27, 2015, response to 
comments clarifies that “[s]ince the proposed project would not result in a significant take of Prime 
farmland, mitigation measures are not proposed.”  The Draft Supplemental EIR documents loss of 
farmland that is generally equivalent to that evaluated in the original alternatives for the Proposed 
Action Site, Site 4, and Site 7.  Despite the City’s conclusion that the impacts to agricultural 
resources resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action Site are less than significant, 
LAFCo staff again encourages the City to consider mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts 
to agricultural resources.   
 
As the proposed mitigation measure for implementation of Site 4 involves redesign of the project to 
reduce the impact from significant to less than significant levels, the City should clarify why the 
design of that alternative does not already incorporate the mitigation.  Additionally, as the 
proposed mitigation measure for implementation of Site 7 states that the remaining portion of the 
developed parcel would be unsuitable for agricultural production, it is not clear how the City’s 
purchase of the entire parcel would support continued agricultural production on the unused 
portions of the site. 
 
The Draft Supplemental EIR states that a minimum 50-foot buffer area would be provided between 
the new facility and surrounding agricultural fields.  Please clarify if the 50-foot buffer is included in 
the total acreage figures provided in Table 5.1-2. 
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Supplemental EIR.  Please feel free to 
contact me if you have any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Andrea Ozdy 
Analyst 
 
c: LAFCo Commissioners 

Joe Vacca, City of Camarillo 
Kim Prillhart, County of Ventura 
Cy Johnson, Calleguas Municipal Water District 
Kathleen Riedel, Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency 
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Ci ty  o f  Camar i l l o  
Nor th  P leasan t  Va l l ey  Groundwate r  T rea tment  Fac i l i t y  10 .0  Response  to  Comments  

 

Commenter: Andrea Ozdy, Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission    

Date: April 25, 2016 

Response: 

1. The Supplemental EIR has been updated to note the revised City groundwater allocation 
under Emergency Ordinance E.  As listed in Section 1.8.3 of the Supplemental EIR, the 
City will need a revised groundwater allocation from the Fox Canyon Groundwater 
Management Agency (FCGMA) for the project to move forward.  The City has been 
working with FCGMA for over 4 years and has incorporated recommended monitoring and 
contingency plans to avoid significant impacts to groundwater resources.  Mitigation and 
contingency measures have been incorporated into the proposed project.  Implementation 
of these measures would be adhered to throughout the project’s operation, and would 
mitigate potential impacts to groundwater resources and groundwater quality, including 
avoiding exacerbating seawater intrusion and land subsidence.  Annual reports of 
operations would be submitted to FCGMA throughout the life of the project.     

2. Flood walls are appropriate for this industrial project and would fully mitigate the flood 
hazard associated with a minor drainage.  The flood walls would be located within the 
landscaped agricultural/urban buffer shown in Figure 3-3 of the Supplemental EIR. 

3. The Treatment Facility has been designed to use the smallest site feasible to minimize 
conversion of farmland.  In addition, the agricultural/urban buffer required by Ventura 
County would be vegetated and reduced to 50 feet to minimize additional conversion of 
farmland.  As noted in this comment, impacts to agricultural resources are considered less 
than significant and further measures to reduce or offset agricultural impacts are not 
required or practical. 

4. The facility design is currently at a concept level, such that it is unclear if a site-specific 
design for the Site 4 Alternative could substantially reduce conversion of agricultural land.  
However, in combination with other measures provided (change the access road/pipeline 
alignments, fully bury pipelines), farmland conversion could be reduced to below the 5 
acre threshold.  Concerning the Site 7 Alternative, continued cultivation of the balance of 
the parcel could be subsidized by the City as part of agricultural/urban buffer.  These 
issues have been clarified in the Final Supplemental EIR. 

5. The proposed 50 foot buffer is shown on Figure 3-3 as the area between facility 
components and the proposed parcel boundary (labeled as P/L).  Table 5.1-2 includes all 
project components, including the 50 foot buffer. 
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1 Introduction	

Poor-quality brackish water from upstream discharges has infiltrated into the northern 
Pleasant Valley basin (NPV) since 1994.  This infiltration has caused a large mound of poor-
quality groundwater in NPV that has both raised groundwater elevations almost 200 ft within the 
mound and deteriorated groundwater quality for both agricultural and municipal pumpers.  The 
proposed NPV Desalter project aims to reverse the water quality degradation by pumping poor-
quality groundwater from the mound and treating it to drinking water standards.  The timing of 
the proposed project is dependent upon the arrival of the Salinity Management Pipeline (SMP) 
into the Camarillo area near the location of the proposed project because brine from the reverse 
osmosis treatment process must be discharged to the SMP. 

This study included constructing a groundwater flow model to simulate a range of scenarios 
to help answer several questions: 

 Groundwater elevations – would the NPV Desalter pumping effectively reduce the 
mound of poor quality groundwater and prevent its migration into the main portion 
of the Pleasant Valley basin?  Could the pumping occur without adversely affecting 
the basin and other pumpers? 

 Water quality – how far has the poor-quality water spread into the basin1?  Could the 
project pull this water back effectively?  What duration of desalting project would 
the re-captured water sustain?  Would all the poor-quality water be extracted? 

 Project Capacity – how many wells would be required, what capacity could be 
pumped and treated, what would pumping rates be, and where would the desalter 
wells be located? 

 
The study consisted of collecting and analyzing surface water and groundwater data, 

constructing and calibrating a groundwater flow model, simulating salt migration through 
particle tracking modeling, and analyzing a number of model scenarios to test capacity and 
location of desalter wells, and the groundwater response to this pumping. 

2 Hydrogeology	of	Northern	Pleasant	Valley	Basin	

NPV is the northern extension of the main Pleasant Valley basin, an important source of 
groundwater for both urban use and the irrigation of the extensive crops of the Oxnard Plain.  
The discussion of the hydrogeology of the NPV is organized from the general to the specific, 
with general geology followed by aquifer testing and aquifer properties. 

                                                 
1 Poor quality water defined as exceeding Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Basin Plan 
Objectives, TDS 700 mg/L, sulfate 300 mg/L, chloride 150 mg/L (http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/ 
water_issues/programs/basin_plan/electronics_documents/bp3_water_quality_objectives.pdf) 
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2.1 General	Geology	

Historical interest in NPV has largely focused on structural geology, with a number of faults 
identified over the years.  Because some of these faults are considered active, evaluating these 
faults in terms of geologic hazards has been a priority.  Some of these faults have surface 
expression, whereas others are buried in the alluvium (Figure 1 indicates faults as they are 
depicted by the U.S. Geological Survey in their latest GIS coverage2).  Whether any of these 
faults impede groundwater movement is discussed in the next section. 

Faulting and accompanying folding in NPV is largely controlled by regional stresses 
associated with the rotation and movement of the Transverse Ranges.  Compressional forces 
dominate, with the major faults in the area having a significant component of north-south 
thrusting.  The Simi-Santa Rosa Fault Zone (Figure 1) is associated with anticlinal folding, both 
along the Camarillo Hills and as shown crossing Section A-A’ just south of the Reunion Beryl #2 
well.  NPV is located in a syncline that trends south-southwest through the approximate location 
of the Pitts #1 well. 

Two cross sections were constructed approximately orthogonally through the center of NPV 
(Figure 1).  Stratigraphic correlations along the section lines were made primarily using oil well 
geophysical logs, supplemented by water well drillers logs.  Section A-A’ was tied on both ends 
to Turner and Mukae’s (1975) regional cross sections B-B’ and D-D’.  The sections were also 
tied to cross sections being constructed by United Water Conservation District as part of the 
effort to revise the Ventura Regional Groundwater Model.  The interpreted geophysical log for 
the Pitts #1 well is shown in Figure 2. 

The water-bearing units of the Lower (LAS) and Upper (UAS) Aquifer Systems rest on both 
older sedimentary units and Conejo Volcanics.  The UAS and LAS together reach a thickness of 
as much as 1,500 ft in NPV (Figure 3, Figure 4).  The basal LAS consist of the Grimes Canyon 
Aquifer overlain by the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  The Fox Canyon is now the primary water-
producing unit in NPV.  The LAS is folded and partially truncated at the north end of NPV 
(Figure 3).  This truncation is evident where the LAS is exposed in the hills on the west and east 
sides of northernmost NPV (Figure 1).  Along Arroyo Las Posas, this truncation surface is 
unconformably overlain by the sediments deposited by the arroyo (description in following 
paragraph).  The UAS is present in NPV but is not a major water-producing unit.  It is entirely 
truncated in the northern portion of NPV (Figure 3). 

Unconformably overlying the UAS and LAS is an alluvial unit deposited along the Arroyo 
Las Posas.  Drillers’ logs indicate that this alluvial unit, herein designated as the Shallow 
Aquifer, consists of sand and gravel, with finer-grained units in overbank locations (e.g., Figure 
4).  The maximum thickness of the unit in NPV is about 200 ft.  Where the sand and gravel 
facies of the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer, there is a ready conduit for 
recharge from the arroyo to the Fox Canyon (e.g., Figure 3).  This occurs in a limited area within 
NPV, but apparently is the main recharge area for NPV.  The limits of this recharge area are 
discussed in the next chapter. 

                                                 
2 USGS, 2003, Simulation of Groundwater/Surface Water Flow in the Santa Clara-Calleguas Basin, Ventura 
County, California, WRIR 02-4136, 157 p. 
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Figure 1.  Geologic map of NPV indicating location of cross sections in following figures.  Wells used in 

hydrographs are also shown. 

 
Figure 2.  Geophysical log from Pitts #1 oil well (see location map).  SP (spontaneous potential) is measured in 

millivolts; resistivity is measured in ohms m2/m. 
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Figure 3.  Section A-A’ that crosses the project area from southwest (A) to northeast (A’) (see location map).  

The southern end of the section ties to Turner-Mukae’s section B-B’ and United Water’s 
regional cross sections and the northern end of the section ties to Turner-Mukae’s section D-
D’.  The northern end of the project area is located at the basin boundary, where an anticline 
(and likely at least one fault structure) forms the boundary between NPV and the East Las 
Posas basin.  Note that the Fox Canyon Aquifer is truncated by the Shallow Aquifer near the 
basin boundary; where this relationship occurs, water from the arroyo can percolate through 
the Shallow Aquifer into the Fox Canyon Aquifer, providing a conduit for movement of 
brackish water from the arroyo into the Fox Canyon.  Perforations in water wells are 
indicated by hachured areas. 
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Figure 4.  Section B-B’ that crosses the project area from northwest (B) to southeast (B’) (see location map).  

Although this section indicates the same relationships between geologic units as Section A-A’, 
the Fox Canyon Aquifer in Section B-B’ is overlain by clay-rich alluvium and does not present 
a ready path for movement of surface water into the Fox Canyon Aquifer. 

2.2 Hydrogeology	

NPV has seen rapid changes in both water levels and water quality over a two-decade period.  
The trigger for these changes appears to be the advent of overflow of dry-weather flow from the 
Las Posas basin, with the dual effect of rapidly raising groundwater elevations from this new 
source of recharge and deterioration of water quality from the poorer-quality baseflow in the 
arroyo. 

Trends	in	Groundwater	Elevations	

Hydrographs constructed in the northern portion of NPV exhibit the rapid rise (over 200 ft) in 
groundwater elevations that began in the early 1990s (Figure 5).  In the portions of NPV closest 
to the Santa Rosa basin (and away from the recharge area in NPV), groundwater elevations had 
risen by about 50 ft by 2005 (Figure 6); there are no data available for later time periods in that 
area.  South across Highway 101, there was a less substantial rise in groundwater elevations 
(Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9), with water level trends complicated by recovery from drought 
pumping in the late 1980s and early 1990s, increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by United 
Water Conservation District, and the beginning of the Conejo Creek Project. 

Groundwater elevation maps were constructed for Spring of 1994 (Figure 10) and 2011 
(Figure 11).  There was a significant pumping depression in NPV (groundwater elevations as low 
as 120 feet below sea level) in 1994 (Figure 10).  The additional percolation from the dry-
weather flow (base flow) of Arroyo Las Posas had sufficiently recharged the Lower Aquifer 
System of NPV that by 2011 the pumping depression was eradicated and a recharge mound 
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created (Figure 11).  At its northern edge, this recharge mound creates heads that are near ground 
surface.  Figure 12 indicates that groundwater elevations increased by as much as 225 ft from 
1980 to 2011.  As discussed previously, some of this rise in groundwater elevations south of 
Highway 101 is likely caused by increased in-lieu surface water deliveries by United Water 
Conservation District and the Conejo Creek Project to the area. 

 

 
Figure 5.  Hydrographs for wells near Desalter Project.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 6.  Hydrographs for wells 32D1 and 28G2.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 
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Figure 7.  Hydrographs for wells 1B4 and 36N1.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 8.  Hydrographs for wells 34D2 and 35M2.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 
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Figure 9.  Hydrographs for USGS nested site 34G.  See Figure 1 for well locations. 

 
Figure 10.  Groundwater elevation map for Spring 1994. 
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Figure 11.  Groundwater elevation map for Spring 2011. 

 
Figure 12.  Increase in groundwater elevation from 1994 to 2011. 
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Groundwater	Quality	

The effect of the recharge of the poorer-quality base flow of Arroyo Las Posas is evident in 
the wells closest to the area of recharge in the northernmost wells in NPV.  Figure 14 and Figure 
15 show increases in sulfate, chloride, and TDS starting in the 1990s; Figure 14 shows the most 
distinct change in water quality sometime after year 1995.  For context, groundwater elevations 
started to rise in about 1992 in these wells – a lag time between a rise in groundwater elevation 
and actual movement of the poor-quality out into the aquifer would be expected.  The observed 
lag time was used to help calibrate the groundwater model. 

PV wells located towards the center of the basin have not yet detected the water quality 
changes seen in the wells located in northern PV (Figure 16 to Figure 21).  There is a data gap in 
recent sampling in much of NPV because the wells that provided earlier data have been 
destroyed as urban growth occurred.  Thus, it is not known how much further the poor quality 
water has migrated southward in PV.  The particle tracking analysis discussed in a later chapter 
models the possibilities for this migration. 

Two additional water quality analyses were performed in NPV.  Stiff diagrams (charting 
milliequivalents of major cations and anions) for the 1980s and in 2010-11 were constructed to 
examine differences in water quality with time and space (Figure 22 and Figure 23).  There is a 
variety of water quality types shown in Figure 22, indicating different sources of water and/or 
different histories of migration of the waters.  From the 1980s to 2010-11, the only evident 
change in water quality occurs in the northernmost wells, where sulfate and chloride now 
dominate the major ions.  This is consistent with the determination of water quality documented 
in preceding paragraphs in this northern portion of NPV.  The gap in recent data in NPV is also 
documented in Figure 23. 

A series of graduated-dot maps were constructed for groundwater quality in NPV in 2010-11.  
Although chloride concentrations have increased in NPV, levels are below drinking water 
standards.  In the main Pleasant Valley basin, chloride concentrations above 200 mg/L are 
problematic for irrigation of many crops (Figure 24) and are not related to the baseflow recharge 
in NPV.  Increased TDS and sulfate concentrations in NPV are higher than drinking water 
standards (Figure 25 and Figure 26), one of the main reasons the NPV Desalter Project was 
conceived to remove the excess salts that have infiltrated into NPV. 
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Figure 13.  Location of wells with water quality graphs.  Some of the graphs are in the Appendix. 

 
Figure 14.  Water quality in well 19F4.  See Figure 13 for location. 
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Figure 15.  Water quality in well 19L5.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 16.  Water quality in well 29B2 (Camrosa WD Woodcreek well).  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 17.  Water quality in well 34C1.  See Figure 13 for location. 
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Figure 18.  Water quality in well 34G1.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 19.  Chloride in wells 34G.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 20.  TDS in wells 34G.  See Figure 13 for location. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 930 of 1199



NPV	Desalter	Groundwater	Analysis	&	Modeling	 Page	14	
 

 
Figure 21.  Water quality in wells 1B.  See Figure 13 for location. 

 
Figure 22.  Stiff water quality diagrams for NPV groundwater in the 1980s. 
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Figure 23.  Stiff water quality diagrams for NPV groundwater 2010-11.  See previous figure for Stiff legend. 

 
Figure 24.  Maximum chloride concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 

and 2011. 
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Figure 25.  Maximum TDS concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 and 

2011. 

 
Figure 26.  Maximum sulfate concentrations (mg/L) measured in Lower Aquifer System wells during 2010 

and 2011. 
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Subsidence	

Potential subsidence caused by historical lowering of groundwater elevations has not been 
measured in the NPV area, although there are no reported surface indications of subsidence (e.g., 
offset roads or parking lots, foundation cracking, etc.).  The USGS documented a couple of feet 
of subsidence on the Oxnard Plain that they related to overdraft of the Oxnard Plain basin.  There 
is a baseline of information from a LIDAR fly-over a decade ago; portions of this survey have 
been processed, largely at well heads and in Arroyo Las Posas.  There is also additional 
information from traditional surveys within NPV. 

When subsidence occurs because of lowered groundwater elevations in a basin, there is 
dewatering of the finer-grained sediments within and between the aquifers, but the pore space in 
sand and gravel aquifers is largely unaffected by lowered groundwater elevations.  Because 
groundwater elevations dropped significantly by the early 1990s (see Figure 7 and Figure 8), any 
subsidence related to those lowered water levels has likely already occurred – future subsidence, 
if any, related to drops in groundwater elevations to similar depths in the future may be largely 
mitigated by the earlier event. 

Aquifer	Properties	

A series of aquifer tests, dynamic spinner logs, and vertical chemical profiles were conducted 
in 2011 for the City of Camarillo (contracted by TMR Geological Consulting Services).  Two of 
Camarillo’s production wells (A and B) and two other nearby wells were used as pumping and 
observation wells for the aquifer tests.  All of the testing was conducted in the Fox Canyon 
Aquifer.  The details of the results are included in the Appendix and on the attached CD.  Ranges 
of results included: 

Transmissivity: 4,000 to 10,300 ft2/day 

Storativity: 3.1E-06 to 4.5 E-04 

Horizontal Hydraulic Conductivity: 11 to 30 ft/day 

3 Analysis	of	Flow	–	Arroyo	Las	Posas	

The flow of Arroyo Las Posas as it crosses the boundary between the Las Posas basin (LPB) 
and NPV is one of the most important components of the water balance for the NPV Desalter.  
There is no permanent gage at the basin boundary, so gages upstream and downstream of the 
project area must be used in flow analysis.  Additional information was provided by a two- 
month long dry-weather flow study conducted in late 2011 in the LPB3. 

The two permanent gage sites of interest (Figure 27) are upstream in the LPB at Hitch Blvd 
(Gages #841, 841a) and downstream near Highway 101 (Gages #806, 806a).  The gages have 
overlapping but not completely coincident periods of record (Table 1).  A number of analyses 
were conducted to understand baseflow and stormflow relationships between the gage sites.  An 

                                                 
3 Larry Walker and Assoc., 2012, Phase I Study: Surface Flow and Groundwater Recharge in Arroyo Las Posas, 
report to Calleguas Municipal Water District.  
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examination of historical aerial photos also provided insight into the downstream progression of 
baseflow percolation as the Shallow Aquifer in the LPB filled. 

Baseflow in Arroyo Las Posas is a mixture of natural dry-weather flows, discharges from 
wastewater treatment plants, discharge from dewatering wells in Simi Valley, and agricultural 
tail waters.  The terminus of the baseflow has moved downstream over the past decades as basins 
adjacent to the arroyo have filled, with spillage across the LPB-NPV boundary occurring in the 
early 1990s.  Since that time, baseflow has entirely percolated into groundwater in the upstream 
quarter-mile or so of the arroyo as it flows into NPV (Figure 28). 

In contrast, stormflows percolate into a longer reach of the arroyo than baseflow (Figure 28).  
The extent of stormflow percolation in NPV is not known with certainty.  Aquifer testing in City 
of Camarillo wells A and B indicate that confined aquifer conditions exist at those locations, 
somewhat limiting the potential extent of percolation of stormflow into the Fox Canyon Aquifer.  
The possible downstream limit of significant percolation may occur where the arroyo changes 
from a wider braided stream to a narrow channel (Figure 28). 

There are a number of inputs and outputs to streamflow between the Hitch and 101 gage sites.  
These include: 

a) Tributaries within LPB (flow gain); 

b) Percolation into groundwater as the arroyo flows over the LPB (flow lost); 

c) Rising groundwater as the arroyo flows over the LPB (flow gain), 

d) Percolation into groundwater as the arroyo flows over the NPV (flow lost); and 

e) Tributaries and stormwater channels within NPV (flow gain). 
 

There is only a loose correlation between daily flows gaged at the Hitch and 101 sites (Figure 
29).  The main reason for this poor correlation of daily flows is that baseflow is included in the 
comparison, and baseflow at Hitch never reaches the 101 gage site (it completely percolates 
along the route).  However, if stormflow totals (the total flows from individual storm events) are 
compared, there is a good correlation between the two gage sites (Figure 30).  Stormflow totals 
are somewhat higher at the 101 gage site, indicating that storm runoff between the two gages is 
higher than percolation from the arroyo. 

It is important to separate infiltration of baseflow from infiltration of stormflow because 
baseflow is the source of poor-quality water in the aquifers.  To estimate the amount of baseflow 
infiltration into NPV, the fate of baseflow between the Hitch gage site and the NPV basin 
boundary must be determined.  The two-month long dry-weather study of the arroyo in LPB by 
Larry Walker Associates characterized flow at a number of sites in the reach between the Hitch 
gage and the LPB/NPV boundary.  Net dry-weather loss along this reach averaged 10.6 acre-feet 
per day (Table 2).  This net loss includes all additions and subtractions of water along the reach 
from the Hitch gage to the NPV boundary – water flowing in from upstream of the gage, water 
from tributaries and treatment plants along the reach, infiltration into the groundwater basin, and 
evapotranspiration losses.  There were some uncertainties that will be addressed in a follow-up 
study during the 2012 dry season. 
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By subtracting the daily losses from the daily baseflow at Hitch, the baseflow reaching NPV 
can be estimated for the period 1994-2010 (baseflow first reached NPV about 1994).  Within 
rounding errors, the baseflow reaching NPV is 3,851 acre-feet per year (10.55 acre-feet per day 
loss multiplied by 365 days) less than the baseflow at the Hitch gage.  The summation of these 
daily estimates is shown in Table 4.  Note that all baseflow entering NPV is percolated, which 
has been established by visual and aerial photography evidence.  In addition, there is little or no 
recorded baseflow at the 101 gage site. 

Stormflow percolation in NPV must be calculated using a different technique.  Because there 
is currently little infiltration of stormflow in the Las Posas basin (infiltration of baseflow keeps 
groundwater elevations at stream level), it was assumed that stormflow gaged at the Hitch site 
reached the Las Posas basin/NPV boundary (plus additional tributary flows that are ungaged).  
The stormflow likely bypassed the first quarter-mile of the NPV reach because this reach has 
perennial flow and percolation of baseflow.  Thus, infiltration of stormflow likely occurs 
downstream of the first quarter-mile of the arroyo, with the downstream limit of percolation 
indicated in Figure 28 and discussed earlier. 

There is no direct measurement of percolation rates in the area of stormflow percolation.  
However, percolation rates can be estimated from baseflow percolation (Table 3).  Baseflow 
percolates about 23 acre-feet per day (8,540 acre-feet per year divided by 365 days/year) over the 
measured length of the streambed where percolation occurs (1,400 ft).  This equates to an 
infiltration rate of about 0.02 acre-feet per day per foot of arroyo length.  If the same infiltration 
rate (0.02 acre-feet per day per foot) is used over the 5,500 ft reach where storm flow can 
infiltrate, a maximum of 89 acre-feet per day of storm water can be infiltrated. 

The average number of days of stormflow at the Hitch gage was calculated using the daily 
measured flow at that gage for the period of record 1990-2011.  Stormflow was considered to be 
the portion of the flow in a day that was in excess of the 5-day average from the previous 
baseflow-only period.  This increase in flow occurred on average over the period of record about 
54 days/year (ranges from 18 to 103 days/year).  When the infiltration rate from the previous 
paragraph is applied during the stormflow days of the year, percolated stormflow can be 
estimated (Table 4).  It should be noted that ungaged tributary flows between the Hitch gage and 
NPV are not included in this estimate.  Infiltration of baseflow into NPV averages about 8,540 
acre-feet per year and infiltration of stormflow averages at least 2,419 acre-feet per year (Table 
4). 

These estimated recharge rates are based on current data and studies, and likely have an error 
range of tens of percent.  Potential errors in percolation amounts are integrated into the 
groundwater modeling for this study; amounts of percolation are varied to determine the 
sensitivity of percolation amounts to project modeling results. 

Gage  Period of Record 
Missing Yrs since 

1990 

Gage #841,a (Hitch) 1990 to present  WY 1996 
Gage #806,a (101)  1968 to present  WY 2008 

Table 1.  Period of record of gages used in this study. 
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Reach between Gage Sites 

Reach 
Gain 
(Loss) 
(CFD) 

Reach 
Gain 
(Loss) 
(AFD) 

Portion of 5 to 6 below Hitch 78,577  1.80 
6 to 7  (5,967)  (0.14) 
7 to 8  193,226  4.43 
8 to 9  (480,211) (11.0) 
9 to 10  Unknown  
10 to 11 at NPV Boundary  (245,806) (5.64) 

Total Gain (Loss)  (460,181) (10.6) 

Table 2.  Calculations of dry-weather stream gains and losses in Las Posas basin between the Hitch gage and 
the NPV border, based on Table 3 of the Larry Walker Assoc. study. 

Recharge Area 
Reach 

Length (ft) 

Annual 
Recharge 
(AFY) 

Daily 
Recharge 
(AFD) 

Unit 
Recharge 
Rate 

(AFD/ft) 

Baseflow  1,400  8,307  23  0.02 

Stormflow  5,500    89  0.02 

Table 3.  Calculation of recharge rate for stormflows in NPV.  The average annual recharge for baseflow was 
based on daily and annual calculations (see Table 4).  The average recharge of 8,307 AFY 
equates to a daily recharge rate of 23 AFD, or 0.02 AFD for each foot of reach length.  Using 
this unit recharge rate over the 5,500 feet of stormflow reach yields a potential of 89 AFD of 
stormflow recharge.  89 AFD was then applied in the daily stormflow calculations as the upper 
limit on daily infiltration. 
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Table 4.  Estimated baseflow and stormflow percolating into NPV.  All of the Arroyo Las Posas baseflow 

crossing into NPV percolates into NPV.  A portion of the stormflow crossing into NPV 
percolates into NPV.  Totals are summations of daily flows.  Data not available for 4th quarter 
2012 and 2013-2015 at Hitch gage.  Visual observations of stream at NPV boundary indicate 
no baseflow into NPV 2013-2015.  Stormflow infiltration in NPV 2013-2015 was estimated as 
the average of dry-year stormflow during the model period (years used in calculation marked 
with asterisk).  Likewsie, the long-term average used in the model for future flows is calculated 
for the period 1994-2015 by using measured flows for 1994-2012 and dry-year average values 
for baseflow and stormflow for the un-measured years 2013-2015.  Significant figures are to 
nearest thousand at best.  The sensitivity of modeling results to streamflow was tested and is 
described in the section “Using Model Results”.	
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Figure 27.  Gages on Arroyo Las Posas/Calleguas Creek used in this study.  Circle is location of project. 

 

 
Figure 28.  Location of percolation of baseflow and stormflow of Arroyo Las Posas into groundwater. 

 

Baseflow Percolation 

Stormflow Percolation 
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Figure 29.  Comparison of daily flows at Hitch and 101 gage sites. 

 
Figure 30.  Comparison of storm total flows at Hitch and 101 gage sites. 
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4 Model	Setup	

The MODFLOW 2000 interface Groundwater Vistas version 6 was used for the modeling.  
Grid spacing is variable, with the smallest cells (200 ft by 200 ft) located in the project area to 
accommodate particle tracking. 

4.1 Model	Hydrogeology	

Although the geology of the project area appears highly folded and faulted in the cross 
sections shown in this report (Figure 3 and Figure 4), it must be noted that the vertical 
exaggeration in the cross sections is 8.3:1 to 9:1, meaning that the folds are shown with much 
more amplitude than actual (this is done to better show the stratigraphy in the cross section).  The 
beds are actually relatively flat-lying and can be readily modeled (the model uses the actual dips 
of the beds).  Faulting which causes documented offsets in groundwater elevations and thus 
represent hydrogeologic boundaries can be accommodated by either low-flow or no-flow 
boundaries. 

The model has two layers, Shallow Aquifer/Upper Aquifer/Hueneme (Layer 1) and Fox 
Canyon Aquifer (Layer 2), with both layers extending to the coast (Figure 31).  In practice, the 
active portion of Layer 1 largely represents the Shallow Aquifer because the layer is considered 
no-flow outside of the area where the Shallow Aquifer overlies the Fox Canyon Aquifer (Figure 
32).  The active portion of Layer 1 is considered to be unconfined.  The outer limit where the 
Shallow Aquifer lies directly on the Fox Canyon Aquifer is somewhat uncertain.  Its location is 
estimated based on historical aerial photos showing the location of stream percolation, aquifer 
testing (City of Camarillo wells are in the confined portion of aquifer and therefore outside of the 
area where the unconfined Shallow Aquifer rests directly in the Fox Canyon), the cross sections 
discussed earlier, and stream morphology. 

 The active area of Layer 1 accommodates all the percolation from Arroyo Las Posas.  Layer 
1 aquifer properties were initially estimated and then refined during the model calibration 
process (Table 5). 

The thickness of Layer 2 (Fox Canyon Aquifer) within the project area varies laterally 
somewhat, based on perforated intervals and well logs.  South of US 101, the aquifer thickness 
used was that defined by the US Geological Survey in their groundwater model.  In all cases 
within the project area and within a mile or so south of Highway 101, the thickness of Layer 2 
was between 300 ft and 340 ft.  Layer 2 aquifer properties in the project area were based on the 
recent aquifer testing of City of Camarillo’s and nearby wells (discussed in an earlier section), 
where the effects of constant rate pumping on nearby wells were measured (Table 5) and on 
USGS model-calibrated values. 

The thickness of the Fox Canyon in the model is the overall thickness based on drilling 
results.  Within this overall aquifer thickness there are more- and less-transmissive beds.  The 
extent of these beds both vertically and across the modeled area is very likely to be highly 
variable, and cannot be determined from a few wells penetrating the aquifer.  Any attempt to 
separate the Fox Canyon Aquifer into more- and less-transmissive zones would not only be 
difficult, it would be highly misleading as to the knowledge of aquifer details.  Increased 
uncertainty in model results occurs when model complexity increases without more data 
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control4.  The calibrated property values in the model thus represent an average across the 
aquifer – the horizontal conductivity represents the average for lateral flow through all beds and 
the vertical conductivity is the average for vertical flow through very-transmissive beds as well 
as less-transmissive beds.  This averaging of layer properties is inherent in essentially every 
groundwater model.  It should also be noted that aquifer properties outside of the project area 
were based on the calibrated USGS regional groundwater model5. 

The model boundaries were defined by basin edges (no-flow) and a set of constant-head cells 
located near the coastline and at a distance sufficient from the project area not to cause unwanted 
boundary effects.  The values of the constant-head cells were based on sets of historical 
groundwater elevations measured during the calibration period.  The model edge at the Pleasant 
Valley/Santa Rosa basin boundary was considered a no-flow boundary for model simplification.  
Because there is likely some movement of groundwater across this basin boundary, groundwater 
elevations in NPV may be higher than modeled and the effects of pumping may be overstated.  
There is also a no-flow boundary between the Pleasant Valley and East Las Posas basins.  This is 
based upon observed groundwater elevations that indicate large differences in head (100+ ft) 
across the boundary. 

4.2 Modeling	Conditions	

The model has annual stress periods, with 25 time steps each.  Pumping for the appropriate 
model period was assigned to each well location based on historical pumping reported semi-
annually to the FCGMA.  Streamflow percolation was simulated by a set of cells with a specified 
flux located along the arroyo between the northern edge of the Pleasant Valley basin and the 
southern edge of Layer 1.  Water was added to Layer 1 based on the estimated streamflow 
percolation of Table 4. 

There were four types of modeling runs performed: 

1. Steady State – Model was run in steady-state mode (inputs and outputs are constant) 
during an historical period when there was little change in groundwater elevations.  
Used to test the overall water balance, conceptual geometry, and aquifer properties for 
stability. 

2. Transient Calibration – Model was run in transient mode (input and outputs change 
with time) using historical data.  Groundwater elevations predicted by the model 
should match measured historical water levels during the calibration period.  Selected 
parameters (hydraulic properties of layers) were varied until there was a reasonable 
match. 

3. Verification – After a period of time between completion of the model and the project 
approval process, new data were available for the model.  Thus, the model period was 
extended to the current time and the model results for the newest time period were 
compared to measured groundwater elevations. 

                                                 
4 US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Science Advisor, 2009, Guidance on the Development, 
Evaluation, and Application of Environmental Models, EPA/100/K-09/003. 
5 USGS, 2003, Simulation of Groundwater/Surface Water Flow in the Santa Clara-Calleguas Basin, Ventura 
County, California, WRIR 02-4136, 157 p. 
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4. Project Modeling – Project scenarios were simulated for a future period given specific 
inputs and outputs to the calibrated transient model. 

 
  Kx 

(ft/day) 
Kz 

(ft/day) 
S 

Model – Layer 1  40  20  0.15 
Model – Layer 2  18  10  2E‐04 
Aquifer Tests Fox Canyon (Layer 2) 11‐30  2‐4  3E‐06 to 

5E‐04 
 
Table 5.  Aquifer properties from aquifer tests on Camarillo wells A & B and adjacent wells compared to 

calibrated aquifer properties in model.  Kx = horizontal conductivity, Kz = vertical 
conductivity, S = storativity.  The modeled value for Kz in layer 2 is a calibrated value, which 
can vary from aquifer tests at a specific well because it applies to a large area of the model. 

 

  
Figure 31.  Model grid for layer 2.  Model cell size was significantly decreased in the project area to 

accommodate particle tracking.  Shaded areas are no-flow boundaries coinciding with the 
edges of the groundwater basins; blue model cells are constant head boundaries near the 
coastline. 
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Figure 32.  Model grid for layer 1.  Model cell size was significantly decreased in the project area to 

accommodate particle tracking.  Shaded areas are no-flow boundaries coinciding with the 
modeled extent of the Shallow Aquifer. 

4.3 Steady‐State	Model	

The model was run in steady-state mode for the period 1983 through 1986 to test the stability 
of the model.  This period was chosen because there was little change in groundwater elevations 
and there was little baseflow yet reaching NPV from the Las Posas basin.  Average stormflow 
and reported pumping for the period were used as inputs and outputs.  Results simulated by the 
model indicated that water levels did not change during the period, verifying that the model was 
stable and ready for transient calibration (Figure 33). 
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Figure 33.  Composite groundwater elevations in area of Camarillo’s wells A and B (2N/20W-19 location 

shown on Figure 34).  Symbols are initial heads (blue circle) and final heads (red box) in the 
steady-state model. 

 

4.4 Transient	Calibration	of	Model	

The model was then run in transient mode.  Annual stress periods with 25 time steps each 
were prepared for the time interval 1994 through 2010.  This period coincided with the beginning 
of spillage of brackish arroyo baseflow into NPV and the rapid rise in groundwater elevations 
caused by percolation of this brackish water.  Streamflow percolation was simulated by 
introducing water into Layer 1 in the annual quantities indicated in Table 4.  Baseflow was added 
in the first quarter-mile of the arroyo south of the boundary with the Las Posas basin and 
stormflow was added in the remainder of the arroyo within the extent of Layer 1.  Production 
wells were pumped with the annual volume reported by well operators to the FCGMA (varied by 
year). 

A set of wells with measured historical groundwater elevations was selected as “target” wells 
for the calibration period (Figure 34).  The measured groundwater elevations for the target wells 
were input into the model for comparison with modeled values.  The model then compared target 
to simulated groundwater elevations in these wells.  The calibration process is iterative, with 
changes made to the model following one calibration run and then the model is run again.  There 
were approximately 25 calibration runs for this study.  The RMS error for each calibration well 
is indicated in Figure 35.  Contours of measured groundwater elevations at the beginning and the 
end of the calibration period are indicated in Figure 36 and Figure 37. 

Although Groundwater Vistas has various methods of auto-calibration, the only automated 
tool used in this calibration was doing a sensitivity analysis of single model parameters.  Because 
there were measured constraints on many of the model parameters, the only parameters that were 
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allowed to be varied in the calibration process were Layer 1 hydraulic conductivity (horizontal 
and vertical), Layer 1 storage coefficient, and Layer 2 vertical conductivity. 

The results of the calibration process are indicated in Figure 38 and Figure 39, with additional 
targets in the Appendix.  The most important parameters in model verification are the timing and 
magnitude of change of groundwater elevations.  In addition, calibration error is calculated by 
Groundwater Vistas – the scaled root mean squared (RMS) error of this model is 4.5%, well 
within the recommended error range of 10%6.  An expanded list of calibration statistics is shown 
in Table 6. 

The rise in groundwater elevations during the calibration period was significant, so the model 
is calibrated over a range of groundwater elevations; this is important in simulating project 
effects because pumping down the mound of brackish water would also occur over this same 
range of groundwater elevations. 

Statistic  Value 

Residual Standard Dev  16.48 
Absolute Residual Mean  11.51 
RMS Error  16.48 
Scaled Residual Standard Dev 0.045 
Scaled Absolute Mean  0.031 
Scaled RMS  0.045 

 
Table 6.  Statistics at completion of model calibration. 

                                                 
6 Zheng, C., and C. Neville, 1994, Practical Modeling of Pump-and-Treat Systems Using MODFLOW, PATH3d 
and MT3D, Short Course Notes. 
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Figure 34.  Calibration targets.  Charts for two of these targets are shown in following pages; the remainder 

are included as Appendix 14.3.  In addition to wells with measured groundwater elevations, a 
calibration target was chosen in the area of the groundwater mounding to ensure that 
groundwater elevations did not exceed ground surface (MODFLOW allows this to occur in 
unconfined aquifers). 

 
Figure 35.  Model RMS error for each calibration well. 
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Figure 36.  Groundwater elevations in spring 1994, just prior to the beginning of growth of the brackish 

mound beneath NPV. 

 
Figure 37.  Groundwater elevations in spring 2010, after development of the brackish mound beneath NPV. 
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Figure 38.  Calibration targets in section 2N/20W-19.  Multiple wells are used because a single well does not 

have adequate data across the calibration period. 

 

 
Figure 39.  Calibration target 2N/21W-34G3. 

 	

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 949 of 1199



NPV	Desalter	Groundwater	Analysis	&	Modeling	 Page	33	
 

4.5 Model	Verification	

Because time passed between initial modeling and the project approval process, additional 
years of measured data became available.  This was particularly important because much of this 
additional period was during a severe drought, with pumping, streamflow, and groundwater 
elevations considerably impacted.  Thus, five years of data were available after the end of the 
calibration period in 2010, so the verification period was 2011-2015.  Data inputs included: 

Pumping – Pumping reported to the FCGMA was used for the period 2011 to 2014.  For 
2015, the average for 2013-2014 was used (all three of these years were drought years).  
Pumping in NPV for 2013-2014 was almost double the annual average for the preceding 
decade, caused by both the dry weather and because surface water sources that are 
normally used in-lieu of pumping were not available. 

Streamflow Percolation – Upstream and downstream gage data were available for the first 
half of the verification period.  However, bi-weekly observations of streamflow for 
CMWD indicated that base flow in the arroyo no longer reached NPV by the middle of 
2013; that continued to be the case through 2014 and 2015.  The only flow reaching NPV 
was from storm events, which were less frequent.  Thus, baseflow was eliminated from 
model percolation from 2013 to 2015.  In 2014, runoff from four storms reached the 
downstream gage near Highway 101(this meant that the recharge area in NPV was fully 
wetted for the days of the storm).  Downstream gage data were not available for 2013 and 
2015, so the 2014 storm data were also used for those years.  This storm percolation was 
the only stream recharge in the model during the three dry years. 

 
The model was run for the verification period and compared to measured groundwater 

elevations in the model area.  Groundwater elevations dropped significantly in many areas 
because of the combination of reduced recharge and increased pumping.  The results of the 
verification run are illustrated in Figure 40 and Figure 41; the drops in measured groundwater 
elevations are also reflected in the model results, indicating that the model is performing 
properly. 
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Figure 40.  Modeled vs. measured groundwater elevations for the 19M5 well for the verification period 2011-

2015 (model years 18 to 22).  The actual groundwater elevations are the annual average to 
coincide with the annual time step in the model.  Well location shown in Figure 38. 

 
Figure 41.  Modeled vs. measured groundwater elevations for the 34G4 well for the verification period 2011-

2015 (model years 18 to 22).  The actual groundwater elevations are the annual average to 
coincide with the annual time step in the model.  Well location shown in Figure 39 (same 
location as 34G3 on map). 
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4.6 Project	Modeling	

To model the effects of the project, both background hydrology (streamflow) and project 
yield/locations were varied.  A representative base period was chosen to evaluate the project. 

Model	Base	Period	

A base period used for project modeling should reflect conditions that might be expected 
during the project.  These conditions could include rainfall (e.g., wet and dry cycles), streamflow 
(base flow and storm flow), groundwater pumping, and discharges to the arroyo.  In many 
basins, choosing a representative rainfall pattern would ensure that streamflow and pumping are 
also representative because they are inter-related. 

In the NPV area, however, the largest changes in hydrology are not related to climate cycles – 
the basin filled because of increased upstream discharges from wastewater treatment plants and 
dewatering wells.  Likewise, pumping has only partially been controlled by climate, with the 
majority controlled by urbanization and in-lieu projects such as the Pleasant Valley pipeline and 
the Conejo Creek project.  Thus, the base period used in the modeling must reflect conditions 
expected during the project, rather than historical climate conditions that are of lesser effect in 
NPV. 

Figure 42 is an illustration of historical streamflow in the Arroyo Simi-Arroyo Las Posas 
stream system.  Discharges from wastewater treatment plants and dewatering wells have 
significantly increased streamflow over time.  Any choice of a base period prior to the most 
recent two decades would not accurately portray future streamflow conditions that include these 
higher flows. 

Choosing a base period that includes representative future pumping is also limited by local 
factors.  The most serious concern is that prior to the 1980s, pumping was not reported in the 
NPV area.  Although pumping prior to the 1980s could be estimated using historical aerial 
photographs and crop factors, it is the policy of the FCGMA that reported pumping is a more 
accurate method of determining pumping.  In addition, pumping patterns within the NPV area 
have changed over the last several decades, as urbanization replaced some agricultural pumping.  
Figure 43 illustrates the change in pumping from the beginning of the reporting period.  There 
was significantly higher pumping in the early years in the NPV area – even though the 1987-90 
period was dry, the overall pumping in subsequent average and dry years never reached the 1984 
to 1990 levels.  Thus, to reflect current pumping trends, the model base period should be limited 
to within the period following 1990. 

The 60-year period used for the project modeling included: 

Model Years 1-17: calibration period (1994-2010), period satisfies the constraints discussed 
above related to streamflow and pumping trends, plus it coincides with the advent of 
filling of the basin with brackish water, which will be tracked as part of the modeling; 

Model Years 18-22; verification period (2011-2015); 

Model Years 23-25: prior to project beginning; 

Model Years 26-50: 25 years of project; 
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Model Years 51-60: 10 years following completion of project. 
 

  
Figure 42.  Annual streamflow in Arroyo Simi measured at the downstream (western) end of Simi Valley.  

This gage has the longest period of record in the Arroyo Simi-Arroyo Las Posas stream 
system.  Note the significant increase in streamflow as upstream discharges increased with 
time.  Representative streamflow for project modeling must be biased towards the last two 
decades to reflect the increase in arroyo flows during that time. 

  
Figure 43.  Groundwater pumping reported to the FCGMA in the NPV modeled area. 
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Modeling	Inputs	

Streamflow for model years 1 to 22 were the same as for model calibration and verification.  
For the next 38 years, streamflow varied in two overall scenarios: 

Base Case and Scenario #1 – Annual streamflow (including baseflow and stormflow) was 
the average of the period 1994-2015 (see average and caption explanation in Table 4).  
This captures the period of increased streamflow caused by wastewater and dewatering 
discharges.  This scenario assumes that no desalters (with their accompanying shallow 
groundwater pumping) were built and operated in Las Posas basin.  This is a best-case 
scenario for source water for the NPV Desalter project. 

Base Case and Scenario #2 – Baseflow percolating into NPV is identical to Scenario #1 
until the beginning of model year 31, when 5,000 AFY of baseflow is removed from NPV 
as a Las Posas desalter comes on line7.  At the beginning of model year 36, the rest of the 
baseflow is removed by Las Posas desalting, leaving only stormflow entering NPV (as 
was the case prior to 1994).  The amount of stormflow entering NPV would vary 
depending upon the effect of future upstream pumping for desalters in the Las Posas 
basin.  Historically, when baseflow was lower prior to discharges of wastewater and 
dewatering into the arroyo, stormflow commonly flowed across NPV and was measured at 
a gage near US 101.  Therefore, it is likely that stormflow would reach NPV in quantity 
after the man-made baseflow was removed.  Recharge of stormflow in NPV could 
actually increase with the removal of baseflow – stormflow would then have a longer 
length of streambed available for percolation.  Scenario #2 is a worse-case scenario for 
source water for the NPV Desalter and the best-case for removal of brackish water. 

 
Groundwater pumping at individual wells for model years 1 to 22 was from the calibration 

and verification model runs.  For model years 23 to 60 under all scenarios, groundwater pumping 
at each well was the average of the past ten years of pumping reported to the FCGMA.  The ten-
year period was chosen to reflect current pumping patterns, unbiased by historical changes in 
pumping caused by past urbanization.  The only exception to the ten-year average was for City 
of Camarillo wells, where existing and new wells near the airport pumped Camarillo’s FCGMA 
allocation each year and desalting wells pumped during project years. 

Base	Cases	

The base case for the modeling analysis is that no desalting project would be built.  All other 
inputs and outputs remain the same except that there is no project pumping. 

In Base Case #1, the mound of poor-quality water continued to grow, extending into the main 
portion of the Pleasant Valley basin (Figure 44).  Particle tracking for this scenario indicates that 
salts would affect a wide area of the basin, causing a potential new threat to aquifers within the 
FCGMA (see section Particle Tracking). 

In Base Case #2 where desalters in the Las Posas basin eventually remove brackish baseflow 
from the arroyo, the recharge mound at the northern edge of NPV remained, but was less 
pronounced (Figure 45).  The main reason for any mound remaining in Base Case #2 is that the 
                                                 
7 This desalter is likely to be the Moorpark Desalter, but any desalter project along the arroyo in Las Posas will yield 
the same effect in NPV. 
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City of Camarillo no longer pumps its production wells in the area of mound, reducing pumping 
of the mound. 

Project	Scenarios	

A number of project scenarios were run with the model against the backdrop of Scenarios #1 
and #2 changes in baseflow in the arroyo.  The initial model runs, before the model was extended 
through the verification period, examined desalter pumping amount, locations, and duration.  
These initial runs helped determine that the project that made most sense pumped 9,000 AFY 
from the poor-quality mound for a period of 25 years.  Two scenarios also tested the sensitivity 
of varying the amount of baseflow in the arroyo that percolates into NPV (increase/decrease by 
20%).  Project scenarios labeled “extended period” are for the model runs where the verification 
period was added to the model.  With the exception of the sensitivity scenarios, the following 
analyses are for the “extended period” model runs.  Well locations used in the modeling are 
indicated on Figure 46. 

Scenario #1c-Extended – Base Case #1 streamflow with project pumping model years 26-
50. 

Scenario #2c-Extended – Base Case #2 streamflow with project pumping model years 26-
50. 

Scenario #2e – Initial model run (not extended through verification period) with project 
pumping; however, baseflow infiltration increased to 120% of that in Base Case 2. 

Scenario #2f – Initial model run (not extended through verification period) with project 
pumping; however, baseflow infiltration decreased to 80% of that in Base Case 2. 

 
Modeling results were analyzed several ways.  The modeled change in groundwater 

elevations at several monitoring points within and adjacent to NPV were plotted and scenarios 
were compared.  Groundwater elevation contour maps were also compared among scenarios.  
Particle tracking provided a technique to evaluate the potential movement of salts from their site 
of infiltration, their potential path of migration into NPV, and their movement after desalter 
pumping began. 

The monitoring points that were used for evaluating model results included a combination of 
calibration wells, wells at the northern edge of agricultural production in the Pleasant Valley 
basin, and monitoring points located within the model at strategic positions within NPV.  The 
locations of these monitoring points are shown in Figure 47. 

The groundwater model operates on one-year time steps.  Thus, the groundwater elevations 
indicated at specific monitoring points are an annual average – actual groundwater elevations 
would be higher during the wet portion of the year and lower during the dry portion of the year.  
The range of measured annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations is indicated for each 
hydrograph. 

Model	Results	in	Groundwater	Mound	
 

The mound of poor-quality water is pumped down in both future base flow conditions (Figure 
48, Figure 49).  In both cases, there is significant recovery of Shallow Aquifer groundwater 
elevations after the project is completed. 
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Model	Results	within	City	of	Camarillo	
 

Scenario #1 pumping would not reduce the mound of poor-quality water to below historical-
low groundwater elevations within the City of Camarillo (Figure 50, Figure 52).  Scenario #2 
pumping would eliminate the mound completely, in some cases lowering water levels below 
historical-low groundwater elevations (Figure 51, Figure 53). 

Model	Results	at	Southern	Edge	of	City	of	Camarillo	
 

Model results at three locations south of the City of Camarillo were analyzed: the USGS 
monitoring well at the PVCWD office and the two active agricultural wells closest to the 
southern boundary of the City of Camarillo (Figure 47).  All Scenario #1 pumping options failed 
to reduce the effect of the mounding of the poor-quality groundwater at the USGS monitoring 
well site (Figure 54).  In contrast, the higher pumping-rate options of Scenario #2 essentially 
eliminated the post-1994 groundwater mounding (Figure 55, Figure 56, Figure 57). 

 
Figure 44.  Base Case #1 (no project) groundwater elevations at end of 50 years in model.  No upstream 

desalter projects. 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 956 of 1199



NPV	Desalter	Groundwater	Analysis	&	Modeling	 Page	40	
 

 
Figure 45.  Base Case #2 (no project) groundwater elevations at end of 50 years in model.  Progressive 

reduction in brackish baseflow as Las Posas desalters comes on line. 

 
Figure 46.  Location of wells used in desalter model runs. 
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Figure 47.  Location of monitoring points in model used for evaluation of the varying project scenarios.  

Monitoring wells and production wells are actual wells; observation points are selected in the 
model to simulate what a monitoring well would observe at that location.  Mound #2 is a 
Shallow Aquifer (model Layer 1) monitoring point whereas the other monitoring points are in 
the Fox Canyon Aquifer (model Layer 2). 

  
Figure 48.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #1 at Mound #2 observation point.  See Figure 45 for 

location. 
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Figure 49.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 at Mound #2 observation point.  Drop in groundwater 

elevations for base case starting at model year 31 is caused by decrease in base flow in arroyo 
because of start-up of desalting projects in the Las Posas basin.   See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 50.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #1 near City of Camarillo’s well #A and #B.  Historical 

low is for well 2N/20W-19M4.  Seasonal variations of about ±8 ft from yearly average are 
observed in measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 51.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 near City of Camarillo’s well #A and #B.  Historical 

low is for well 2N/20W-19M4.  Drop in groundwater elevations for base case starting at model 
year 31 is caused by decrease in base flow in arroyo because of start-up of desalting projects in 
the Las Posas basin.  Seasonal variations of about ±8 ft from yearly average are observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 52.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #1 near middle of City of Camarillo.  Historical low is for 

well 2N/21W-25B1.  Seasonal variations of ±5 ft from yearly average were observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 53.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 near middle of City of Camarillo.  Historical low is for 

well 2N/21W-25B1.  Drop in groundwater elevations for base case starting at model year 31 is 
caused by decrease in base flow in arroyo because of start-up of desalting projects in the Las 
Posas basin.  Seasonal variations of ±5 ft from yearly average were observed in measured 
groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location. 
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Figure 54.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #1 at USGS monitoring site at PVCWD office.  Historical 

low is for well 2N/21W-34G3.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were 
observed in measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location (same location as 
well 34G3). 

  
Figure 55.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 at USGS monitoring site at PVCWD office.  Historical 

low is for well 2N/21W-34G3.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were 
observed in measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location (same location as 
well 34G3). 
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Figure 56.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 at well 35M2.  Historical low is for nearby well 

2N/21W-35K1.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft from yearly average were observed in 
measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for location. 

  
Figure 57.  Hydrograph of Base Case and Scenario #2 at well 1B5.  This well represents the farthest north 

pumping in that area.  Historical low is for well 1N/21W-1B4.  Seasonal variations up to ±25 ft 
from yearly average were observed in measured groundwater elevations.  See Figure 45 for 
location. 
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5 Particle	Tracking	

Particle tracking is an especially useful tool for analyzing projects such as the NPV Desalter.  
The particle tracking component of MODFLOW, called MODPATH, uses the MODFLOW grid 
and cell-by-cell model results to simulate the movement of a particle within the groundwater 
flow path.  A starting time and location of a particle is designated, and the path of the particle is 
then traced during any portion of the model period.  The particle moves both horizontally and 
vertically (potentially from one model layer to another) depending upon the groundwater 
gradient in each cell of the model for each time step of the model.  When a model uses 25 time 
steps in each of 47 annual stress periods, a particle can be tracked over as many as 1,175 time 
steps. 

In this study, particles were used to simulate plug-flow in the aquifer.  In other words, the 
brackish water moves as a mass through the aquifer, pushing fresh water in front of it.  There is 
no assumed dilution or dispersion at the front of the water mass.  At monitoring wells along the 
coastline, there appears to be a relatively sharp contrast between seawater and fresh water, so this 
assumption does not likely lead to large error.  Particle tracking was accomplished with the 
earlier model runs, with model years 1-17 being pre-project years and model years 18-47 being 
project years (30-year project was analyzed).  Now that the project is considered to have a life of 
25 years, the results at model year 42 (end of project) can be interpolated between years 40 and 
47. 

The results of one set of particle tracks are indicated in Figure 58.  A set of these particle 
tracking results was generated for each scenario, with the set containing tracks of particles at 
different starting times.  In Base Case and Scenario #2, one set of particle tracks was timed to 
coincide with the end of baseflow percolation into NPV (when upstream desalters had removed 
all baseflow from the arroyo).  This set of particles represented the beginning of movement of 
better-quality stormflow, so the location of the tail-end of the brackish water could be tracked. 

By combining the results of the set of particle tracks for each scenario, an approximation of 
the location of the brackish water at any time could be determined.  For the Base Case scenarios, 
the furthest travel of the particles at the end of the 47 years of the model is indicated.  For all 
other scenarios, the progressive movement of the particles is indicated. 

5.1 Verification	of	Particle	Tracking	

An additional verification of the groundwater model is available as the result of the particle 
tracking simulations.  The arrival time of the first particles released in the model (coinciding with 
base flow first reaching NPV) can be compared against the time when measured water quality 
changed in production wells (Figure 59 and Figure 60).  As shown in the two charts, water levels 
rose several years prior to the arrival of brackish water.  The delay time for these brackish water 
molecules to actually reach the wells coincides with the arrival time predicted by particle 
tracking, providing model verification.  This verification can be accomplished for wells within 
about the first 10 years of travel time from the arroyo; beyond that, the recommended monitoring 
wells can be used for verification in the future. 
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5.2 Particle	Tracking	Results	

Results for Base Cases – For Base Case #1 (no desalters in either Las Posas basin or NPV), 
particles track across Highway 101 and beneath the agricultural fields of Pleasant Valley (Figure 
61).  The potential of salts reaching that far south is a new threat to the water resources of the 
Pleasant Valley basin.  If desalters are built in Las Posas and baseflow into NPV is eliminated 
(Base Case #2), brackish water that entered the aquifer prior to reduction of baseflow would 
continue to move southward towards the main Pleasant Valley basin, but at a slower rate (Figure 
62). 

Results with NPV Desalter Pumping – Particle movement with NPV desalters operating 
(starting in model year 18) is largely dependent upon the location of the desalter wells and the 
rate of pumping.  The locations of desalter wells were optimized iteratively by examining both 
water level drawdown and particle tracking.   

With project pumping under Scenario #2 conditions, the southwest movement of particles into 
the main portion of the Pleasant Valley basin was halted by the fifth year of project pumping 
(model year 23) (Figure 63).  For a 25-year project pumping 9,000 AFY, not all the brackish 
water is removed (42-yr interpolation between arcs for 40 and 47 years in Figure 64). 

 

Figure 58.  Particle tracking results for Scenario #2c with a set of particles released at the baseflow recharge 
area at the beginning of year 1 of the model.  Years are shown for each particle track; the light 
green tracks are when the particle is in Layer 1, whereas the purple tracks are when the 
particle is in Layer 2.  Particles reverse direction following the beginning of desalter pumping 
in year 18. 
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Figure 59.  Measurements of sulfate concentrations and groundwater elevations compared to timing of 

arrival of first particles at well 19F4.  Note that measured groundwater elevations rise several 
years prior to the first brackish water arriving, with the predicted brackish water arrival 
coinciding with its actual arrival. 

 
Figure 60.  Measurements of sulfate concentrations and groundwater elevations compared to timing of 

arrival of first particles at well 19M6.  Note that measured groundwater elevations rise several 
years prior to the first brackish water arriving, with the predicted brackish water arrival 
coinciding with its actual arrival. 
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Figure 61.  Particle tracking results for Base Case #1, indicating that by the end of model year 47, the poor-

quality water could migrate beneath the agricultural fields of the Pleasant Valley County 
Water District. 

 
Figure 62.  Particle tracking results for Base Case #2, indicating that by the end of model year 47, the poor-

quality water could migrate south of Highway 101 even with Las Posas desalters operating. 
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Figure 63.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2c, model years 1 to 27.  Particles stop migrating to southwest by 

model year 23. 

 
Figure 64.  Particle tracking for Scenario #2c, model years 27 to 47.  Potential areas of brackish water are 

almost eliminated by model year 47.  For a 25-year project (ending in model year 42), an 
interpolation can be made between arcs for 40 and 47 years. 
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6 Using	Model	Results	

Modeling is used to simulate actual behavior in the aquifer.  When interpreting model results, 
it is important to determine how well the model does represent aquifer responses.  Three methods 
were used to determine the accuracy of the modeling and how sensitive model results are to 
inputs such as streamflow. 

Water Level Comparisons – this was the model calibration process discussed earlier in the 
report.  Because calibration took place during the building of the mound, the model is 
well suited for simulating depletion of the mound over the same water level range (i.e., 
the model is operated within its calibrated range). 

Water Quality Comparisons – water quality measured in wells can be compared to the 
results of the particle tracking analysis.  In theory, you could compare water quality 
changes throughout the historical period.  In practice, there were few wells within the city 
limits of Camarillo during the 22-year period when model results could be compared to 
measured results.  There is the opportunity to do this with Camarillo’s wells A and B – 
they are within the mound of poor-quality water and there are abundant water level and 
water quality data during this period.  In these wells, there is a lag time of 5 to 10 years 
between when water levels started to rise and when increased salts reached the wells.  
MODFLOW and MODPATH model results predict that particles released in the area of 
baseflow infiltration along the arroyo would reach wells A and B in a similar time frame.  
Thus, there is agreement between observed and modeled results. 

Sensitivity Analysis – the sensitivity of model parameters such as aquifer properties was 
part of the model calibration – the model parameters were optimized for calibration to 
measured groundwater elevations.  The sensitivity of the model to major input and outputs 
such as pumping and recharge need to be addressed separately for this model.  
Groundwater pumping in the model is from data reported by pumpers to the FCGMA.  
Although there has been long discussion on the accuracy of this self-reporting, the amount 
of pumping in the model does not vary between scenarios except for City of Camarillo 
and desalter pumping.  Thus, the changes in aquifer response between the various 
scenarios, where only desalter pumping is varied, are likely to be fairly representative of 
actual changes. 
 
The significant input to the model is percolation from streamflow.  In particular, the 
amount of baseflow (brackish water) is important in determining both groundwater 
elevations and particle tracking.  To test the sensitivity of the model to variations in the 
amount of baseflow, baseflow was varied by ± 20% for Scenario #2c.  The largest effect 
in groundwater elevations in the sensitivity analysis is in the area where baseflow 
percolation occurs (Figure 65).  Farther from the area of percolation, the effects of 
changing baseflow become more muted (Figure 66 and Figure 67).  At reduced baseflow, 
particles do not extend as far southwest as in Scenario #2c and the area of “stranded 
brackish water” at model year 47 is eliminated (Figure 68).  With increased baseflow, 
particles extend farther southwest and the area of “stranded brackish water” at model year 
47 is larger (Figure 69).  This information is integrated into the analysis of the project in 
the following chapter. 
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Figure 65.  Sensitivity analysis at observation point Mound #2 (Figure 47) by changing baseflow by ± 20% for 

Scenario #2c. 

  
Figure 66.  Sensitivity analysis at observation point MW #2 (Figure 47) by changing baseflow by ± 20% for 

Scenario #2c. 
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Figure 67.  Sensitivity analysis at monitoring well 34G4 (at location 34G3 in Figure 47) by changing baseflow 

by ± 20% for Scenario #2c. 

 
Figure 68.  Sensitivity analysis for particle tracking for Scenario #2f (Scenario #2c with 80% baseflow 

infiltration).  Compare results to those shown on Figure 64 for Scenario #2c. 

 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 971 of 1199



NPV	Desalter	Groundwater	Analysis	&	Modeling	 Page	55	
 

 
Figure 69.  Sensitivity analysis for particle tracking for Scenario# 2e (Baseflow 120%).  Compare results to 

those shown on Figure 64 for Scenario #2c. 
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7 Analysis	of	Results	

Modeling results indicate that with no desalter pumping in NPV and/or the Las Posas basin, 
poor-quality water could continue its migration towards and into the agricultural areas of the 
main Pleasant Valley basin.  NPV desalter pumping largely eliminates that threat to the aquifers.  
Both Scenario #1 options (no desalter pumping in the Las Posas basin) and Scenario #2 (reduced 
flow in arroyo caused by upstream desalter projects) were evaluated in this study.  Base Case #1 
and Scenario #1c project scenarios were used to determine project effects compared to current 
conditions.  Base Case #2 project scenarios were used to assess worst-case effects for the NPV 
desalter project.  The effect of project pumping on the Pleasant Valley basin is summarized in 
this section. 

7.1 Project	Effects	Relative	to	Current	Conditions	

To evaluate the project relative to current (no project) conditions, groundwater model Base 
Case #1 model runs were used to project effects over the 25-year life of the project.  Base Case 
#1 continues the current flows in Arroyo Las Posas during this 25-year project period because 
there are currently no approved projects in the Las Posas basin that would decrease that flow.  
Project Scenario #1c (same base flow, 9,000 AFY desalter pumping) was then compared to Base 
Case #1 results  at four different sites in the northern Pleasant Valley basin – two very near 
project pumping (Figure 70, Figure 71) and two in the closest down-gradient areas of private 
pumping (Figure 72, Figure 73). 

Near project pumping wells, modeled groundwater elevations at the end of the 25-year project 
dropped about 170 ft from their historical highs – highs created by the growth of the mound of 
brackish water over the last decades.  During the life of the project, as modeled no-project 
groundwater elevations rise as the mound of brackish water continues to degrade the aquifer, 
project groundwater elevations are as much as 225 ft lower than no-project elevations.  Project 
groundwater elevations remain near pre-mounding elevations and well above measured historical 
low elevations in these wells (Figure 70, Figure 71).  Thus, the effect on these nearby wells is an 
increased pumping lift, but there would be no negative effect on the wells themselves – 
groundwater elevations would remain within historical fluctuations.  Nearby well owners would 
also benefit over time from improved water quality, potentially more than offsetting any 
increased pumping lift. 

In the nearest down-gradient wells, the model predicts that project groundwater elevations 
would drop no more than 80 ft below historical high levels caused by the mounding of brackish 
groundwater (Figure 72, Figure 73).  The potential overall decrease in groundwater elevations is 
near the range of the semi-annual fluctuations in groundwater elevations from wet to dry portions 
of the year.  Groundwater elevations would remain above pre-mounding elevations, and greater 
than 90 ft above historical low groundwater elevations.  Well owners in these areas would also 
likely avoid the arrival of the mound of brackish water that is predicted to degrade their water 
quality in the future if the project is not implemented (Figure 76). 

7.2 Effect	on	Existing	Wells	

To determine the potential worst-case effect on existing wells, pumping for Scenario #2c was 
used (this scenario has reduced base flow in the arroyo) in the analysis.  Wells  in the vicinity of 
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the NPV Desalter project are shown on Figure 74.  The closest well is operated by the Pleasant 
Valley Mutual Water Company (19E1).  Model results indicate that water levels in this well 
would drop below historical low levels near the end of the project, but then recover to above 
historical lows after project completion (Figure 75).  Other nearby wells would likely see a 
similar pattern in groundwater elevations.  The Bell Ranch well is shown on Figure 74.  It is not 
clear at this time which basin that well is in – if it in the Pleasant Valley basin, the well would 
also likely see drawdown from the NPV Desalter project. 

Another potential effect of NPV desalter pumping would be on the largely agricultural 
pumpers south of the Camarillo city limits.  Wells along this southern boundary were used to 
estimate project effects.  Modeled groundwater elevations at the USGS monitoring well at 
PVCWD’s office (Figure 55) and other locations away from the project (Figure 56, Figure 57) 
indicate that groundwater elevations would remain above historical low groundwater elevations. 

7.3 Removal	of	Brackish	Water	

Particle tracking results suggest that much of the poor-quality water that has infiltrated into 
NPV can be recaptured by NPV Desalter pumping.  The set of particle tracking maps (Figure 64, 
Figure 68, Figure 69) suggests that there would continue to be some poor-quality water 
remaining, although in practice the shape and location of this remaining water may be 
complicated and only monitoring of the mound will ultimately indicate the extent of poor-quality 
water remaining.  The actual amount of brackish baseflow infiltrating into NPV will be an 
important factor in the amount of the brackish water remaining in NPV. 

It is important to note that particle tracking has its limitations and that conclusions based on 
the particle tracking should be tempered by these limitations.  The limitations are that particle 
tracking inherits any errors from the main MODFLOW results, particle movement is plug flow 
and has no components of mixing processes (dispersion, diffusion), the brackish baseflow could 
be stratified in the aquifer and groundwater pumped could be a mix of brackish water and 
ambient better-quality groundwater, and individual wells could be pulling in brackish water from 
one direction and better-quality well from another direction.  Thus, the actual water quality 
pumped by any desalter well may vary in salt concentration.  This variation in concentration may 
be more pronounced in later stages of the project, when the brackish water may have taken 
complex travel paths from infiltration to extraction. 

7.4 Effect	on	Water	Quality	and	Seawater	Intrusion	

The most noticeable water quality problems in the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley basins 
are seawater intrusion near the coastline and the mound of brackish groundwater that is 
migrating southwestward from the opposite side of the basin.  Removal of this later mound is the 
purpose of the proposed project – its effectiveness was discussed in the previous section.  The 
effect of not doing the project is serious for the basin – the mound of brackish water will migrate 
into the main agricultural portion of the Pleasant Valley basin (Figure 76).  Therefore, a no-
project scenario has a serious negative water quality effect on the basin. 

The second water quality problem is the long-recognized seawater intrusion at the coastline.  
The Lower Aquifer System of the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley basins has been 
characterized over the past decades as being below sea level in coastal areas, with a significant 
pumping depression along the boundary between the two basins (Figure 77).  This has caused 
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intrusion of seawater in local areas along the coast near offshore submarine canyons.  To predict 
the effects of the project on seawater intrusion, two set of model results were combined: 

1)  In the northeastern half of the area of contours in where the project and modeled 
pumping wells were located, contours of groundwater elevations were derived 
directly from model results for Scenario #1c for the last year of the project. 

 
2)  Southwest of the above area, the large number of pumping wells were not modeled 

(outside the scope of the modeling effort), but the residual effect of the project can be 
determined as the difference between Base Case 1 (no project) and Scenario #1c 
(with project).  This difference (which varied from a few 10s of feet to less than a 
foot) was then subtracted from the Fall 2013 groundwater elevations to approximate 
the effect of the project on the pumping depression. 

 
With no project, the groundwater gradient from NPV to the southwest increases in steepness 

from Fall 2013 as the mound of brackish water extends to the southwest (Figure 78).  With the 
project operating for 25 years, groundwater gradients in NPV flatten somewhat from Fall 2013 
and the pumping depression deepens.  There is a groundwater high divide (-60 ft contour) that 
separates the regional pumping depression from the project area. 

A continued southwest gradient predicted to be towards the regional pumping depression 
would not allow either seawater or poor-quality water in or near the pumping depression to 
migrate towards the project.  Thus, the modeling indicates that the project would not provide a 
pathway for seawater intrusion to cross the regional groundwater divide. 

 
Figure 70.  Modeled groundwater elevations near project pumping wells for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
Historical low is for well 2N/20W-19M4. 
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Figure 71.  Modeled groundwater elevations 1650 feet from project pumping wells for no project (Base Case 

#1, current conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 
AFY-25 yr).  See Figure 1 for location. 

 
Figure 72.  Modeled groundwater elevations south of Highway 101 for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
Location shown in Figures 1 and 47 (same location as 34G3). 
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Figure 73.  Modeled groundwater elevations south of Highway 101 for no project (Base Case #1, current 

conditions with no change in arroyo base flow) and project (Scenario #1c-9,000 AFY-25 yr).  
Historical low is for nearby well 2N/21W-36L2.  Location shown in Figures 1 and 34. 

 
Figure 74.  Map of wells in vicinity of desalter project.  
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Figure 75.  Effect of project on closest well using Base Case 2 baseflow (upstream desalters eliminate baseflow 

into NPV).  Groundwater elevations partially recover following completion of the project.  
Historical low is from nearby well 2N/20W-19M4, which has a longer historical record (well 
19M4 adjacent to wells 19M5 and 19M6).  See Figure 74 for locations. 

 
Figure 76.  Base Case #1 particle tracking results indicating the potential movement of the plume of brackish 

water into the main agricultural portion of the Pleasant Valley basin if a desalting project is 
not completed. 
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Figure 77.  Contours of measured groundwater elevations in wells in Fall 2013.  Note the pumping depression 

that has formed along the boundary between the Pleasant Valley and Oxnard Plain basins.  
This pumping depression forms a landward groundwater gradient from the coastline to the 
basin boundary. 
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Figure 78.  Groundwater elevations predicted in model year 50 under no-project alternative, based on the 

groundwater modeling, under current conditions (no change in base flow in the arroyo).  The 
groundwater gradient from NPV to the southwest increases in steepness from Fall 2013 as the 
mound of brackish water extends to the southwest. 
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Figure 79.  Groundwater elevations predicted in model year 50 with project operating (end of 25-year 

project, Scenario #1c), based on the groundwater modeling.  Groundwater gradients in NPV 
have flattened somewhat from Fall 2013 and the pumping depression has deepened.  There is a 
groundwater high divide (-60 ft contour) that separates the regional pumping depression from 
the project area. 

8 Margin	of	Error	

The margin of error in the analysis is made up of uncertainty in the model inputs and the 
accuracy of the measured data used for model calibration.  The accuracy of model results is 
meant in this context as how accurately groundwater elevations are predicted in the model. 

Measured data are used as inputs into the model (e.g., pumping, streamflow) and for 
calibration of the model (groundwater elevations).  The accuracy of these data can vary upon 
how (and how often) they are measured.  DWR has estimated the accuracy of these data in 
general; pumping is better measured within the FCGMA and is reflected in Table 7. 

Besides pumping and streamflow, model inputs include aquifer geometry, hydraulic 
conductivity, streamflow percolation, and storativity (amount of aquifer volume filled with 
extractable water).  These inputs were estimated based on a limited number of available 
measurements within study area.  The measurement uncertainty for these inputs is also affected 
by the fact that the variability in these inputs throughout the model domain cannot be 
characterized by a limited number of point measurements. 

The uncertainty associated with the model inputs is reduced through the process of model 
calibration.  However, because different combinations of inputs can result in similar levels of 
calibration, all models are non-unique and uncertainty (potential error) in the model results 
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remains, even with the very best calibrated models.  The best method to evaluate potential error 
in the model results is through sensitivity analyses8 – that is, change input values in the 
calibrated model and see what the effect is on modeled groundwater elevations.  The results of 
this analysis are shown in Table 8. 

The sensitivity analyses indicate that the input values most likely to affect model results are 
pumping, streamflow, and layer 2 horizontal hydraulic conductivity and storativity.  However, 
the actual margin of error in the model is reduced by the calibration process, as discussed earlier.  
The root mean square error of the calibrated model – that is, the difference between model 
results and measured groundwater elevations in the calibration period – is 16.5 ft. 

Data Type  DWR9 
Within 

Project Area 

Pumping  ± 20‐
100% 

± 15% 

Streamflow‐gaged  ± 5‐10%  ± 10% 
Streamflow‐ungaged  ± 10‐

200% 
± 20% 

Groundwater Elevation ± 5%  ± 5% 

Table 7.  Potential accuracy of measured data. 

Input Type 
Sensitivity 
Analysis 

Change in 
Modeled 

Groundwater 
Elevation (ft) 

Pumping  ± 25%  ± 27 ft 
Streamflow  ± 20%  ± 20 ft 
Horizontal Conductivity 
(Lyr 1) 

500%  1.6 ft 

Horizontal Conductivity 
(Lyr 2) 

500%  14.8 ft 

Vertical Conductivity (Lyr 1) 500%  <<1 ft  
Vertical Conductivity (Lyr 2) 500%  <<1 ft 

Storativity (Lyr 1)  500%  1.25 ft 
Storativity (Lyr 2)  200%  18 ft 

Table 8.  Sensitivity of model to changes in input values. 

 	

                                                 
8 US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Science Advisor, 2009, Guidance on the Development, 
Evaluation, and Application of Environmental Models, EPA/100/K-09/003. “Sensitivity analysis is recommended as 
the principal evaluation tool for characterizing the most and least important sources of uncertainty in environmental 
models.” 
9 California Department of Water Resources, 1981, Table 28 from Peters, short course notes on water budgets. 
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9 Potential	for	Land	Subsidence	During	Project	

Land subsidence can occur when pumping causes groundwater elevations to drop sufficiently 
to dewater sediments in the basin or to create pressure gradients where water flows out of the 
sediments.  It is the fine-grained sediments (e.g., mudstone) which may be present both within 
the aquifers and as low-permeability layers between the aquifers that cause land subsidence – 
water lost from these sediments is permanent and causes compaction of the material.  In contrast, 
water lost from coarser-grained sediments (e.g., sand and gravel) causes minimal compaction 
and water can re-enter the pore spaces when water levels rise. 

Repeated cycling of groundwater elevations caused by drought/wet periods or 
pumping/recharge periods is less likely to cause further subsidence as long as groundwater 
elevations remain above historical lows.  In NPV, groundwater elevations reached their lowest 
level prior to 1994, and then rose substantially after that time (e.g., Figure 80).  Thus, the 
potential for land subsidence is significantly reduced if project groundwater elevations remain 
above historical low elevations.  Project will not reduce groundwater levels below historic lows.  
Land survey monitoring of monitoring wells, extraction wells, and regional monitoring wells 
shall be monitored and surveyed every 5 years. 

 
Figure 80.  Example of historical low groundwater elevation prior to 1994.  Locations shown in Figure 1. 
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10 Monitoring	and	Contingency	Plan	

A Monitoring and Contingency Plan serves multiple purposes by assisting Project operators in 
fine-tuning operation of the Project, providing a basis for compliance with FCGMA 
requirements, and providing a level of comfort for other pumpers in the NPV.  Three categories 
of concern have been identified for monitoring and contingency actions, and are listed as 
follows:  

1) effect on nearby wells;  

2) changes in water quality; and  

3) effect on seawater intrusion.   

The Plan is discussed in two parts in the following sections – Monitoring Plan and 
Contingency Plan. 

10.1 Monitoring	Plan	

Monitoring	Locations 

The recommended monitoring plan for the desalter project are categorized in five separate 
areas:  

1)  dedicated monitoring wells; 

2) wells in the project area; 

3) project extraction well;  

4) regional wells for groundwater trend evaluation; and  

5) surface water.   

The monitoring plan would measure water levels, flows in surface water and water quality at 
different frequencies, for both groundwater and upstream surface waters.  The monitoring plan 
information would be analyzed and reported annually.    

Dedicated Monitoring Wells – It is recommended that four dedicated monitoring well 
sites be used – three new wells and one existing USGS nested well site.  The purpose of the 
monitoring wells is two-fold: establishing baseline information and tracking the progress of the 
desalter project as it pulls salts from the basin.  The recommended approximate locations of the 
dedicated monitoring wells are indicated in Figure 81. 
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Figure 81.  Recommended wells and locations for monitoring.   Well sites A, B, and C would be new dedicated 
monitoring wells installed before the start of the project. 

It is recommended that the new monitoring wells be completed at multiple depths (e.g., 
typical U.S. Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of 
the well (e.g. Figure 82).  The approximate depth and screened intervals at each well location as 
indicated in Table 9; the actual screened intervals will have to be determined after a geophysical 
log is run between the time the well is drilled and it is cased.  Each screened interval is 
continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above the screen.  
A bentonite seal is placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened interval (Figure 
82). 

New Well Location  Total Depth 
Shallow Aquifer 

Screen 
Hueneme 
Screen 

Fox Canyon 
Screen 

A  1050’  60‐170’  430‐640’  680‐1030’ 
B  1000’  none  480‐590’  630‐960’ 
C*  1100’  60‐140’  none  660‐1080’ 

 
Table 9.  Approximate depth and screened intervals for recommended new monitoring wells.  Actual 

screened intervals would be based on electric logs run prior to casing the holes.  *May be less 
expensive to drill two separate smaller-diameter wells. 
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Figure 82.  Monitoring well completion schematic.  Each screened interval is isolated above and below by a 

bentonite seal.  Gravel pack extends 10 to 20 feet above and below screen. 

 
The screen length in a monitoring well can vary from tens of feet (targeting a specific zone 

within an aquifer) up to hundreds of feet (targeting most or all of an aquifer’s thickness).  Each 
end member has its own advantages and disadvantages.  The purpose of the recommended 
monitoring wells is to determine the salt content in each of the major units and how they change 
with time.  Thus, a relatively thick interval is sampled in each recommended screen interval 
(particularly in the Fox Canyon Aquifer, which is the primary water-producing zone in NPV and 
is the target of the desalter project).  Thus, sampling results should be similar to what would be 
detected in a typical Fox Canyon production well and in desalter project extraction wells. 

The monitoring wells should be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a 
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling.  A 2-inch PVC casing and 
screen are generally used for each screened interval.  This allows multiple screened intervals to 
be completed in each well bore.  However, if depth to groundwater is expected to exceed 200 ft, 
the casing size should be increased to 4-inch to accommodate a larger sampling pump that can 
adequately lift water to the surface.  If 4-inch wells are required, it may be more practical to drill 
each well separately rather than nesting the wells. 

A transducer/data logger should be installed in each screened casing, with data either 
downloaded periodically or integrated into the City’s SCADA system.  It might be advantageous 
for the transducers to measure both water levels and electrical conductivity – the movement of 
brackish groundwater may be more complex than periodic water quality sampling can detect.  
Recommended sampling intervals are shown in Table 10. 

There is an existing USGS monitoring well cluster located near Highway 101 and Las Posas 
Rd (2N/21W-34G); indicated as 34G6 in Figure 81.  The cluster has screened intervals 
appropriate to this project and is already being monitored by United Water Conservation District 
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for both water levels and water quality.  These data should be included and analyzed in the 
Annual Monitoring Report. 

The following table shows monitoring information gathered for the four monitoring wells in 
order to address water quality, and groundwater movement, raised by FCGMA.  Water quality 
analyses would be performed by a State of California Certified analytical laboratory.  The 
information generated would be reported annually to FCGMA. 

Monitoring Wells 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

Total Dissolved Solids (mg/L) Grab quarterly 

Chloride (mg/L) Grab quarterly 

Sulfate (mg/L) Grab quarterly 

Manganese (mg/L) Grab quarterly 

Groundwater level – each zone Grab quarterly 

Groundwater level – each zone Continuous transducer – 3hr intervals 
downloaded every quarter 

Conductivity (EC) – each zone Field - grab quarterly 

Conductivity (EC) – each zone Continuous transducer – 3hr intervals 
downloaded every quarter 

 
Table 10.  Recommended monitoring well sampling for desalter project. 

Wells in Project Area – In the project area (shown by desalter well locations in Figure 81), it 
is recommended that three existing production wells in the area be monitored.  Those wells are: 

 One of Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company’s wells (19M6 or 19E1);  

 Bell Ranch well (19B1); and  

 Oxnard Union High School well (19A1) located upgradient.  

The locations of the nearby wells are shown in Figure 81. If allowed by the well owner, a 
transducer/data logger would be installed in each production well.  Recommended sampling 
intervals are shown in Table 11. 

There were limitations with the location of the upgradient monitoring well.  The regional 
structure becomes quite complex in this area of the basin, with a regional anticline and faulting 
(see Figure 3 and 4).  Desalter wells that will be monitored during the life of the project are 
already near this area of complex structure.    
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Sampling in Production Wells in Project Area  

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

Total Dissolved Solids 
(mg/L) 

Grab Semi annually (April and 
October) 

Chloride (mg/L) Grab Semi annually (April and 
October) 

Sulfate (mg/L) Grab Semi-annually (April and 
October) 

Manganese (mg/L) Grab Semi annually (April and 
October) 

Groundwater level – each 
zone 

Continuous transducer – 3hr intervals 
downloaded every quarter 

Conductivity (EC) – each 
zone 

Continuous transducer – 3hr intervals 
downloaded every quarter 

Table 11.  Recommended production well sampling in the project area. 

 

Project Extraction Wells – Extraction wells used in the desalter project should be equipped 
with transducers/data loggers unless SCADA hardware already measure water levels.  
Recommended sampling intervals are shown in Table 12. 

Desalter Extraction Wells 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

Total Dissolved Solids (mg/L) Grab monthly 

Chloride (mg/L) Grab monthly 

Sulfate (mg/L) Grab monthly 

Manganese (mg/L) Grab monthly 

Groundwater level - static Grab monthly 

Groundwater level Grab monthly 

Conductivity (EC) Grab monthly 
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Monitoring consistent with DDW permit 

Table 12.  Recommended sampling for desalter extraction wells. 

 
 

Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation – Monitoring is important so that 
regional trends (e.g., drought conditions, regional water quality changes) can be detected.  In 
particular, any effect of the project on seawater intrusion must be identified.  Both the County of 
Ventura and United Water Conservation District regularly monitor a set of wells in the Pleasant 
Valley basin; results of this monitoring should be obtained and used annually for identifying both 
regional water level and water quality trends.  In addition to the monitoring discussed above and 
the monitoring of dedicated monitoring well cluster 34G6,  another existing production well 
should be fitted with a transducer and recording device just south of Highway 101 to determine 
details of groundwater trends and any effects that may be related to the project.  It is 
recommended that the 35M2 well be used for this purpose (location is shown in Figure 81).  
Monitoring parameters and frequency are shown in Table 13. 

Regional Wells (to be gathered by others) 

Parameter Sample Type Frequency 

Groundwater level – each zone grab Semi annually 

Conductivity (EC) – each zone grab Semi annually 

Table 13.  Sampling of regional wells. 

	

Surface Water Monitoring - It will be important to the project to periodically review the 
amount of dry-weather base flow into NPV along Arroyo Las Posas.  Because this baseflow is 
the source of the brackish water that infiltrates into NPV, the amount of baseflow in the future 
will determine whether NPV will continue to be degraded or, if upstream desalters capture much 
of this water, when the degradation may cease and the NPV desalter project can complete its 
extraction of the brackish mound in NPV. 

Monitoring of the baseflow leaving the Las Posas basin is an interest both of this project and 
future desalter projects in the Las Posas basin.  Thus, there is currently a study being conducted 
by Larry Walker Associates to determine an appropriate site for permanent gaging that would be 
funded by Calleguas MWD and the desalter projects.   It is recommended that information from 
that monitoring be obtained on a regular basis and included in the recommended Annual Report.  
There is currently a periodic monitoring program of flow and water quality at a series of 
locations along the arroyo that is contracted by Calleguas MWD which will provide baseline data 
for the NPV monitoring program. 

Monitoring	Data	Analysis	

Transducer data from wells near project area, extraction wells, and the monitoring wells 
should be downloaded quarterly and examined for overall trends and potential trigger values.  
When water quality analyses are received, a similar examination is warranted.  Water level, 
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streamflow, and quality data should be maintained in digital form for annual analyses and 
determination of trends and trigger values.  All these data should be included in the Annual 
Report. 

Reporting	

An Annual Report is to be prepared following the end of the calendar year and submitted to 
FCGMA and interested parties by April 1.    The Annual Report would include the following 
information: 

 A summary of desalter operations. 

 Data analyses and graphs, monitoring data obtained from extraction wells, monitoring 
wells, wells near project area, conclusions formed from the analyses, and 
recommendations for future operations and monitoring.   

 Correlation/analysis of the salt plume, using information obtained from the extraction 
wells and monitoring wells, would be characterized in a tabular form.   

 Surface water monitoring obtained by other upstream project proponents, and in 
coordination with the Calleguas Creek Watershed (salts TMDL), future upstream 
desalter projects, and Las Posas Group.   

 Subsidence monitoring with results of any regional land survey program. 

 Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of the 
project on the wider Pleasant Valley basin.  These maps can be constructed by either 
United Water Conservation District or specifically for the Annual Report using the 
regional groundwater elevation measurements made by United Water and the County 
of Ventura.   

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA will be notified within one month of any 
unexpected or critical results from project monitoring.  Examples of such results include rapidly 
dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, and unexpected water quality 
analyses. 

10.2 Contingency	Plan	

The Contingency Plan addresses issues that may arise during operation of the project, 
including unexpected water level declines, changes in water quality, and seawater intrusion.  

Contingency	Plan	for	Groundwater	Elevations	

Contingency	Triggers	for	Nearby	Wells	
Contingency triggers are numerical values for groundwater elevations /water quality 

concentrations beyond which a contingency plan is implemented.  There are several factors that 
must be considered in devising triggers for the desalter project that would result in implementing 
project contingencies. 
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 Groundwater elevations rose for decades in the project area as the aquifers were 
filled with a large mound of non-native brackish water (discharge from wastewater 
treatment plants, dewatering of shallow aquifers) that spilled over from the Las Posas 
basin.  Without this recharge, groundwater elevations in the project areas would 
currently be much lower.  Recovery of this brackish water would be expected to 
lower groundwater elevations. 

 There is a water quality benefit to all pumpers who would potentially be affected by 
future movement of the brackish water if the desalter project is not built.  This 
benefit must be balanced against lower groundwater elevations that the pumpers may 
experience.  The benefit applies to both municipal pumpers (sulfates exceeding 
drinking water standards) and agricultural pumpers (chlorides exceeding tolerance 
levels in salt-sensitive crops). 

 Groundwater elevations in the project area may be lower in the future from causes 
unrelated to desalter pumping – such as current overdraft of the basin and/or 
increased pumping related to crop changes. 

 
It is reasonable that contingency planning be based upon historical groundwater elevations.  

Figure 84 indicates historical groundwater elevations in the project area.  The historical low was 
-168 ft msl in the now-destroyed 19M4 well.  If groundwater elevations in adjacent wells to the 
19M4 well were to approach and/or drop below the historical low groundwater elevation, a set of 
Contingency Actions would take place. 

To ensure that pumping activities by others in the project area do not draw down groundwater 
elevations excessively, project operators will ask the FCGMA to limit pumping from future well 
pumping in the project area so that overall pumping does not exceed an annual use of 2 AF/acre. 

Contingency	Actions	for	Nearby	Wells	
Contingency actions are taken when groundwater elevations measured in the Monitoring Plan 

approach a groundwater elevation trigger.  The actions are progressive and would require 
modifying project operations. 

When static (non-pumping) groundwater elevations reach -126 ft msl in any of the wells 
monitored in the project area (i.e. 19E1/19M6, 19A1, and 19B1), automatic cutbacks in pumping 
from project extraction wells (one well or a combination in order to get desired water levels).  
The percent pumping cutbacks would be based on water elevations observed at the extraction 
wells in the sequence indicated in Table 14.  If water levels recover, pumping can then be 
increased using the same sequence shown above.  When this contingency is applied to the 
Scenario #2c model, dropping groundwater elevations are mitigated prior to groundwater 
elevations reaching historical low (Figure 85). 
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Static Groundwater Elevation 
Measured (msl) 

Percent Pumping Reduction 
(%) 

-126 10 

-140 20 

-150 30 

-153 40 

-157 50 

-160 75 

-168 100 

Table 14.  Pumping reductions required in Contingency Plan. 

 
Potential mitigation of the effects of water levels dropping below the trigger values in the 

future will be discussed with the nearby well owner/operator if project pumping is determined to 
be the primary cause of the drop.  Mitigation measures to be discussed could include 
reimbursement for increased pumping lifts, reimbursement for required well modifications, and 
/or deepening the wells.   

 

 
Figure 83.  Groundwater elevations for wells in project area for which there are data available.   See locations 

in following figure. 

 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 992 of 1199



NPV	Desalter	Groundwater	Analysis	&	Modeling	 Page	76	
 

 

Figure 84.  Locations of wells used to calculate historical low groundwater elevations. 

 

 

Figure 85.  Modeled groundwater elevations in project area, Scenario #2c with Contingency Plan pumping 
reductions applied. 
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Contingency	Plan	for	Groundwater	Quality	

The purpose of the Desalter Project is to pump brackish water, treat it to remove salts, and 
discharge the salts from the watershed.  It is an expectation of the Project that the FCGMA will 
extend its policy from the Las Posas basin that allows pumping and treating of this brackish 
water without the use of FCGMA allocations or credits.  The movement of salts can be more 
complex than modeled for this Project – particle tracking assumes plug flow (no dispersion or 
dilution) – and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in its geometry and internal bedding 
than can be modeled.  In reality, the water extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from 
day-to-day and month-to-month.  Such variation is expected, cannot be avoided, and does not 
detract from the goals of the Project or the benefits of the Project to the aquifer. 

As the Project matures and the travel paths of brackish water become more complex as the 
salts are recovered from aquifer areas further away from Project pumping, there are likely to be 
episodic periods when individual wells pump fresh water.  Although this cannot be avoided 
when attempting to clean up the entire area of brackish groundwater, a contingency plan for 
FCGMA allocations and credits is prudent.  The purpose of the contingency plan is to 
differentiate between extended pumping of fresh groundwater (which would require the use of 
FCGMA allocations and/or credits) and pumping of primarily brackish groundwater (which 
would fit under the FCGMA policy related to pumping and treating brackish groundwater). 

Analytical test results can be variable, and single water quality test results cannot characterize 
the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality.  Therefore, it is recommended 
that single water quality test results should be used as triggers to initiate a response, rather than 
only as a means to determine whether brackish water is being pumped. 

Pumping of Primarily Brackish Groundwater – As discussed previously, the salt content 
of brackish groundwater pumped by the Project is likely to vary episodically with time.  
Thus, the determination of primarily brackish groundwater must take this into account.  
For purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, four components were 
examined – manganese, chloride, sulfate, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).  In all cases, 
concentrations were lower prior to the influence of the brackish water and considerably 
higher after the introduction of brackish water (Figure 86 to Figure 89).  Water Quality 
Objectives10 and/or drinking water MCLs are currently being exceeded for all four 
constituents. 
 
High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas high 
chloride concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation.  As the most reliable 
constituent to use as an index of fresh and brackish water,  Manganese is used here as the 
benchmark for project water quality.   It is recommended that the criteria for brackish 
water be a threshold of 50 ug/L for Manganese to reflect historical concentrations and the 
secondary drinking water MCL.  Using this threshold, pumped groundwater with 
Manganese concentrations above 50 ug/L would be considered brackish water and its 
removal beneficial to the aquifers. 

 

                                                 
10 Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region, 1995, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, p. 3-
19. 
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Extended Pumping of Fresh Groundwater – At some time in the future, Project wells will 
likely start pumping a mixture of brackish and ambient groundwater as the brackish water 
is removed.  It is unlikely that the transition from brackish to ambient groundwater will 
be a sharp break – it is most likely to be transitional, with periods of pumping brackish 
and fresher water.  Given this scenario, there must be criteria for determining how this 
transition is considered.  It is recommended that when Manganese concentrations drop 
below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a verification period would begin to ensure 
that brackish water has indeed been removed from the portion of the aquifer supplying 
water to the well.  This verification period would be one year in duration, with water 
quality testing increased to monthly during the period.  If, after one year, Manganese 
remained below 50 ug/L, then subsequent pumping would be considered as pumping 
fresh groundwater subject to the FCGMA allocation system.  This contingency is 
illustrated in Table 15. 

 
If future pumping of water from a Project well that has transitioned from brackish to 
fresh water returns to a brackish water condition, then the verification period would be 
reversed – it would require one year of verified pumping of groundwater above 50 ug/L 
for Manganese to return the well to a brackish water status.  These criteria are 
summarized in the table below.  This information would be provided to the FCGMA in 
the Annual Report. 
 
 

Contingency 
Project well pumping brackish 

water has Manganese drop below 
50 ug/L 

Project well pumping fresh water 
has Manganese increase to above 

50 ug/L 

Action  Begin one year verification period Begin one year verification period

Considered Fresh 
Water 

Monthly testing remains 50 ug/L 
for Manganese during verification 

period 

Any monthly test is below 50 ug/L 
Manganese 

Addt’l Evaluation 
Evaluate whether regional 

conditions contributed to drop 
Evaluate whether regional 

conditions contributed to increase 

Considered 
Brackish Water 

Any monthly test exceeds 50 ug/L 
Manganese 

Monthly tests remain above 50 ug/L 
Manganese for verification period 

Termination of 
Action 

One year of pumping below 50 ug/L 
Manganese (reverts to fresh water) 
or any monthly test greater than 50 
ug/L Manganese (remains brackish 

water) 

One year of pumping above 50 ug/L 
Manganese (reverts to brackish 

water) or any test less than 50 ug/L 
Manganese (remains fresh water) 

FCGMA Allocation  Project specific allocation Prorated use of allocation*

Sunset Provision 
If well pumps fresh water for 24 consecutive months, well permanently 

reverts to fresh water status 

Table 15.  Contingency actions for water quality.  * If any monthly measurement is greater than 50 ug/L 
Manganese, then allocation is prorated across reporting year (e.g., if Manganese greater than 
50 ug/L for two of the twelve months, then pumping for those two months does not require an 
allocation). 
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Figure 86.  Historical manganese concentrations in project area. 

 

  
Figure 87.  Historical TDS concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality objective 

for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 
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Figure 88.  Historical sulfate concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality 

objective for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 

 
Figure 89.  Historical chloride concentrations in project area.  WQO is Regional Board’s water quality 

objective for groundwater in the Pleasant Valley basin. 
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Contingency	Plan	for	Seawater	Intrusion	

Any potential effect on seawater intrusion from a project so far from the coast would be 
through the extension of the pumping depression towards the project area.  To that end, the 
contingency for seawater intrusion is based on the groundwater gradient between the project and 
the pumping depression.  The critical area for this gradient is where there is currently a sharp 
groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression (between the two monitoring point shown 
in Figure 90).  The current baseline gradient between the two points is 85 feet. This gradient 
prevents the pumping depression from expanding eastward and increasing the size and depth of 
the depression.  Thus, the contingency focuses on maintaining a gradient towards the pumping 
depression. 

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected – one an existing USGS monitoring well 
(2N/21W-34G6) and the other a new monitoring well to be constructed as part of this project 
(project Monitoring Well B, located near City Hall).   When static (non-pumping groundwater 
elevations decrease to 15 feet or less between the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B 
minus elevation in 34G6 well), automatic cutbacks in project pumping would be implemented 
and the FCGMA would be informed of the trigger exceedance.  The mitigation would be that 
project pumping would be reduced by 10%.  If this action does not mitigate the problem, then 
pumping would be reduced an additional percentage based on Table 16.  This step-wise 
reduction would continue until either the difference in groundwater elevations stabilizes or 
project production has been eliminated. 

The opposite would occur if the difference in groundwater elevations between the two wells 
increases.  For each step-wise increase in the elevation difference, Table 16 would be used to 
increase the percentage of project pumping.  When the difference increases to above 15 feet, full 
project production would resume. 

This contingency method criteria is similar to the contingency triggers for groundwater levels 
in the project area, where the contingency reduction is progressive and based on the difference 
between heads in the two monitoring wells. 

   

Groundwater Elevation Difference Between Monitoring 
Wells B and 34G6 (ft) (Elev B minus Elev 34G6)  

Percent Pumping Reduction (%) 

15  10% 

10  20% 

7  30% 

4  40% 

2  50% 

0 or negative  100% 

Table 16.  Criteria for seawater gradient contingency. 
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Figure 90.  Monitoring points (red circles) for determining the gradient towards the pumping depression. 

11 Recommendations	

Analyses and modeling using current data have largely reached the limit of our 
understanding of the brackish water problem.  Recommendations are therefore centered on 
obtaining additional information for design and subsequent monitoring of the Project.  There is 
sparse measured information outside of the location of Camarillo’s production wells on the 
current location and concentration of the poor-quality baseflow that has infiltrated into NPV.  It 
is recommended that three monitoring wells with pressure and electrical conductivity sensors be 
installed downstream of the NPV area within the City of Camarillo to measure both 
groundwater elevations and salt content; an existing production well should be equipped 
similarly upstream from the project area.  Installing/equipping these wells prior to design of the 
desalting project would help verify the accuracy of the modeling and particle tracking and allow 
any necessary adjustments to be made in modeling conclusions.  The general locations of 
recommended monitoring wells are indicated in Figure 81 with wells located on either side of 
the 17-year particle boundary that approximates today’s condition.  These wells would help 
verify both current water quality and water level predictions from the model and would be used 
to track these parameters as the project progresses. 

A comprehensive Monitoring Plan should be implemented, as discussed in section 10.1.  
Besides monitoring the three new monitoring wells, a surface water monitoring point is 
recommended to be either installed or data obtained from others along Arroyo Las Posas where it 
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crosses the basin boundary into NPV.  The data collected for the Monitoring Plan should be 
analyzed regularly and presented in an Annual Report. 

It is also recommended that a Contingency Plan be implemented as discussed in the previous 
section.  The Contingency Plan identifies groundwater elevations in the project area that would 
trigger a Project response, as well as a groundwater gradient that would have to be maintained 
between the project and the pumping depression in the Pleasant Valley basin.  It also 
recommends water quality criteria to determine when Project wells are pumping brackish or 
fresh water. 

12 Conclusions	

The MODFLOW model successfully simulated the historical buildup of the mound of poor 
quality beneath NPV, so it appears to be an appropriate tool to test various configurations of the 
NPV Desalter pumping.  An unexpected result of the modeling of base case conditions (without 
project) was the potential threat of migration of poor-quality water into the agricultural areas of 
the Pleasant Valley basin.  This result reinforces the need for desalter projects to prevent further 
groundwater contamination. 

All modeled pumping scenarios indicate that there will be reduction of the mound of poor-
quality groundwater, with a resulting decrease in groundwater elevations in NPV.  This decrease 
in groundwater elevations is necessary – there can’t be cleanup without it.  The extent of the 
drawdown varies by pumping scenario, but modeling of the 25-year project scenario suggests 
that only in the area of desalter pumping will groundwater elevations temporarily drop below 
historical low levels near the end of project pumping.  The Contingency Plan discusses actions to 
be taken before groundwater elevations reach this depth. 

Both changes in groundwater elevations and particle tracking simulated by the model suggest 
that the NPV Desalter project would work as planned – the mound of poor-quality water would 
be pumped down, there would be a significant amount of water available for desalting, and much 
of the brackish water that has infiltrated into the aquifer would be recovered.  Modeling of the 
9,000 AFY, 25-year project suggests that such a project is feasible and would recover most of the 
“brackish water.” 

Groundwater modeling and particle tracking are robust tools to predict the effects of desalter 
pumping, but their limitations and the limitations of the streamflow data indicate that the results 
should be used cautiously.  Monitoring of groundwater elevations and quality is the best method 
of verifying the results of this model.  Monitoring and Contingency Plans recommended here 
should be implemented.  Dedicated monitoring wells recommended as part of the Monitoring 
Plan should be installed prior to desalter design to verify model results and to analyze the 
progress of the project. 
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13 Limitations	

Many of the conclusions in this report are based on groundwater modeling results.  It is 
important to note that modeling of complex hydrogeologic conditions requires simplification of 
these complex conditions and, thus, modeling results are a simplified approximation of future 
groundwater conditions.  Measurement of actual future conditions utilizing the recommended 
Monitoring Plan should be the primary guide to the efficacy of the project, and adaptive 
management based on these monitoring results will be required to ensure that the project meets 
its objectives. 
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14 Appendix	

14.1 Water	Quality	Graphs	

Additional graphs are shown here.  See location map Figure 13. 
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14.2 Aquifer	Testing	

Aquifer testing results contracted by TMR Geological Consulting Services for City of 
Camarillo.  A summary of those results are shown below, with more-detailed results shown in 
this section and on the attached CD.  Reference points, not included in TMR tables, include 
Camarillo Well A - 206 ft, Camarillo Well B - 210 ft, PVMWC Well #10 - 203 ft, PVMWC 
Well #11 - 200 ft. 
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14.3 Additional	Calibration	Wells	
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14.4 Additional	Project	Results	

 

 
 

 
 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1032 of 1199



FINAL SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR THE

NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY 
GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY

WT-11-01 • SCH NO. 2013091065

Prepared by:

December 2017

T h e  C i t y  o f  C a m a r i l l o  h a s  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  r e v i e w e d  a n d  a p p r o v e d  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h i s  d o c u m e n t .

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1033 of 1199



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section Page

Introduction 1.......................................................................................................................

Summary 9............................................................................................................................

Project Description 19..........................................................................................................

Alternatives to the New Proposed Action 31...................................................................

Environmental Impact Analysis 33...................................................................................

Aesthetics 35...................................................................................................................

Agricultural and Forestry Resources 41.....................................................................

Air Quality 47.................................................................................................................

Cultural Resources 59...................................................................................................

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 63.....................................................................................

Hazardous Materials 65................................................................................................

Water Resources 71........................................................................................................

Land Use and Planning 79...........................................................................................

Noise 83...........................................................................................................................

Transportation/Circulation 89.....................................................................................

Environmental Justice 93..............................................................................................

Environmental Impact Analysis 95...................................................................................

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA !i

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1034 of 1199



Table of Contents

Appendices (provided on CD)

Appendix A - Revised Groundwater Monitoring and Contingency Program

Appendix B - Responses to Comments Received on the Draft Second 
Supplemental EIR/EA

! North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facilityii

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1035 of 1199



RESOLUTION NO. 2017-139 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CAMARILLO CERTIFYING THE SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH# 2013091065) 
FOR NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER 
TREATMENT FACILITY (WT-11-01) 

The City Council of the City of Camarillo resolves as follows: 

SECTION 1: Findings The City Council of the City of Camarillo finds as follows: 

A. In 2015 and 2016, the City Council certified a Final and Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the construction and operation of a desalter facility 
("project"), pursuant to the State Guidelines for the Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City's Environmental Guidelines. 

B. The City subsequently determined that the three sites previously evaluated in 
2015 and 2016 Final and Supplemental EIR are not available for the development and 
operation of a desalter facility. The City is now proposing the construction and operation of a 
desalter facility on a 4.7-acre site, located near the northwest intersection of Las Posas and 
Lewis Roads. The new location was analyzed as an alternative to the original project that was 
identified in the Initial Study, but was not evaluated in the certified Final EIR. The evaluation 
of the new location was fully evaluated in a second supplement to the 2015 Final EIR and the 
2016 Supplemental EIR (Second Supplemental EIR or Second SEIR). 

C. The Draft Second SEIR was completed and circulated for a 45-day public 
review period from September 28, 2017, to November 13, 2017. Copies of the Draft Second 
SEIR were distributed to public agencies and interested parties, and displayed on the City's 
website. A Notice of Completion was submitted with the Draft Second SEIR to the State 
Clearinghouse. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to surrounding property owners, 
homeowners associations (HOAs), and advertised in a newspaper of general circulation 
within the area (The Ventura County Star). The NOA was also posted at City Hall, Camarillo 
Library, and the City's website. 

D. A duly-noticed public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on 
November 28, 2017, at which time testimony was heard on the Second SEIR, and at the 
conclusion of the public hearing the Planning Commission adopted Resolution PC 2017-21 
recommending that the City Council certify the Second SEIR. 

E. On December 13, 2017, the City Council held a duly-noticed public hearing on 
the Second SEIR and considered the Second SEIR together with all comments received 
during the public review process. 

F. The City Council finds that the Second SEIR has been completed in 
compliance with CEQA and reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City of 
Camarillo. 
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G. The City Council for the City of Camarillo hereby finds and determines that on 
the basis of the Initial Study and the Second SEIR, including all comments received in the 
public review process and the responses to such comments, that there is no substantial 
evidence that the proposed desalter project will have a significant adverse effect upon the 
environment. 

SECTION 2: Certification of Second SEIR. The City Council hereby certifies the 
Second Supplemental EIR (SCH# 2013091065), which is on file with the Department of 
Community Development, Camarillo City Hall, 601 Carmen Drive, Camarillo, California. 

SECTION 3: Filing of NOD. The Public Works Director or the Director's designee is 
hereby directed to file a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of the County of 
Ventura and California Office of Planning and Research - State Clearinghouse. 

SECTION 4: The City Clerk is directed certify to the adoption of this resolution, which 
is effective upon adoption. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED December 13, 2017. 

Attested to on  L:4\ t  

1. 

City Clerk 

I, Jeffrie Mad land, City Clerk of the City of Camarillo, certify Resolution No. 2017-139 
was adopted by the City Council of the City of Camarillo at a regular meeting held December 
13, 2017, by the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers: Kildee, McDonald, Morgan, Trembley, Mayor Craven 
NOES: Councilmembers: None 
ABSENT: Councilmembers: None 

City Clerk 
OCTOBER 22, 

• - 

/964 
0 ,1110 

Resolution No. 2017-139 
Page 2 of 2 
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INTRODUCTION
This  introduction  is  intended  to  provide  the  reader  with  general  information  regarding  the  subject  of  this 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)/Environmental  Assessment  (EA),  the  purpose  for  a 
Supplemental  EIR/EA,  an  introduction  to  the  scope  and  content  of  this  Supplemental  EIR/EA,  and  the 
opportunities that will be provided for public participation in the project and Supplemental EIR/EA review process.

SUBJECT OF THIS SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA

The City of Camarillo provides drinking water to approximately 65 percent of City residents. In 2016, this 
water  was obtained from local  groundwater  wells  (about  50  percent)  and imported water  (about  50 
percent). The quality of groundwater from two of the City's four wells (Wells A and B) has substantially 
deteriorated, primarily due to elevated levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), chloride, sulfate, iron and 
manganese. Due to these water quality issues, the City has placed one of these wells (Well A) on standby, 
and is blending water from the second well (Well B) with imported water from the Calleguas Municipal 
Water  District  (CMWD)  in  order  to  meet  drinking  water  quality  standards.  Due  to  high  salt 
concentrations in Wells A and B, the City has had to limit pumping in 2016 to about 1,377 acre-feet/year 
from the North Pleasant Valley (NPV) Groundwater Basin and about 1,731 acre-feet/year from the City’s 
wells near Camarillo Airport. 

For  nearly  16  years,  the  City  has  been  planning  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  groundwater 
treatment facility to increase groundwater pumping to 9,000 acre-feet/year in the NPV Basin and produce 
7,500 acre-feet/year of treated water to be served to its customers. During the planning phase, it was 
determined that the project would be implemented in two phases with Phase 1 providing 4,500 acre-feet/
year of new pumping to produce 3,800 acre-feet/year of potable water and Phase 2 providing 4,500 acre-
feet/year  of  pumping to  produce an additional  3,700  acre-feet/year  of  potable  water.  The treatment 
facility would be located in the vicinity of Wells A and B to remove TDS, chloride,  sulfate,  iron and 
manganese  from  groundwater  produced  by  these  and  future  well(s).  Overall,  the  purpose  of  the 
groundwater  treatment  facility  is  to  allow the City to  utilize  its  full  groundwater  allocation,  remove 
brackish groundwater from the NPV Basin, and reduce reliance on imported water. 

A Groundwater  Treatment  Facility  Feasibility  Study  was  prepared  by  Black  &  Veatch  in  2005,  in 
association  with  Separation  Processes,  Inc.,  to  determine  the  appropriate  technology  and  basic 
configuration of treatment processes to be used. The Feasibility Study identified target concentrations of 
TDS, chloride, sulfate, iron and manganese to be met by the groundwater treatment facility. The target 
concentrations of TDS (330 mg/l) and chloride (80 mg/l) were set low, as these constituents would add to 
the mass loading in wastewater produced during use of supplied potable water. Wastewater is treated by 
the  Camarillo  Sanitary  District  and discharged to  Conejo  Creek (north  of  confluence  with  Calleguas 
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Creek), which has strict limits on TDS, chloride and sulfate. The target concentrations for iron (0.3 mg/l) 
and manganese (0.05 mg/l) are the drinking water Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels set in Title 
22 of the California Code of Regulations. 

A recommendation from the 2005 Feasibility Study was to pilot test various treatment technologies prior 
to designing the full scale facility. A year-long pilot test was conducted in 2007 and 2008 at Well A and 
Well B and included the evaluation of four pre-treatment processes (oxidation, regular filtration, green 
sand filtration, and chemical sequestering) and a different reverse osmosis membrane. The results of the 
pilot test identified green sand filtration with reverse osmosis (RO) to be the most cost effective treatment 
process.  Iron  and  manganese  are  effectively  removed  by  the  RO  process.  However,  if  iron  and/or 
manganese are present in groundwater in oxidized forms, fouling of the RO membranes may occur. The 
green sand filtration process would remove the iron and manganese. The filters would be backwashed 
periodically to remove accumulated iron and manganese solids. 

The City’s groundwater treatment facility is included as an implementation project in the Calleguas Creek 
Watershed Management Plan, 2008 Calleguas Creek Salts TMDL, and the Watershed Coalition of Ventura 
County  Integrated Regional  Water  Management  Plan 2006.  These  plans  found that  the  groundwater 
treatment facility is consistent with State-wide objectives and the strategies and objectives of the plans, 
through  increasing  water  supply  reliability,  managing  groundwater,  water  quality  protection  and 
improvement, preventing further migration of poor quality groundwater to areas not contaminated with 
salts, facilitate conjuctive use by removing poor quality groundwater and enabling recharge with higher 
quality storm water flows, desalination, and reducing use of imported water. The City’s groundwater 
treatment  facility  is  also  included  in  the  2007  Fox  Canyon  Groundwater  Management  Plan,  and  is 
considered a beneficial strategy to prevent water quality degradation in the NPV Basin.

As part of the planning process for a groundwater treatment facility, the City prepared an Initial Study 
and  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  in  April  2008  for  a  very  similar  project.  The  IS  and  NOP  were 
distributed to responsible and trustee agencies and the State Clearinghouse, and the project was assigned 
State Clearinghouse no. 2008041159. In June 2008, the City initiated preparation of an EIR for the project, 
but it was never completed. 

In September 2013, the City prepared a new NOP for the proposed groundwater treatment facility. As 
part of the EIR scoping, eight potential facility sites (numbered 1 through 8) were assessed in a new Initial 
Study,  including  one  site  (Site  7)  located  within  the  City  limits  and  seven  within  the  adjacent 
unincorporated area of Ventura County. The locations of these site are shown in Figure 1. Subsequently, 
three facility sites were selected for analysis in the Draft EIR/EA in order to represent a range of feasible 
alternative sites to be considered by the City. These sites included the preferred facility site (originally Site 
2, but analyzed in the EIR/EA as the Proposed Action facility site), Site 4, and Site 7. A Draft EIR/EA was 
prepared and circulated for review by public agencies and interested members of the public from March 
31 through May 16, 2014. Based on comments received from the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management 
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Agency (FCGMA) and its  consultants,  the  City  determined that  the  water  resources  impact  analysis 
presented in the 2014 Draft EIR/EA did not utilize an appropriate environmental baseline. The analysis 
was  based  on  a  groundwater  study  which  compared  "no  mounding"  conditions  to  future  +  project 
conditions to identify environmental impacts. Mounding refers to the increasing water levels of brackish 
groundwater in the North Pleasant Valley Basin. Using "no mounding" as the environmental baseline was 
determined not to be appropriate because it did not represent present or future conditions. 

The City determined that  the water  resources  analysis  should be revised to utilize  future no project 
conditions as the environmental baseline and these revisions constitute "significant new information" for 
the purposes of Section 15088.5(a) of the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines) and recirculation was required. Consistent with Section 15088.5(f)(2) of 
the CEQA Guidelines only the revised sections (water resources) of the Draft EIR/EA were recirculated. 

The revised Draft EIR/EA focused on water resources impacts and was recirculated for public comment 
from March 2 through April 20, 2015. A Final EIR/EA was prepared in May 2015, including responses to 
public comments on the 2014 Draft EIR/EA and the 2015 Recirculated Draft EIR/EA. The Camarillo City 
Council certified the Final EIR/EA on May 27, 2015. 

FIGURE 1 - INITIAL STUDY FACILITY SITE LOCATIONS
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Following the certification of the 2015 Final EIR/EA, the proposed locations of the two new groundwater 
production wells was changed, in part due to coordination with the adjacent Bell Ranch. One well was 
changed to be located immediately north of  the new Rancho Campana High School  and the second 
would be located just northeast of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. These new wells would 
produce brackish groundwater for treatment at the new Facility. Overall, approximately 3,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm) from Wells A and B, and 3,000 gpm (each) from two new brackish groundwater wells 
would be treated at the groundwater treatment facility.

In addition, the groundwater modeling conducted in support of the 2015 Recirculated Draft EIR/EA had 
been revised based on input from the FCGMA and the technical peer review report (2015). The revisions 
to  the  modeling  mostly  involved  the  use  of  post-2010  groundwater  pumping  data,  which  included 
increased pumping rates in response to drought conditions. In addition, the modeling was revised to 
account for the continued pumping of City groundwater pumping, assuming the City would pump it's 
full  allocation (4,500 acre-feet/year prior to FCGMA Ordinance E levels)  from the Airport area wells 
(Airport #3, Well D, and a possible new well). 

A Supplemental EIR/EA was prepared to provide additional information and environmental analysis to 
make the 2015 Final EIR/EA adequate for the revised groundwater treatment facility project. Consistent 
with Section 15163 of  the CEQA Guidelines,  a  Supplemental  EIR (instead of  a  Subsequent  EIR)  was 
prepared because only minor changes or additions to the 2015 Final EIR/EA were required to make it 
adequately apply to the revised project. Also consistent with Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, the 
Supplemental  EIR/EA contained  only  that  information  necessary  to  make  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA 
adequate for the project as revised. 

The Supplemental EIR/EA was circulated for public review from March 21 through April 22, 2016. The 
Camarillo City Council certified the Supplemental EIR/EA on June 20, 2016.

The City has  now determined that  the three sites  evaluated in the 2015 Final  EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA are not available for development and use of the groundwater treatment facility. 
The City is now proposing the development of the facility at a property located to the immediate east of 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. This was identified as Site 5 in the 2013 Initial Study. The 
City  will  also  consider  development  of  the  facility  at  Site  1  from the  Initial  Study,  located near  the 
northeastern corner of Ponderosa Drive and Antonio Avenue, as an alternative. The location of a new 
groundwater well will be incorporated into the new facility site. The amount of water that is withdrawn 
from the well and treated at the new facility would also remain unchanged.

PURPOSE OF A SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA

In some instances,  changes to a proposed project or its surrounding circumstances subsequent to the 
certification of an initial EIR necessitate the preparation of either a “subsequent EIR” or a “supplement to 
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an EIR” (also commonly known as a “supplemental EIR). This allows projects to be modified without a 
lead agency having to completely start  a  new environmental  review process from the beginning.  As 
stated in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (3d Dist. 1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199 [139 Cal. Rptr. 
396], “The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise mold of 
the  initial  project;  indeed,  new  and  unforeseen  insights  may  emerge  during  investigation,  evoking 
revision of the original proposal.”

Pursuant  to  Sections  15162  and 15163  of  the  CEQA Guidelines,  a  subsequent  EIR is  required  when 
substantial changes are proposed for a project, substantial changes to the previous EIR are necessary, and 
previously-identified impacts will be greater and/or new significant impacts would occur. A supplement 
to a previous EIR may be prepared if any of the changes to a project would require the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR and only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequately  apply  to  the  project  in  the  changed condition.  A supplement  to  a  previous  EIR  may be 
distinguished from a subsequent EIR in that a supplement augments a previously certified EIR to the 
extent necessary to address the changed conditions of the project and to examine mitigation and project 
alternatives accordingly. A subsequent EIR, in contrast, is a complete EIR which focuses on the changed 
conditions that cannot be supplemented with the previous EIR.

In  the  case  of  the  City’s  groundwater  treatment  facility  project,  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
development and operations of the facility have been evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA for three sites along with a “No Action/No Project Alternative.” The new location 
that the City is proposing for the facility was included in the Initial Study issued for the project, as was 
the location for the Site 1 alternative. In essence, these two sites represent two additional alternatives to 
the original project that were identified in the Initial Study, but were not evaluated in the certified EIR. 
The evaluation of these alternatives can be evaluated in a second supplement to the 2015 Final EIR/EA 
and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA.

SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA SCOPE AND CONTENT

Based on the findings of the Initial Study, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, and 
concerns  identified  in  comment  letters  submitted  in  response  to  the  NOP,  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA 
evaluated impacts on the following issue areas:  

• Aesthetics; 

• Agricultural and Forestry Resources; 

• Air Quality; 

• Cultural Resources; 
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• Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 

• Hazardous Materials; 

• Water Quality; 

• Land Use and Planning; 

• Noise; 

• Transportation/Circulation; 

• Environmental Justice; 

• Socioeconomics; and 

• Indian Trust Assets. 

The 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA updated and expanded upon the 2015 Final EIR/EA analyses for the 
following issue areas:  

• Agriculture and Forestry Resources

• Water Resources

• Noise

• Land Use and Planning

Each of these issue areas is addressed in this Second Supplemental EIR/EA.

ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA

This second Supplemental EIR/EA has been formatted for ease of use and reference. To help the reader 
locate information of particular interest, a brief summary of the contents of each section of the second 
Supplemental EIR/EA is provided. The following sections are contained within the second Supplemental 
EIR/EA: 

Introduction - This section introduces the subject of this second Supplemental EIR/EA, the purpose for a 
Supplemental EIR/EA, an introduction to the scope and content of this Draft EIR, and the opportunities 
that will be provided for public participation in the project and EIR review process.

Summary - This section provides a summary of the analyses and conclusions presented in the body of 
this second Supplemental EIR/EA, including the potential environmental impacts of the New Proposed 
Action and the additional alternative site, the recommended mitigation measures, the level of significance 
after mitigation, and the unavoidable impacts of the New Proposed Action and new alternative site.
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Project Description - This section outlines the objectives for the project, describes the project as proposed 
by the City, outlines the benefits of the project, describes the physical characteristics of the New Proposed 
Action facility site and the characteristics of the project that would be developed at this new site, and 
identifies the approvals required by the City of Camarillo and other agencies for project implementation.

Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action  —  This  section  defines  the  additional  alternative  to  the  New 
Proposed Action that is being considered by the City.

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  — The  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  is  the  primary  focus  of  the 
second Supplemental  EIR.  Separate  discussions  are  provided to  address  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  the  New  Proposed  Action  and  the  new  alternative.  Each  section  updates  the  affected 
environment discussions to address the New Proposed Action facility site and the new alternative facility 
site, identifies the significance thresholds from the 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA for 
that  topic,  an  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  in  relation  to  the  thresholds  of  significance, 
cumulative  impacts,  recommended  mitigation  measures,  and  a  residual  impact  statement  as  to  the 
effectiveness of the recommended mitigation measures.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process. To provide full public disclosure of the 
potential environmental impacts that may occur as a result of the current project, CEQA requires that the 
Draft  Second Supplemental  EIR be circulated for  a  45-day public  review period.  During this  review 
period, public agencies and interested organizations and individuals are encouraged to provide written 
comments  addressing  their  concerns  regarding  the  adequacy  and  completeness  of  the  Draft  Second 
Supplemental  EIR.  When  providing  written  comments  on  the  subject  matter  of  the  Draft  Second 
Supplemental EIR, the readers are referred to Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, which states:

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways  in  which  the  significant  effects  of  the  project  might  be  avoided  or  mitigated. 
Comments  are  most  helpful  when  they  suggest  additional  specific  alternatives  or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the 
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commenters.  When  responding  to  comments,  lead  agencies  need  only  respond  to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.
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All comments or questions regarding the Draft Second Supplemental EIR were addressed to:

Lucia McGovern 
City of Camarillo/Camarillo Sanitary District 
601 Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 93010-0248 
Telephone: (805) 383-5334 
Fax: (805) 388-5387 
Email: lmcgovern@cityofcamarillo.org

A copy of the Draft EIR was made available for public review by the general public on the City’s website 
(www.cityofcamarillo.org) and at the City of Camarillo Department of Public Works at the address listed 
above.

Following the Draft Second Supplemental EIR public review period and receipt of all written comments, 
the City of Camarillo prepared a Final Second Supplemental EIR. The Final EIR provides additions and 
revisions  to  the  Draft  Second Supplemental  EIR as  applicable,  and written  responses  to  the  written 
comments received by the City during the Draft Second Supplemental EIR review period. Members of the 
public also had additional opportunities to participate in the review of the proposed project through 
attendance at the public hearings before the City of Camarillo Planning Commission and City Council.
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SUMMARY
This section has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, and is divided into two components. The 

first updates the characteristics of the proposed project and alternatives from what was summarized in the 2016 

Supplemental EIR/EA, and the second identifies environmental impacts, mitigation measures and residual impacts.

PROJECT SYNOPSIS

Project Development

The proposed groundwater treatment facility would serve existing Wells A and B as well as new brackish 
groundwater wells (Phase 1 - 4,500 acre-feet/year, and Phase 2 - 4,500  acre-feet/year), and discharge 
brine  to  the  Calleguas  Municipal  Water  District's  Regional  Salinity  Management  Project  pipeline. 
Therefore, an economically feasible project site must be located in close proximity to these facilities. Wells 
A and B are located adjacent to the northern City limit, and surrounding land uses within the City are 
residential and commercial, which cannot accommodate the proposed groundwater treatment facility. As 
part of EIR scoping, eight facility sites (numbered 1 through 8) were assessed in the 2013 Initial Study, 
including one site  (Site  7)  located within the City  limits  and seven within adjacent  Ventura County. 
Subsequently,  three  facility  sites  were  selected  for  analysis  in  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA and  the  2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA to represent a range of feasible alternative sites. These sites include the preferred 
facility site (former Site 2, now referred to as the Proposed Action), Site 4 and Site 7. The environmental 
impacts of these alternatives were analyzed at an equal level of detail in compliance with NEPA, as the 
City is pursuing Federal funding. 

The City has  now determined that  the three sites  evaluated in the 2015 Final  EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA are not available for development and use of the groundwater treatment facility. 
The City is now proposing the development of the facility described above at a property located to the 
immediate east of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. This was identified as Site 5 in the 
Initial  Study.  Development  and  operations  of  the  facility  at  this  location  is  referred  to  as  the  New 
Proposed Action in this Second Supplemental EIR.

Location

The New Proposed Action facility site (former Site 5 and including the southern new well site), the Site 1 
Alternative facility site, and the proposed northern well site are located adjacent to the City limits, west of 
the Las Posas Road/Lewis Road Intersection.
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Municipal Reorganization

The  New  Proposed  Action  facility  site  is  located  adjacent  to,  but  outside  of,  the  City’s  municipal 
boundaries and its Sphere of Influence. Because the facility would be serviced by the City of Camarillo 
Water Division and Camarillo Sanitary District, the City will request approval from the Ventura County 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for reorganization. The reorganization proposal would 
include:

• An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the facility site;

• Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site;

• Annexation of the facility site to the City and the City of Camarillo water service area;

• An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence to include the facility site;

• Annexation of the facility to the Camarillo Sanitary District;

• Detachment  of  the  facility  site  from  the  Ventura  County  Resource  Conservation  District,  Ventura 
County Waterworks District No. 19, County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal), County 
Service Area no. 33 (recreation and park services), and Cold Coast Transit District; and

• The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan consistency.

A subdivision to create  a  legal  lot  for  the facility  site  would be requested from the Ventura County 
Resource Management Agency.

Annexation of the New Proposed Action facility site would create an unincorporated island of the Church 
of  Jesus  Christ  of  Later-day Saints  property.  In  response,  the  City  is  proposing to  annex the  church 
property to the City of  Camarillo and the City of  Camarillo water  service area along with the New 
Proposed Action facility site and to cover the church’s costs for the annexation.

Project Components

New Proposed Action

The New Proposed Action facility site would occupy an area of 4.7 acres.  A 40-foot wide permanent 
utility easement would be provided for pipeline and other utility installations as well as vehicular access 
to the site from Somis Road. The site access would be paved, but the utility easement would not remove 
existing row crop areas from agricultural production. An existing produce stand is located within the 
boundaries of the utility easement and would be relocated further to the south when the easement is 
improved. The utility easement would continue to provide access to the existing use at the Meyerstein 
property.
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New Wells

The location of a new groundwater well would remain unchanged with the southern well incorporated 
into the new facility. The amount of water that is withdrawn from the well and treated at the new facility 
would also remain unchanged.

Alternatives Considered

Three facility sites were selected for analysis in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/
EA to represent a range of feasible alternative sites. These sites include the preferred facility site (former 
Site 2, referred to as the Proposed Action in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA), 
Site  4  and  Site  7.  The  environmental  impacts  of  these  alternatives  and  the  No  Action/No  Project 
Alternative were analyzed at an equal level of detail in compliance with NEPA, as the City is pursuing 
Federal funding. 

The City has  now determined that  the three sites  evaluated in the 2015 Final  EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA are not available for development and use of the groundwater treatment facility. 
The City is now proposing the development of the facility at the New Proposed Acton site described 
above. The City will also consider development of the facility at Site 1 from the Initial Study, located near 
the northeastern corner of Ponderosa Drive and Antonio Avenue, as an alternative.

Site 1 Alternative

This alternative would include the same facilities as the New Proposed Action; however, the groundwater 
treatment facility would be located at a different site, near the northeastern corner of Ponderosa Drive 
and  Antonio  Avenue.  One  new  well  site  would  be  the  same  (referred  to  as  the  souther  well  site). 
Otherwise, the Site 1 Alternative facility would be same as the New Proposed Action. In addition, the 
pipeline tie-in locations would be same as the New Proposed Action. However, the pipeline alignments 
would differ due to the changed facility location.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND 

ALTERNATIVES

This section identifies two types of project impacts: 

Significant,  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:  These are impacts  for  which specific economic,  social  or 
other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR/
EA.  Should  the  Camarillo  City  Council  decide  to  approve  the  project,  a  Statement  of  Overriding 
Considerations must be adopted for any significant unavoidable adverse impacts. The 2015 Final EIR/EA 
identified short-term noise impacts associated with well drilling at the western well site as a significant, 
unavoidable adverse impact. The well site locations have been revised since the 2015 Final EIR/EA was 
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certified,  such  that  noise-sensitive  land  uses  are  located  further  from the  well  sites.  Therefore,  well 
drilling noise impacts can be mitigated below the level of significance. The project as revised would not 
result in any significant, unavoidable adverse impacts. 

Significant Adverse Impacts:  These are significant impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  Therefore, by definition, residual impacts would be less than significant. Significant 
adverse impacts associated with the New Proposed Action and alternatives are summarized in Table 1. 
Note that Table 1 includes a summary of all significant impacts, including those that have not changed 
since the 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA were certified. 
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TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed  Act ion Al ternat ives

Impacts Mit igat ion  Measures Impacts Mit igat ion  Measures

Cultural Resources

Based  on  the  records  search  and 
archeological  field  survey  results 
conducted for the 2015 Final EIR/EA, 
the New Proposed Action would not 
adversely  impact  any  known 
prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 
resource.  The  facility  and  new  well 
site has been cultivated for at least 100 
years  and  has  been  extensively 
ripped, disked and plowed; therefore, 
no  intact  deposits  are  expected  to 
occur within the top two feet of soil. 
However, as the facility site is located 
within an active depositional setting, 
there  is  a  possibility  that  buried 
archaeological  materials  may  be 
present,  which  could  be  potentially 
impacted  by  project  implementation. 
Such  impacts  are  considered 
potentially significant.

The  following  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the 
2015 Final EIR/EA to mitigate impacts to any buried, 
intact,  and  potentially  significant  archaeological 
resources,  and to  address  the Chumash community's 
concerns for the Proposed Action are also applicable to 
the New Proposed Action.
1. An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall 

be  retained  to  monitor  all  project-related  earth 
disturbances  that  extend  below  2  feet  from  the 
ground  surface,  within  the  facility  site  and  the 
proposed  well  site,  and  pipeline  trenches  located 
within agricultural fields.

• At  the  commencement  of  project  construction, 
the archaeological monitor shall give all workers 
associated  with  earth-disturbing  procedures  an 
orientation regarding the probability of exposing 
cultural resources and directions as to what steps 
are to be taken if a find is encountered.

• The  archaeologist  shall  have  the  authority  to 
temporarily halt or redirect project construction 
in the event that potentially significant cultural 
resources  are  exposed.  Based  on  monitoring 
observations  and  the  actual  extent  of  project 
disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the 
authority to refine the monitoring requirements 
as appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or halt 
monitoring) in consultation with the City.

• A  monitoring  report  shall  be  prepared  upon 
completion of construction and provided to the 
City and the SCCIC.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.

TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed  Act ion

Impacts
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2. In  the  unexpected  event  that  archaeological 
resources are exposed during project construction, 
all earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the 
find  must  be  temporarily  suspended  until  a 
qualified  archaeologist  has  evaluated  the  nature 
and  significance  of  the  find.  The  City  shall  be 
notified of any such find. A Chumash representative 
should  monitor  any  archaeological  field  work 
associated with Native American materials.

3. If human remains are unearthed, State Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance  shall  occur  until  the  County  Coroner 
has made the necessary findings as  to origin and 
disposition  pursuant  to  Public  Resources  Code 
Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be 
of  Native  American  descent,  the  coroner  has  24 
hours  to  notify  the  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission. The City shall be notified of any such 
find.

TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed  Act ion Al ternat ives

Mit igat ion  Measures Impacts Mit igat ion  Measures
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Hazardous Materials

The project includes excavation within 
areas  that  have  been  in  agricultural 
production  for  over  60  years.  It  is 
possible  that  soil  contaminated  with 
hazardous  materials  such  as 
petroleum  hydrocarbons  or  residual 
concentrations  of  organo-chlorine 
pesticides may be encountered, which 
may result in exposure of construction 
workers  and  the  public.  Elevated 
concentrations  of  now-banned 
historically-applied pesticides such as 
DDT are  known to  occur  in  soils  of 
Pleasant Valley and may occur at the 
New  Proposed  Action  facility  site 
and/or  pipeline  alignments  in 
agricultural  areas.  Public  or  worker 
exposure  of  pesticides  or  other 
hazardous  materials  in  soils  during 
project  excavation  is  considered  a 
potentially significant impact.

The  following  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the 
2015 Final EIR/EA to mitigate impacts associated with 
hazardous  materials  during  construction  of  the 
Proposed  Action  are  also  applicable  to  the  New 
Proposed Action:

• Soil  samples  shall  be  obtained  in  all  previously 
cultivated areas affected by project excavation, prior 
to  project-related  excavation.  Pipeline  alignments 
located on farmlands  shall  be  sampled every  1,000 
feet. The soil samples shall be collected at a depth of 
one-foot  and  three-feet.  The  number  and  depth  of 
samples at each site may be adjusted based on field 
conditions, anticipated depth of soil disturbance and 
preliminary analytical results.

• Samples  shall  be  analyzed  for  organo-chlorine 
pesticides  and  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons 
according  to  U.S.  EPA methods  acceptable  to  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control. 
Soils  with  contaminant  concentrations  above  the 
applicable  Preliminary  Remediation  Goals 
established by U.S. EPA for non-residential land uses 
shall be considered contaminated and segregated in a 
stockpile.  Contaminated  soil  shall  be  covered  with 
impervious  materials  to  prevent  wind  erosion  and 
exposure  to  rainfall  and  storm  run-off.  These 
materials may be used as backfill, provided they are 
covered with at least one foot of non- contaminated 
soil or asphalt concrete.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.
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• When excavated, contaminated soil shall be handled 
by workers properly trained in accordance with the 
requirements  of  the  California  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration  (Cal  OSHA).  A Health 
and Safety Plan shall be developed and implemented 
by  qualified  individuals  to  minimize  exposure  of 
workers.  Contaminated  soils  should  be  treated  as 
hazardous materials and proper precautions taken to 
prevent  inhalation (dust  control)  and dermal  (skin) 
contact by construction workers.

Water Resources

A  groundwater  Monitoring  and 
Contingency  Program  (MCP)   has 
been prepared for the operation of the 
North  Pleasant  Valley  Groundwater 
Treatment  Facility.  The  purposes  of 
the MCP are to: delineate the brackish 
groundwater  plume,  monitor 
groundwater  quality,  groundwater 
levels,  basin  recharge,  and  regional 
effects  for  subsidence  and  seawater 
intrusion The MCP will  receive from 
dedicated  monitoring  and 
groundwater  supply  wells  located 
throughout  the  NPV  Basin.  The 
FCGMA Board approved the revised 
MCP on March 22, 2017.

The revised MCP that was approved by the FCGMA 
Board is also applicable to the New Proposed Action. 
The  City  of  Camarillo  shall  implement  the  revised 
MCP as approved by the FCGMA Board.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.
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Noise

Noise generated by well drilling at the 
New  Proposed  Action  facility  site 
would  exceed  the  45  dBA nighttime 
noise standard at the nearest residence 
(Placita  San  Leandro)  and numerous 
residences  nearby.  This  impact  is 
considered potentially significant. 

The  following  measures  identified  in  the  2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable  to  the  New Proposed  Action  to  minimize 
noise impacts associated with well drilling.

• Avoid  well  drilling  between  9  p.m.  and  7  a.m.,  if 
feasible;

• Provide  at  least  7  days  notice  of  nighttime  well 
drilling activities to all residents located within 1,000 
feet of the well site; and

• Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around 
the well drilling site during all drilling operations.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.

Site 1 Alternative
Same  as  the  New  Proposed 
Action.
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No  significant  impacts  were 
identified.

Mitigation is not required Site 1 Alternative
The  proposed  groundwater 
treatment  facility  would 
include  RO  feed  pumps, 
decarbonator  blowers,  a 
finished  water  pumping 
station and other  mechanical 
devices  that  would  generate 
noise.  These  components 
would  be  enclosed  in 
structures  and/or  sound 
enclosures  which  would 
attenuate  noise  to  comply 
with  the  City's  daytime  55 
dBA  residential  noise 
standard. However, nighttime 
noise  levels  may  exceed  the 
45  dBA  nighttime  noise 
standard  at  the  residences 
located west and south of the 
facility  site.  Although 
nighttime  noise  levels 
generated  by  the  proposed 
groundwater  treatment 
facility may be very similar to 
existing ambient noise levels, 
operational noise impacts are 
considered  potentially 
significant.

Site 1 Alternative
The  following  measures 
identified  in  the  2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA for the 
Proposed  Action  are  also 
applicable  to  the  Site  1 
Alternative to minimize noise 
impacts  associated  with 
facility operation.

• Prior  to  construction, 
conduct  an  engineering 
design review to ensure all 
n o i s e - p r o d u c i n g 
components  are  enclosed 
and  shielded,  to  minimize 
noise  generation  to  the 
extent feasible;

• Complete  a  noise  study 
within 90 days of the start 
of operation to determine if 
nighttime  noise  levels 
associated  with  facility 
operation  are  detectable  at 
adjacent residences; and 

• Based on the findings of the 
noise  study,  implement 
additional  noise  reduction 
measures as needed which 
may  include  a  facility 
perimeter sound wall.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The purpose of this project description is to describe the project in a way that will be meaningful to the public, 
reviewing  agencies,  and  decision-makers.  According  to  CEQA,  an  adequate  project  description  need  not  be 
exhaustive, but should supply the detail that is necessary for project evaluation.

PROJECT APPLICANT

The applicant for the proposed project is the City of Camarillo.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

As discussed in the 2015 EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA, the basic objectives for the City’s 
groundwater treatment facility project include:

• Restore groundwater production from Wells A and B to past levels (about 3,000 gpm); 

• Address the plume of salty groundwater currently migrating into the central portion of the Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Basin by increasing pumping in the salt mound area (NPV Basin) by increased 
pumping in the salt mound area;

• Reduce dependence of the City on imported potable water;

• Reduce salt concentrations in treated wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek; and

• Minimize capital costs by locating new facilities near existing water pipeline.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Specific  information  on  the  project  was  derived  from  the  2015  Facilities  Plan  Study.  Some  specific 
information could change during the design phase of the project, but will not generate an environmental 
effect more substantial than that evaluated in this document.

Groundwater Treatment Facility

The City’s groundwater treatment facility is proposed to have the capacity to treat 4,500 acre-feet/year of 
groundwater  with  capacity  to  expand to  9,000  acre-feet/year  of  groundwater  in  future  phases,  and 
provide 3,800 acre-feet/year of reverse osmosis (RO)-treated water to the City of Camarillo's customers in 
the first phase and an additional 3,700 acre-feet/year in a future phase. 
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Structures

A single  administration building approximately 3,250 square feet  in  size  would include office space, 
control room, electrical room, and storage area. A separate building would house an emergency generator 
(approximately 1,034 square feet). Three separate pumping facilities (RO pumps, finished water pumps, 
and chemical feed pumps) and the decarbonator blower facility would be housed in structures, and/or 
sound enclosures for noise control. The RO treatment system would be protected from the sun and rain 
by  a  metal  canopy  or  enclosed  structure.  Parking  and  driveway  space  would  be  provided  at  the 
administration building for operations and maintenance personnel, delivery of water treatment chemicals 
and supplies, and for maintenance activities (e.g. RO membrane replacement) at the facility.

Groundwater Treatment

The  planned  treatment  schematic  is  shown  in  Figure  2.  The  following  discussions  describe  each  of 
planned treatment process. 

Pre-Treatment

Groundwater  to  be  treated  contains  elevated  concentrations  of  iron  and  manganese.  If  iron  and/or 
manganese  are  present  in  oxidized forms,  fouling of  the  RO membranes  may occur.  Therefore,  pre-
treatment of the groundwater prior to RO treatment would be required. Based on the results of a pilot 
study at Well A, oxidation of the dissolved iron and manganese using sodium hypochlorite was selected 
at the preferred pre-treatment process. The oxidation process converts the dissolved iron and manganese 
into a solid precipitate, and would be conducted in a 90,000-gallon contact basin. 

The resulting precipitate would be removed by granular media (green sand) filters. The filters would be 
backwashed periodically to remove accumulated precipitate. The backwash water/precipitate mixture 
(wash water)  would be temporarily  stored in a  112,000-gallon equalization basin,  then pumped to a 
package solids settling system to physically separate the solids from the water into a concentrated side-
stream. Solids removed from the wash water (primarily iron and manganese) would be disposed of as a 

FIGURE 2 - PLANNED TREATMENT SCHEMATIC
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sludge to the local sewer. A 100,000-gallon backwash supply tank would provide water storage needed 
for filter backwashing.

Reverse Osmosis Treatment

The RO process would be designed for a groundwater feed of 6,000 gallons per minute (gpm) (3,000 gpm 
for each phase), and produce approximately 2,600 gpm of treated water for each phase using four RO 
trains (three operating, one standby). The RO process would be used to lower the total dissolved solids 
(TDS) content of the groundwater supply to make it suitable for potable use. The City's two existing wells 
(A & B) have capacities of 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) each for a total combined capacity of 3,000 
gpm. An additional 1,500 gpm of feed water would be produced by a new brackish groundwater well to 
be located within the facility site. 

Sodium bisulfite, sulfuric acid, and anti-sealant would be injected into the feed water upstream of the RO 
trains to remove residual free chlorine, adjust pH, and minimize membrane scaling. Filtered water from 
the pre-treatment system would be held in a 90,000 gallon RO feed tank and pumped through cartridge 
filters and then booster pumped into the RO system. The feed tank provides flow equalization so that 
flows supplied to the RO system can be kept as constant as possible. The pumps would be enclosed for 
noise control. A flush system with a 3,800 gallon tank and a clean-in-place system with a 4,500 gallon tank 
would be provided to clean and maintain the RO membranes. The RO facility would be covered by a 
metal canopy to protect it from sun and rain, or an enclosed structure.

Post-Treatment, Disinfection, and Brine Disposal

Following RO treatment,  the  treated water  would be decarbonated to  remove carbon dioxide (CO2). 
Approximately five to eight percent of the RO influent flow would be bypassed and blended with the 
treated  water.  The  RO-treated  water  would  be  disinfected  with  aqueous  ammonia  and  sodium 
hypochlorite. The resulting treated water would meet all drinking water standards, with an estimated 
concentration of less than 0.1 mg/l iron, less than 0.03 mg/l manganese, 196 mg/l TDS, 20 mg/l chloride, 
and 70 mg/l sulfate. 

The RO process would generate up to 2.1 million gallons per day (mgd)  or each phase would produce 
1.05 mgd of brine (typically 850 to 1,450 gallons/minute), with a TDS concentration of about 9,000 mg/l. 
The brine would be discharged to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project Pipeline at Lewis 
Road, which would transport the brine stream to an existing ocean outfall at Port Hueneme. 

Treated Water Delivery to the Distribution System

Treated, blended (finished) water would be collected into a 43,000-gallon pump well located below the 
finished water pump station. The pumps would be housed in sound enclosures for noise control. The 
pump station would have the capability to pump all of the water produced either to the City's Zone 1 or 
Zone 2 distribution system or to a combination of the two zones. 
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Chemical Storage and Feed

Chemicals associated with water treatment would be stored on-site (30 day supply).  Storage of a 30-day 
supply is typical industry standard; storage for a longer period would require larger capacity of all tanks 
and equipment. Chemicals would be in a liquid diluted solution fully contained and not emitting any 
gases.  These chemicals are: 

• 4,500 gallons of sodium hydroxide (25% concentration), 

• 5,900 gallons of sodium hypochlorite (25% concentration), 

• 1,200 gallons of aqueous ammonia (19% concentration), 

• 1,700 gallons of sodium bisulfite (25% concentration), 

• 13,000 gallons of sulfuric acid (93% concentration), and 

• 530 gallons of anti-scalant (100% concentration). 

Chemicals would be delivered about once or twice a week, at the most, on a staggered basis. Deliveries 
would be scheduled in advance and occur during daytime hours (8 am to 4 pm). Chemical storage and 
feed equipment would be in an enclosed structure. 

The handling of potentially hazardous materials, such as the chemicals that will be used on site to treat 
the groundwater, is regulated extensively by California Code of Regulations, State Statutes, Federal Code, 
and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Regulations to name a few. 

Some specific regulations governing the safe handling of hazardous materials are codified in California 
Building Code (CBC) Chapter 50 – Hazardous Materials, which, among other things, requires storage 
vessels to be braced and anchored (5003.2.8);  requires storage vessels larger than 500 gallons to have 
liquid-level limit controls (5003.2.7); prevents release of hazardous materials (5003.3); requires separation 
of  incompatible materials  (5003.9.8);  requires secondary containment (5004.2);  and,  requires approved 
engineered systems to contain spills  (5004.2.1).  OSHA Standards exist  that  require safe handling and 
notification  of  hazardous  materials,  and  can  be  found  in  OSHA Standard  1910.  Specifically,  OSHA 
Standard 19110.120 requires  developing and maintaining a  written hazard communications program. 
There are also regulations set forth by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency that require planning 
and  notification  of  State  Emergency  Response  Commission  (SERC),  Local  Emergency  Planning 
Commission (LERC), and the local fire department (EPCRA Sections 311-312). This is a sampling of the 
rules and regulations governing the transportation, storage, and use of hazardous materials. The City will 
comply with these rules and regulations. 
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As the project moves into design, specific means of meeting these requirements will be developed and a 
Hazardous  Materials  Business  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  conformance  with  applicable  rules  and 
regulations. Some specific means of meeting these requirements are highlighted below. 

Different fill line couplings prevent pumping the wrong chemicals into incompatible holding tanks. A 
chemical delivery truck will be physically unable to connect the transfer hose to any chemical storage 
tank except the chemical the truck is hauling. 

Liquid  level  sensors  will  detect  full  tanks  and  trigger  visual  and  audible  alarms  if  filled  to  a 
predetermined set point, which is always less than the actual capacity of the tank. 

Pipelines used to transfer the chemicals from the delivery truck to the tank will be double contained and 
will include leak detection to alarm if primary containment is breached. This will allow the City to repair 
chemical delivery pipelines well before any chemical leaks into the environment. 

Secondary containment will prevent mixing of incompatible chemicals in the event of a spill. Secondary 
containment typically takes the form of large concrete basins, where the storage tanks are built in the 
center. The volume of the basin is typically constructed to at least 1.5 times the maximum volume of the 
storage tank. 

Incompatible chemicals and their secondary containments will be physically separated by such a distance 
to abate probability of mixing. 

Storage tanks will  be braced and anchored to the concrete foundation to mitigate tank damage from 
earthquakes. 

Lighting

The facility would be lighted to facilitate 24 hours/day operations; however, lighting would be shielded 
and directed downward to illuminate the project facilities. The administration building would be lighted 
24 hours per day, but would be provided with some type of window covering.

Energy Management

Photo-voltaic solar panels would be mounted on the roof of the administration building, and remaining 
open spaces  within  the  plant.  The  solar  energy produced would reduce  energy consumption of  the 
project (up to 28,000 kilowatt-hours per day). 

Emergency Power

An emergency generator would be provided at the groundwater treatment facility site to ensure a reliable 
source  of  power  to  the  high pressure  pumps and other  water  treatment  equipment.  The emergency 
generator would only be used during power outages, and for short periods during maintenance periods. 
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The generator would produce up to 2,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity and would be powered by a diesel 
engine. The generator would include an integral diesel fuel tank with secondary containment. 

If failure occurs with the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management Project Pipeline because of a natural 
disaster,  the  treatment  facility  would  not  be  able  to  discharge  into  the  pipeline  and  would  not  be 
operational.  Operational  staff  would systematically  shut  down all  treatment  processes  once  they are 
notified by Calleguas that the brine line is not operational.

Noise Control

The equipment  that  have  the  potential  to  generate  noise  are  pumps,  decarbonator  blowers,  and the 
emergency generator. Those areas of the facility would be enclosed in structures and/or sound enclosures 
which  would  attenuate  noise  to  comply  with  the  City’s  daytime 55  dBA residential  noise  standard.  
Nighttime noise generated by the facility would not exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard. 

Education Component

An education component would be included on site,  and located in a manner accessible for  general 
public. 

Architectural Features

The  groundwater  treatment  facility  would  be  housed  in  buildings  designed  to  match  the  local 
surroundings. 

New Well

The City proposes to install  one new well to provide about 1,500 gpm of brackish groundwater. The 
southern  well  site  would  be  located  with  the  treatment  facility  at  the  northwester  corner.  Brackish 
groundwater produced by the new well would be treated at the facility, and would serve to provide an 
additional source of potable water, and remove salts from the groundwater basin. It is anticipated that the 
well site would include the following components: 

• Wellhead and enclosure; 

• Submersible pumps; and 

• Piping and electrical gear. 

Pipelines

New pipelines would be required to: 

• Connect existing Wells A and B to the inlet of the new groundwater treatment facility; 
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• Connect both new wells to the inlet of the new groundwater treatment facility;

• Connect the waste (brine) stream from the RO process to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management 
pipeline;

• Connect the wash-water solids settling system to the local sewer; and 

• Connect the outlet of the proposed Groundwater Treatment Facility to existing Zone 1 and Zone 2 water 
service pipelines. 

The well feed pipelines would be pressurized and have a diameter of approximately 16 inches. The brine 
stream pipeline  would be  approximately  12  inches  in  diameter  and pressurized.  Pipelines  would be 
mostly located along roadways within the public right-of-way.

Operation

The groundwater treatment facility and associated wells would be operated 24 hours per day with a crew 
of two to three, and employ up to nine persons (three eight-hour shifts). However, the night shift may 
consist  of  a single person monitoring the facility remotely.  Existing City employees would provide a 
portion of project staffing. The groundwater treatment facility would include a restroom, and wastewater 
would be piped to the nearest sewer served by the Camarillo Sanitary District. The facility would be 
served potable water by the City's Water Division. 

Construction

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with funding and would likely be initiated 
in late 2018 or early 2019. Construction would last approximately 12 to 18 months, including pipeline 
installation. 

Equipment to be used during construction of the groundwater treatment facility may include dozers, 
excavators, cranes, wheeled loaders and heavy-duty trucks. Cut and fill volumes would be balanced on-
site, with no soil export or import anticipated. Constructing the new groundwater well would require 
drilling the well, and installing the submersible pump and associated piping and control systems. 

Generally,  the new pipelines would be located in public  roadways,  and installed using conventional 
trenching methods. The trench would be about 3 feet wide and 5 feet deep. A concrete slurry would be 
used as the final backfill over the pipelines, and the pavement replaced. Pipeline installation would be 
coordinated with planned street repairs and pavement overlays, schedule permitting. Pipelines located in 
farmlands would be installed using conventional trenching methods. The pipelines would be located at 
least 5 feet under farmlands, to allow cultivation to occur over the buried pipelines. 
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PROJECT BENEFITS

Based  on  preliminary  analysis  conducted  during  project  development,  implementation  of  the 
groundwater treatment facility project is expected to provide the following benefits:

• The City of Camarillo can beneficially use up to 4,500 acre-feet/year of poor quality groundwater that 
would not otherwise be used;

• The PV Basin stakeholders would be able to beneficially use up to 4,500 acre-feet/year of brackish 
groundwater in a future expansion of the treatment facility;

• The facility would remove up to 36 tons of total dissolved solids per day from the first phase of the 
project from the Calleguas Creek watershed to facilitate meeting the Salts TDML requirements;

• Higher quality groundwater from the facility would produce recycled water (treated wastewater) with 
lower salt concentrations which may provide more opportunities for use of this recycled water;

• Prevent further migration of the salts plume;

• Expand a local water supply that could be essential if imported water supplies are unavailable during a 
major earthquake;

• The facility would reduce imported water demands and diversify water supplies in the region; and

• Reducing imported water demand may lower energy demand and greenhouse gas emissions associated 
with supplying water to the City.

NEW PROPOSED ACTION

The 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA evaluated the potential environmental impacts of 
the City’s groundwater treatment facility at Site 2 identified in the Initial Study and referred to this as the 
Proposed Action). The 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA also evaluated the potential 
impacts of the facility at Initial Study Site 4 and Site 7 as alternatives to the Proposed Action. The City has 
now determined that the three sites evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/
EA are not available for development and use of the groundwater treatment facility. The City is now 
proposing the development of the facility described above at a property located to the immediate east of 
the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter-day  Saints.  This  was  identified  as  Site  5  in  the  Initial  Study. 
Development and operations of the facility at this location is referred to as the New Proposed Action in 
this Second Supplemental EIR.

The New Proposed Action facility site is located to the immediate east of the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-day Saints  located along Las Posas Road and north of  an unoccupied commercial  commercial 
development. The site is part of a 40.22-acre agricultural property owned by the Arnold H. Meyerstein 
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Trust that fronts along Somis Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number 156-0-180-28). This site is located adjacent 
to the City of Camarillo, but within the unincorporated area of Ventura County. It has a County zoning 
designation of AE-40 ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40 acre minimum parcel size). The site is currently used 
for the agricultural production of row crops.

As illustrated in Figure 3, the New Proposed Action facility site would occupy an area of 4.7 acres. A 40-
foot wide permanent utility easement would be provided for pipeline and other utility installations as 
well as vehicular access to the site from Somis Road. The site access would be paved, but, as shown in 
Figure 3, the utility easement would not remove existing row crop areas from agricultural production. An 
existing produce stand is located within the boundaries of the utility easement and would be relocated 
further to the south when the easement is improved. The utility easement would continue to provide 
access to the existing housing at the Meyerstein property. Also shown in Figure 3 is a one-acre area that 
would  be  used  as  a  temporary  construction  easement  during  the  construction  of  the  groundwater 
treatment facility.

The locations of the new groundwater well would remain unchanged with the well incorporated into the 
new facility. The amount of water that is withdrawn from the well and treated at the new facility would 
also remain unchanged.

FIGURE 3 - NEW PROPOSED ACTION LOCATION
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Project Description

Figure  4  shows  the  proposed  pipeline  facilities  for  the  New  Proposed  Action.  Table  2  provides 
information concerning the proposed pipelines for the New Proposed Action.

The  New  Proposed  Action  facility  site  is  located  adjacent  to,  but  outside  of,  the  City’s  municipal 
boundaries and its Sphere of Influence. Because the facility would be serviced by the Camarillo Water 
Division and the Camarillo Sanitary District, the City will request approval from the Ventura County 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) for reorganization. The reorganization proposal would 
include:

• An amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the facility site;

• Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site;

• Annexation of the facility site to the City and the City of Camarillo water service area;

• An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District’s Sphere of Influence to include the facility site;

• Annexation of the facility to the Camarillo Sanitary District;

FIGURE 4 - PROPOSED PIPELINE FACILITIES - NEW PROPOSED ACTION
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Project Description

• Detachment  of  the  facility  site  from  the  Ventura  County  Resource  Conservation  District,  Ventura 
County Waterworks District No. 19, County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal), County 
Service Area no. 33 (recreation and park services), and Cold Coast Transit District; and

• The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan consistency.

Annexation of the New Proposed Action facility site would create an unincorporated island of the Church 
of  Jesus  Christ  of  Later-day Saints  property.  In  response,  the  City  is  proposing to  annex the  church 
property to the City of  Camarillo and the City of  Camarillo water  service area along with the New 
Proposed Action facility site and to cover the church’s costs for the annexation.

The following approvals would be required of the City :

• A General Plan Amendment to reflect a “Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation for the desalter 
facility site;

• A Zone Change to reflect an R-E (Rural Exclusive) designation for the desalter facility site and the 
church property; and 

• A Conditional Use Permit for the operation of the desalter facility.

A subdivision to create  a  legal  lot  for  the facility  site  would be requested from the Ventura County 
Resource Management Agency.

TABLE 2 - PROPOSED PIPELINE FACILITIES - NEW PROPOSED ACTION

Pipe l ine  Purpose Approximate  
Length  ( fee t )

Approximate  
Diameter  
( inches )

Al ignment

Connect Wells A and B to the 
treatment facility 3,650 12 Antonio Avenue, Las Posas Road, 

Mar Vista Drive

Connect new southern off-site well to 
the treatment facility 0 NA

The southern well would be 
incorporated into the New Proposed 

Action site

Connect treatment facility to the 
Salinity Management Pipeline 240 12 Utility easement

Connect Treatment Facility to  Zone 1 
distribution pipelines 260 18 Paved parking lot

Connect Treatment Facility to  Zone 2 
distribution pipelines 4,060 18 Mar Vista Drive, Antonio Avenue

Total 8,210
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
NEW PROPOSED ACTION

The 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA evaluated the potential environmental impacts of 
the City’s groundwater treatment facility at Site 2 identified in the Initial Study and referred to this as the 
Proposed Action). The 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA also evaluated the potential 
impacts of the facility at Initial Study Site 4 and Site 7 as alternatives to the Proposed Action. The 2015 
Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA also evaluated a No Action/No Project alternative that 
would not involve any of the proposed improvements.

The City has  now determined that  the three sites  evaluated in the 2015 Final  EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA are not available for development and use of the groundwater treatment facility. 
The City is now proposing the development of the facility described above at a property located to the 
immediate east of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. This was identified as Site 5 in the 
Initial  Study. In essence,  this New Proposed Action is  an alternative to the Proposed Action and the 
alternatives evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA.

In addition to the New Proposed Action, this Second Supplemental EIR will evaluate the construction 
and development of the facility at Site 1 from the Initial Study. This alternative is described below.

SITE 1 ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would include the same facilities as the New Proposed Action, but the groundwater 
treatment facility would be located at a different site near the northeastern corner of Ponderosa Drive and 
Antonio Avenue (reference Figure 1). This was identified as Site 1 in the Initial Study.

This alternative site is part of a 57.57-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 156-0-180-28). It has a County 
zoning  designation  of  AE-40  ac  (Agricultural  Exclusive,  40  acre  minimum  parcel  size).  The  site  is 
currently  used for  the  agricultural  production  of  orchard  crops.  Agricultural  orchards  surround this 
alternative site to the northwest, northeast, and southwest. A detention basin is located to the immediate 
southeast of this site.

The specific dimensions of this alternative site have not been determined, but would be similar to the 
New Proposed Action site at approximately five acres. A permanent utility easement would be required 
for pipeline and other utility installations as well as vehicular access to the alternative site. The pipeline 
tie-in locations would be the same as the New Proposed Action, but the pipeline alignments would differ 
due to the changed facility location.
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Alternatives to the New Proposed Action

The environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Site 1 Alternative are addressed by 
issue area in each technical section of this Second Supplemental EIR/EA.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
This section is the primary component of the Second Supplemental EIR/EA as it provides a forecast of the probable 
future environment following the development of the New Proposed Action and the Site 1 Alternative. The purpose 
of this section is to inform readers about the type and magnitude of the potential environmental impacts associated 
with the project, how such impacts would affect the existing environment, to identify mitigation measures which 
would reduce the magnitude of significant environmental impacts, and to identify cumulative impacts associated 
with development of the proposed project as well as other related projects.

SECTION FORMAT

This  overall  section is  actually  divided into  12  technical  sections  based on the  environmental  issues 
evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA. The 12 technical sections are as 
follows:

• Aesthetics

• Agricultural and Forestry Resources

• Air Quality

• Cultural Resources

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions

• Hazardous Materials

• Water Resources

• Land Use and Planning

• Noise

• Transportation/Circulation

• Environmental Justice

• Socioeconomics

Each of these sections is organized into several discussions, as follows:

• Affected Environment

• Environmental Consequences
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Environmental Impact Analysis

• Significance Thresholds

• New Proposed Action

• Site 1 Alternative

• Mitigation Measures

• Residual Impacts

The purpose of this Second Supplemental EIR/EA is to supplement the information presented in the 2015 
Final EIR/EA and 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA as certified by the City of Camarillo. These documents 
evaluated  the  impacts  associated  with  the  development  and  operations  of  the  City’s  groundwater 
treatment facility along with the two new groundwater wells. The new actions only involve the relocation 
of the groundwater treatment facility to a new location and the consideration of an additional alternative 
site location for the groundwater treatment facility. The location of the a new groundwater well would 
remain unchanged with the southern well incorporated into the New Proposed Action facility site. The 
amount of water that is withdrawn from the wells and treated at the new facility would also remain 
unchanged. The regional setting and regulatory environment identified in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and 
2016  Supplemental  EIR/EA continue  to  the  applicable  to  the  New  Proposed  Action.  Therefore,  the 
technical sections only update the Affected Environment discussions as necessary to reflect the individual 
facility sites for the New Proposed Action and the Site 1 Alternative.
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AESTHETICS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Local Setting

Based upon a  review of  the  County  of  Ventura  General  Plan  Resources  Appendix  (Ventura  County, 
updated  2011),  there  are  no  Ventura  County  designated  scenic  resources  areas  or  scenic  highway 
protection areas  near  the project  site.  Within the project  region,  U.S.  101 and State  Route  (SR)  1  are 
considered  eligible  State  scenic  highways.  The  City  of  Camarillo  General  Plan  Community  Design 
Element identifies scenic corridors in the project area, including Las Posas Road/Upland Road and Lewis 
Road. 

The New Proposed Action facility site is largely not visible from Las Posas Road since it is located behind 
a church, an existing commercial center, and a landscaped perimeter wall. The New Proposed Action 
facility site is has limited visibility from Somis Road (north of Las Posas Road), but is not visible from 
Lewis Road (south of Las Posas Road). The Site 1 Alternative facility site is located north of Antonio 
Avenue and is not visible from any City-designated scenic corridors. 

Nighttime lighting in the immediate project area includes streetlights and vehicle headlights on nearby 
roadways, building facade and interior lighting and landscape lighting associated with the developed 
urban areas.  The New Proposed Action facility  site  is  in  agricultural  production and is  unlit,  but  is 
indirectly affected by lighting from the adjacent church and commercial center.  The Site 1 Alternative 
facility site is located within an agricultural orchard and is unlit.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

The evaluation of the project's aesthetic impacts is based upon a review of the project plans, area maps, 
aerial  photographs,  and  site  reconnaissance.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  a  significant  adverse 
aesthetic impact would occur if the project would result in a substantial deterioration of the visual quality 
of the area or cause the obstruction of scenic views. 
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New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Scenic Vistas and Highways

There are no designated scenic vistas in the project area; therefore, the New Proposed Action would not 
impact  scenic  views  from  public  vistas.  The  facility  site  is  not  visible  from  any  designated  scenic 
corridors; therefore, impacts would not occur. The facility site would have very limited visibility from Las 
Posas Road since it  would be located behind the adjacent  church,  existing commercial  center,  and a 
landscaped perimeter wall. It would also have limited visibility from Somis Road due to the distance of 
the site to the road and the trees located at the adjacent commercial center and within the agricultural 
parcel of which this site is a part. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New Proposed Action is located along Las Posas Road and is currently developed with a church building, 
surface parking lot,  and landscaping.  There would be no change to the scenic environment with the 
annexation of this property to the City.

Visual Character and Quality

Most above-ground project components would be housed in a building or enclosed structure. Heights of 
the structures would vary from one to two stories equivalent. This structure would be compatible with 
the architecture of the adjacent church and commercial center. The facility would also include numerous 
industrial-appearing components such as vessels, metal canopies, pumps, filters, basins and tanks. Views 
of these structures from Somis Road would be screened by a proposed wall (approximate hight six to 
eight feet) in the eastern portion of the site and proposed landscaping to buffer the site from adjacent 
agricultural activities.  

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New Proposed Action is located along Las Posas Road and is currently developed with a church building, 
surface parking lot, and landscaping. There would be no change to the visual character and visual quality 
of the local area with the annexation of this property to the City.

Lighting and Glare

The  proposed  treatment  facility  would  include  limited  night  lighting,  consisting  of  interior  lighting 
within the administration building, and spotlights directed to illuminate key facilities and the vehicle 
entrance. Outside lighting would be shielded and directed downward in order to minimize potential 
lighting  impacts.  However,  this  proposed  lighting  would  be  located  adjacent  to  existing  lighting 
associated with Las Posas Road, the adjacent Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and the adjacent 
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commercial  center,  and would not result  in a substantial  increase in lighting in the project  area,  and 
would not significantly degrade nighttime views. 

The  New Proposed  Action  includes  the  installation  of  solar  photo-voltaic  panels  on  the  roof  of  the 
administration building and remaining open space area of the parcel not utilized by the treatment facility. 
These solar panels would be constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and covered with an anti-
reflective coating. Typically, photo-voltaic solar panels reflect only two percent of incoming sunlight, as 
compared  to  bare  soil,  which  reflects  30  percent  (Federal  Aviation  Administration,  2010).  The  anti-
reflective coating applied to the solar panels would prevent sufficient glare to interfere with adjacent land 
uses or daytime views. Therefore, light and glare impacts would be less than significant. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New Proposed Action is located along Las Posas Road and is currently developed with a church building, 
surface parking lot, and landscaping. Lighting is provided to the interior and exterior of the building, and 
the parking lot. There would be no increase in light and glare with the annexation of this property to the 
City.

Cumulative Impacts

The only cumulative project located in the same viewshed as the New Proposed Action is the recently-
completed Rancho Campana High School. The high school is located to the immediate north of the New 
Proposed Action facility site. The High School is now a primary component of the visual setting in the 
vicinity of  the of  the New Proposed Action facility site.  As discussed previously,  the New Proposed 
Action would would have very limited visibility from Las Posas Road and limited visibility from Somis 
Road. The cumulative projects (New Proposed Action and high school) would not substantially degrade 
the  visual  character  or  quality  of  the  project  area,  including  scenic  corridors.  Therefore,  cumulative 
aesthetics impacts are considered less than significant.

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Scenic Vistas and Highways

There are no designated scenic vistas in the project area; therefore, the Site 1 Alternative would not impact 
scenic  views  from  public  vistas.  The  facility  site  and  southern  well  site  are  not  visible  from  any 
designated scenic corridors; therefore, impacts would not occur. The facility site is not visible from Las 
Posas Road and the southern well site would have very limited visibility it is located behind the adjacent 
church, existing commercial center, and a landscaped perimeter wall. The facility site is also not visible 
from Somis Road and the new well site would also have limited visibility from Somis Road due to the 
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distance of the well site to the road and the trees located at the adjacent commercial center and within the 
agricultural parcel along Somis Road. 

Visual Character and Quality

Most above-ground project components would be housed in a building or enclosed structure. Heights of 
the structures would vary from one to two stories equivalent. This structure would be compatible with 
the architecture of the homes and offices located in the vicinity of this facility site. The facility would also 
include  numerous  industrial-appearing  components  such  as  vessels,  metal  canopies,  pumps,  filters, 
basins and tanks. Views of these structures from Antonio Avenue would be screened by a proposed wall 
(approximate hight six to eight feet) in the eastern portion of the site and proposed landscaping to buffer 
the site from adjacent agricultural activities.  

The new well site would involve a small well enclosure that would not degrade the visual character or 
quality of the surrounding area. Overall, the Site 1 Alternative would not substantially affect the visual 
quality or character of the project area. Project-specific impacts to visual character and visual quality are 
considered less than significant. 

Lighting and Glare

The  proposed  treatment  facility  would  include  limited  night  lighting,  consisting  of  interior  lighting 
within the administration building, and spotlights directed to illuminate key facilities and the vehicle 
entrance. This would be a new source of lighting within a currently un-illuminated orchard area. Outside 
lighting would be shielded and directed downward in order to minimize potential  lighting impacts. 
However, the proposed facility lighting would be screened by the wall (approximate hight six to eight 
feet) located along the eastern site of the facility and landscaping around the perimeter. Overall, project-
related lighting would not significantly degrade nighttime views. 

The  Site  1  Alternative  includes  the  installation  of  solar  photo-voltaic  panels  on  the  roof  of  the 
administration building and remaining open space area of the parcel not utilized by the treatment facility. 
These solar panels would be constructed of dark, light-absorbing materials and covered with an anti-
reflective coating. Typically, photo-voltaic solar panels reflect only two percent of incoming sunlight, as 
compared to bare soil, which reflects 30 percent. The anti-reflective coating applied to the solar panels 
would prevent sufficient glare to interfere with nearby land uses or daytime views. Therefore, light and 
glare impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts

The only  cumulative  project  located  in  the  same viewshed as  the  Site  1  Alternative  is  the  recently-
completed Rancho Campana High School. The high school is located to the east of the Site 1 Alternative 
facility site. and the two facilities do not affect the same view shed areas. Therefore, cumulative aesthetics 
impacts are considered less than significant.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

No significant aesthetic impacts would occur; therefore mitigation measures are not required.

Site 1 Alternative

No significant aesthetic impacts would occur; therefore mitigation measures are not required.
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AGRICULTURAL AND  
FORESTRY RESOURCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning

The New Proposed Action facility site  and the Site  1  Alternative facility site  are both located in the 
unincorporated area of Ventura County, within areas designated as “Agriculture” in the Ventura County 
General Plan. Both sites are smaller parts of properties that are zoned AE-40 ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40 
acre minimum parcel size).

Agricultural Viability

Based on the information presented in Figure 5.1-1 of the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA, the New Proposed 
Action facility site is designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance. The Site 1 Alternative facility site 
and the northern well site are designated as Prime Farmland. The New Proposed Action facility site is 
currently  used for  the agricultural  production of  row crops and the Site  1  Alternative facility  site  is 
currently used for the agricultural production of orchard crops.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

For the purposes of this project, the City has adopted the following significance thresholds developed by 
Ventura County (2011) for areas with a General Plan designation of “Agriculture.” Loss of agricultural 
soils on the project site is considered a significant project-specific impact if any of the following thresholds 
are equaled or exceeded. 

• Prime/Statewide Importance Farmland 5 acres 

• Unique Farmland 10 acres

• Local Importance Farmland 15 acres 

A non-agricultural  project  would  have  a  potentially  significant  land use  incompatibility  impact  if  it 
would be located within 300 feet (without vegetative screening) of classified farmland (Prime/Statewide, 
Unique, Local Importance). This buffer distance may be waived for projects where individuals are not 
continuously present. 
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A project  that  would  require  a  Ventura  County  General  Plan  amendment  and  result  in  a  loss  of 
agricultural soils greater than indicated above is considered as having a substantial contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Loss of Important Farmlands

The New Proposed Action facility site is 4.7 acres in size. The 1.35 acres of permanent utility easement 
would provide roadway and pipeline access along routes that currently provide roadway access to the 
farm property. The 4.7 acres of farmland conversion would not equal or exceed the 5 acre threshold for 
Prime and Statewide Importance farmland.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. This property is designated by the California Department of Conservation as Urban and 
Built-up Land. There would be no conversion of agricultural land with the annexation of this property to 
the City.

Based on this information, farmland conversion impacts are considered less than significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements

Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements 
established within the project area would be retained with no changes in their boundaries. There would 
be no project-specific impacts to greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts

No farmlands  enrolled  in  LCA contracts  would  be  affected  by  the  New Proposed Action.  Thus,  no 
project-specific impacts to LCA Contracts are expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations 

The New Proposed Action would involve changing the land use on approximately 4.7 acres of  land 
(facility site) on APN 156-0-180-285 to a non-agricultural use. The size of the remaining parcel would be 
below the 40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura County zoning designation.

The Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and the Ventura County 
Right-to-Farm ordinance would prevent conversion or modification of current agricultural practices on 
these parcels and adjacent farmlands. 
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The converted farmland area would be located adjacent to existing farmlands, the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-day Saints, a commercial center, and the new Rancho Campana High School, and would not 
fragment remaining farmlands. The proposed treatment facility would be provided with a minimum 50-
foot-wide  buffer  between  treatment  components  and  adjacent  farmlands,  including  fencing  and 
landscape screening. Therefore, facility operation would not preclude existing agricultural operations an 
adjacent  parcels,  including  pest  management.  As  a  single-use  City-operated  facility,  agreements  and 
notification  between  parties  can  easily  occur  prior  to  pesticide  use.  In  addition,  the  groundwater 
treatment  facility  could be evacuated for  short  periods and operated remotely to  allow for  pesticide 
application at adjacent farmland. Therefore, the project appears to meet Waiver and Deviation Criteria i 
(may be closed temporally to allow restricted materials application) from the 300-foot agricultural/urban 
buffer  identified  in  the  County's  Initial  Study  Assessment  Guidelines  and  the  Agricultural 
Commissioner's policy. 

Operation of  the  groundwater  treatment  facility  would not  adversely  affect  existing irrigation water 
supplies,  irrigation  practices,  micro-climate,  agricultural  pests/diseases,  or  pesticide  application  on 
adjacent  farmlands.  A minimum  50-foot  buffer  area  would  be  provided  between  the  groundwater 
treatment facility and adjacent agricultural fields to minimize any land use compatibility issues. Overall, 
the New Proposed Action would not conflict with surrounding agricultural operations, and would not 
preclude the continuation of farming on APN 156-0-180-285 and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion Related to Increased Water Supply

Development of the groundwater treatment facility at the New Proposed Action facility site would not 
change the amount of water available beyond that evaluated in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 
Supplemental  EIR/EA.  Therefore,  the  impacts  identified  for  the  Proposed  Action  in  the  2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA are also applicable to the New Proposed Action. The potable groundwater and 
transfer of imported water provided by the New Proposed Action would not remove an impediment to 
growth, and result in population growth or related conversion of farmland. 

Forestry Resources

The nearest  forest  land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220) or timberland is  located 
within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 miles north of the New Proposed Action facility 
site. The project may require rezoning of the New Proposed Action facility site to be annexed, but would 
not  cause any forest  land or  timberlands to  be  rezoned.  The project  would not  result  in  the  loss  or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. 

Cumulative Impacts

The two Ventura County subdivision projects (see Section 3.7.1 of the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA) would 
also result in the conversion of agricultural lands. The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed 
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in the Final EIR for the Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be 
significant and unavoidable. The New Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to the cumulative 
loss of farmland within the County and City.  However,  the project's incremental effect would not be 
"cumulatively considerable"; therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative loss of agricultural soils is 
not considered significant. 

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Loss of Important Farmlands

This alternative site is estimated to be approximately 4.7 acres in size. Along with the 0.2-acre southern 
well  site,  the 4.9 acres of  farmland conversion would not exceed the 5 acre threshold for Prime and 
Statewide Importance farmland; therefore, farmland conversion impacts are considered to be less than 
significant. 

Greenbelt Agreements

Loss of farmland would not occur within a greenbelt, and all open space under the Greenbelt Agreements 
established within the project area would be retained with no changes in their boundaries. There would 
be no project-specific impacts to greenbelts. 

Land Conservation Act Contracts

No farmlands enrolled in LCA contracts would be affected by the Site 1 Alternative. Thus, no project-
specific impacts to LCA Contracts are expected. 

Adverse Effects on Adjacent Agricultural Operations 

The Site 1 Alternative would involve changing the land use on approximately five acres of land (facility 
site) on APN 156-0-180-14 to a non-agricultural use. The size of the remaining parcel would be above the 
40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura County zoning designation. The Site 1 Alternative 
includes changing the land use of the 0.2-acre southern well site on APN 156-0-180-285. The size of the 
remaining parcel would also be above the 40 acre minimum required by the existing Ventura County 
zoning designation. 

The Ventura County Save Open-Space Agricultural Resources (SOAR) Initiative and the Ventura County 
Right-to-Farm ordinance would prevent conversion or modification of current agricultural practices on 
these parcels and adjacent farmlands. 

The  converted  farmland  area  for  the  facility  would  be  surrounded  by  agricultural  orchards  to  the 
northwest, northeast, and southwest and a detention basin to the southeast. The new well site would be 
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located adjacent to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and a commercial center. The proposed 
treatment  facility  would  be  provided  with  a  minimum  50-foot-wide  buffer  between  treatment 
components  and  adjacent  farmlands,  including  fencing  and  landscape  screening.  Therefore,  facility 
operation  would  not  preclude  existing  agricultural  operations  an  adjacent  parcels,  including  pest 
management.  As  a  single-use  City-operated facility,  agreements  and notification between parties  can 
easily occur prior to pesticide use. In addition, the groundwater treatment facility could be evacuated for 
short periods and operated remotely to allow for pesticide application at adjacent farmland. Therefore, 
the project appears to meet Waiver and Deviation Criteria i (may be closed temporally to allow restricted 
materials application) from the 300-foot agricultural/urban buffer identified in the County's Initial Study 
Assessment Guidelines and the Agricultural Commissioner's policy. 

Operation of  the  groundwater  treatment  facility  would not  adversely  affect  existing irrigation water 
supplies,  irrigation  practices,  micro-climate,  agricultural  pests/diseases,  or  pesticide  application  on 
adjacent  farmlands.  A minimum  50-foot  buffer  area  would  be  provided  between  the  groundwater 
treatment facility and adjacent agricultural fields to minimize any land use compatibility issues. Overall, 
the  Site  1  Alternative  would  not  conflict  with  surrounding  agricultural  operations,  and  would  not 
preclude the continuation of farming on APN 156-0-180-14, -285, and adjacent parcels. 

Agricultural Conversion Related to Increased Water Supply

Impacts identified for the New Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

Forestry Resources

The nearest  forest  land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220) or timberland is  located 
within the Los Padres National Forest, approximately 10 miles north of the Site 1 Alternative facility site. 
The project  may require rezoning of  the site  to be annexed,  but would not cause any forest  land or 
timberlands to be rezoned. The project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-
forest uses. 

Cumulative Impacts

The two Ventura County subdivision projects (see Section 3.7.1 of the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA) would 
also result in the conversion of agricultural lands. The cumulative loss of agricultural soils was discussed 
in the Final EIR for the Comprehensive Amendment to the Ventura County General Plan, and found to be 
significant and unavoidable. The New Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to the cumulative 
loss of farmland within the County and City.  However,  the project's incremental effect would not be 
"cumulatively considerable"; therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative loss of agricultural soils is 
not considered significant. 
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

Significant impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; therefore mitigation measures 
are not required.

Site 1 Alternative

Significant impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; therefore mitigation measures 
are not required.

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

New Proposed Action

Significant impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; therefore mitigation measures 
are not required and the residual impacts would be less than significant.

Site 1 Alternative

Significant impacts to agricultural or forestry resources were not identified; therefore mitigation measures 
are not required and the residual impacts would be less than significant.
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AIR QUALITY

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Air Quality Background

The City of Camarillo is located within the South Central Coast Air Basin (Basin), which includes all of 
Ventura,  Santa  Barbara,  and  San  Luis  Obispo  Counties.  The  regional  climate  within  the  Basin  is 
considered semi-arid and is characterized by warm summers, mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, 
moderate daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity.  The air quality within the Basin is primarily 
influenced by  a  wide  range  of  emissions  sources  –  (population  centers,  heavy vehicular  traffic,  and 
industry) – and meteorology.

Air  pollutant  emissions within the  Basin are  generated by stationary and mobile  sources.  Stationary 
sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources.  Point sources occur at an 
identified location and are usually associated with manufacturing and industry.  Examples are boilers or 
combustion equipment that produces electricity or generate heat.  Area sources are widely distributed 
and produce many small emissions.  Examples of area sources include residential and commercial water 
heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and consumer products such as 
barbeque lighter fluid and hair spray.  Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including 
tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are classified as either on-road or off-road.  On-road sources may 
be  legally  operated  on  roadways  and  highways.   Off-road  sources  include  aircraft,  ships,  trains, 
agricultural equipment, racecars, and self-propelled construction equipment.  Mobile sources account for 
the majority of the air pollutant emissions within the Basin.  Air pollutants can also be generated by the 
natural environment such as when fine dust particles are pulled off the ground surface and suspended in 
the air during high winds.

Both  the  federal  and  state  governments  establish  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  outdoor 
concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health.  The federal and state standards are 
set at levels at which concentrations could be generally harmful to human health and welfare, and to 
protect  the  most  sensitive  persons  from  illness  or  discomfort  with  a  margin  of  safety.   Applicable 
standards are identified below.

Potential Health Effects of Air Pollutants

Certain air pollutants are recognized to cause notable health problems and consequential damage to the 
environment  either  directly  or  in  reaction  with  other  pollutants,  due  to  their  presence  in  elevated 
concentrations in the atmosphere.  Such pollutants are identified and regulated as part of the overall 
endeavor to prevent further deterioration and facilitate improvement in the prevalent air quality.
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The air pollutants for which national and State standards are promulgated and which are most relevant to 
air  quality  planning  and  regulation  in  the  Basin  include  ozone,  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  respirable 
particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead.  In addition, toxic 
air contaminants and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are of concern in the Basin.  Each of these is 
described briefly below.

Ozone is a gas that is formed when reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)—both 
byproducts  of  internal  combustion  engine  exhaust—undergo  slow  photochemical  reactions  in  the 
presence of sunlight.  Ozone concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when direct 
sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are favorable.

An elevated level of ozone irritates the lungs and breathing passages, causing coughing, and pain in the 
chest and throat thereby increasing susceptibility to respiratory infections and reducing the ability to 
exercise.   Effects  are  more severe in  people  with asthma and other  respiratory ailments.   Long-term 
exposure may lead to scarring of lung tissue and may lower the lung efficiency.

Carbon Monoxide  is  a colorless,  odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion of fuels.   CO 
concentrations tend to be the highest during the winter morning, with little to no wind, when surface-
based  inversions  trap  the  pollutant  at  ground levels.   Because  CO is  emitted  directly  from internal 
combustion engines—unlike ozone—and motor vehicles operating at slow speeds are the primary source 
of  CO  in  the  Basin,  the  highest  ambient  CO  concentrations  are  generally  found  near  congested 
transportation corridors and intersections.

Elevated concentrations of CO weaken the heart's contractions and lower the amount of oxygen carried 
by the blood.  It is especially dangerous for people with chronic heart disease.  Inhalation of moderate 
levels  of  carbon  monoxide  can  cause  nausea,  dizziness,  and  headaches,  and  can  be  fatal  at  high 
concentrations.

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter  (PM2.5) consists of extremely small, 
suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter.  Some sources of 
particulate matter,  like pollen and windstorms, are naturally occurring.  In agricultural areas such as 
Ventura County, large amount of airborne particulates are generated by plowing and other field work.  
However, in populated areas, most particulate matter is caused by road dust, diesel soot, combustion 
products, abrasion of tires and brakes, and construction activities.

The human body naturally prevents the entry of larger particles into the body.  However, PM10 and even 
smaller PM2.5 are trapped in the nose, throat, and upper respiratory tract.  These small particulates enter 
the body and could potentially aggravate existing heart and lung diseases, change the body's defenses 
against inhaled materials, and damage lung tissue.  The elderly, children, and those with chronic lung or 
heart disease are most sensitive to PM10 and PM2.5.  Lung impairment can persist for two to three weeks 
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after exposure to high levels of particulate matter.  Some types of particulate could become toxic after 
inhalation due to the presence of certain chemicals and their reaction with internal body fluids.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is byproduct of fuel combustion.  The principal form of nitrogen oxide produced 
by combustion is nitric oxide (NO), which reacts quickly to form NO2, creating the mixture of NO and 
NO2 commonly called NOx.  NO2 absorbs blue light and result is a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere 
and reduced visibility.  NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10.

Major sources of NOx include power plants,  large industrial  facilities,  and motor vehicles.   Nitrogen 
oxides irritate the nose and throat.  It increases susceptibility to respiratory infections, especially in people 
with asthma.  The principal concern of NOx is as a precursor to the formation of ozone.

Sulfur Dioxide  (SO2) is  a colorless,  extremely irritating gas or liquid.   It  enters the atmosphere as a 
pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal, and from chemical processes 
occurring at chemical plants and refineries.

Major sources of SO2 include power plants,  large industrial facilities,  diesel vehicles,  and oil-burning 
residential heaters.  Emissions of sulfur dioxide aggravate lung diseases, especially bronchitis.  It also 
constricts the breathing passages,  especially in asthmatics and people involved in moderate to heavy 
exercise.  Sulfur dioxide potentially causes wheezing, shortness of breath, and coughing.  High levels of 
particulate appear to worsen the effect of sulfur dioxide, and long-term exposures to both pollutants 
leads to higher rates of respiratory illness.

Lead occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter.  The combustion of leaded gasoline is the primary 
source of airborne lead in the Basin.  The use of leaded gasoline is no longer permitted for on-road motor 
vehicles so most such combustion emissions are associated with off-road vehicles such as racecars.  Other 
sources of lead include the manufacturing and recycling of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition, 
and secondary lead smelters.

Lead affects the brain and other parts of the body's nervous system.  Exposure to lead in very young 
children impairs the development of the nervous system, kidneys, and blood forming processes in the 
body.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that can affect human health, 
but  have  not  had ambient  air  quality  standards  established for  them.   This  is  not  because  they  are 
fundamentally different from the pollutants discussed above, but because their effects tend to be local 
rather than regional.

Regulatory Setting

Air quality within the Basin is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional, and local 
government agencies.  These agencies work jointly, as well as individually, to improve air quality through 
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legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of programs.  The agencies 
responsible for improving the air quality within the Basin are discussed below.

Federal Regulations

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes national ambient air quality standards.  Under the CAA, the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection Agency (U.S.  EPA) is  responsible for setting and enforcing the federal 
ambient air quality standards for atmospheric pollutants.  It regulates emission sources that are under the 
exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives.  The U.S. 
EPA also  has  jurisdiction  over  emissions  sources  outside  state  waters  (outer  continental  shelf),  and 
establishes various emissions standards for vehicles sold in states other than California.

As  part  of  its  enforcement  responsibilities  under  the  CAA,  the  U.S.  EPA requires  each  state  with 
nonattainment areas  to  prepare and submit  a  State  Implementation Plan (SIP)  that  demonstrates  the 
means to attain the federal standards.  The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan components 
and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of performance 
standards and market-based programs within the timeframe identified in the SIP.

Under  national  standards,  Ventura County is  currently  classified as  a  nonattainment  area for  8-hour 
ozone  concentrations.   Ventura  County  is  in  attainment  or  designated  as  unclassified  for  all  other 
pollutants under national standards.

California Regulations

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires all areas of the state to achieve and maintain the California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest practicable date.  The California Air Resources 
Board  (ARB),  a  part  of  the  California  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  is  responsible  for  the 
coordination  and  administration  of  both  federal  and  State  air  pollution  control  programs  within 
California.  In this capacity, the ARB conducts research, sets the CAAQS, compiles emission inventories, 
develops suggested control measures, provides oversight of local programs, and prepares the SIP.  The 
ARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (such as 
hair spray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment.  It also 
sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. 

Under state standards, Ventura County is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone and PM10, and an 
attainment area for all other pollutants.

Regional Regulations

The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) is the agency principally responsible for 
comprehensive  air  pollution  control  in  the  Ventura  County  portion  of  the  Basin.   To  that  end,  the 
VCAPCD, a regional agency, works directly with the Southern California Association of Governments 

! North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility50

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1087 of 1199



Air Quality

(SCAG), the Ventura County Transportation Commission, and local governments, and cooperates actively 
with all State and federal government agencies.  The VCAPCD develops rules and regulations, establishes 
permitting requirements,  inspects  emissions sources,  and enforces such measures though educational 
programs or fines, when necessary.

The VCAPCD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and 
indirect sources. It has responded to this requirement by preparing a series of Air Quality Management 
Plans (AQMPs).  The most  recent  of  these was adopted by the Governing Board of  the VCAPCD on 
February 14, 2017. This AQMP, referred to as the 2016 AQMP, was prepared to comply with the federal 
and State Clean Air Acts and amendments, to accommodate growth, to reduce the high pollutant levels of 
pollutants in the Basin, to meet federal and State air quality standards, and to minimize the fiscal impact 
that pollution control measures have on the local economy. It identifies the control measures that will be 
implemented to reduce major sources of pollutants. These planning efforts have substantially decreased 
the population’s exposure to unhealthful levels of pollutants, even while substantial population growth 
has occurred within the County.

The future air quality levels projected in the 2016 AQMP are based on several assumptions. For example, 
the VCAPCD assumes that general new development within the County will occur in accordance with 
population growth and transportation projections identified by County staff.

Although the  VCAPCD is  responsible  for  regional  air  quality  planning efforts,  it  does  not  have  the 
authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new development projects 
within the County.  Instead, the VCAPCD has used its expertise and prepared the Ventura County Air 
Quality  Assessment  Guidelines  (2003)  to  indirectly  address  these  issues  in  accordance  with  the 
projections and programs of the AQMP.  The purpose of the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines is to assist Lead Agencies, as well as consultants, project proponents, and other interested 
parties,  in  evaluating  potential  air  quality  impacts  of  projects  and  plans  proposed  in  the  Basin.  
Specifically,  the Ventura County Air  Quality  Assessment Guidelines  explains the procedures that  the 
VCAPCD recommends be followed during environmental  review processes required by CEQA.  The 
Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines provides direction on how to evaluate potential air 
quality  impacts,  how to determine whether  these impacts  are  significant,  and how to mitigate  these 
impacts.  The VCAPCD intends that by providing this guidance, the air quality impacts of plans and 
development proposals will be analyzed accurately and consistently throughout the County, and adverse 
impacts will be minimized.

Local Air Quality Control

Local jurisdictions,  such as the City of Camarillo,  have the authority and responsibility to reduce air 
pollution through its police powers and decision-making authority.  Specifically, the City is responsible 
for the assessment and mitigation of air emissions resulting from its land use decisions.  The City of 
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Camarillo is also responsible for the implementation of transportation control measures as outlined in the 
AQMP.  Examples of such measures include bus turnouts, energy-efficient streetlights, and synchronized 
traffic signals.

In accordance with CEQA and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the air quality impacts of new 
development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by conditioning 
discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces implementation of such mitigation.  The City does not, 
however, have the expertise to develop plans, programs, procedures, and methodologies to ensure that 
air quality within the City and region will meet federal and state standards.  Instead, the City relies upon 
the expertise of the VCAPCD and utilizes the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines as the 
guidance  document  for  the  environmental  review  of  plans  and  development  proposals  within  its 
jurisdiction.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

The City of Camarillo has adopted significance thresholds recommended in the Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines prepared by the Ventura County APCD (2003). The Guidelines indicate that a project would 
have a significant impact on the environment if it would: 

• Result in daily emissions exceeding 25 pounds of ROC or NOx; 

• Cause a violation or make a substantial contribution to a violation of an ambient air quality standard; 

• Directly  or  indirectly  cause  the  existing  population to  exceed the  population forecasts  in  the  most 
recently adopted Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP); 

• Be inconsistent with the Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and emit greater than 2 
pounds per day ROC or NOx; 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

The amount and type of development that would occur under the New Proposed Action would remain 
unchanged from the  scenario  that  was  evaluated  in  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA.  As  such,  the  emissions 
identified for the Proposed Action in the 2015 Final EIR/EA are also applicable to the New Proposed 
Action. 
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Construction Emissions

Air pollutant emissions generated by construction activities would include exhaust emissions and wind-
blown (fugitive) dust.  Construction of the New Proposed Action would involve site preparation and 
excavation,  transportation and erection of mechanical,  electrical  and fluid systems and installation of 
piping and electrical connections. Pipeline installation activities would include trenching, pipe laying, 
trench backfilling, roadway surface repair, and transportation (materials, equipment and workers). 

Construction–related  activities  are  generally  short-term  in  duration,  and  the  VCAPCD  does  not 
recommend any thresholds of significance for their associated emissions. Instead, the VCAPCD bases the 
determination  of  significance  on  a  consideration  of  the  control  measures  to  be  implemented.  If  all 
appropriate emissions control measures recommended by the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment 
Guidelines are implemented for a project, then construction emissions are not considered significant.

The  following  measures  will  be  included  in  the  project’s  construction  specifications  to  reduce  the 
potential emissions associated with construction activities to the maximum extent feasible: 

• Minimize the area disturbed on a daily basis by clearing, grading, earthmoving, and/or excavation 
operations.

• Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to be graded or excavated before the 
commencement of grading or excavation operations. Application of water should penetrate sufficiently 
to minimize fugitive dust during these activities.

• All trucks shall be required to cover their loads as required by California Vehicle Code §23114.

• All graded and excavated material,  exposed soil  areas,  and active portions of the construction site, 
including unpaved on-site roadways, shall be treated to prevent fugitive dust. Treatment shall include, 
but  not  necessarily  be  limited  to,  periodic  watering,  application  of  environmentally-safe  soil 
stabilization  materials,  and/or  roll-compaction  as  appropriate.  Watering  shall  be  done  as  often  as 
necessary.

• Material  stockpiles  shall  be  enclosed,  covered,  stabilized,  or  otherwise  treated,  to  prevent  blowing 
fugitive dust offsite.

• Graded  and/or  excavated  inactive  areas  of  the  construction  site  shall  be  monitored  by  a  City-
designated monitor at least weekly for dust stabilization. Soil stabilization methods, such as water and 
roll-compaction, and environmentally-safe control materials, shall be periodically applied to portions of 
the construction site that are inactive for over four days. If no further grading or excavation operations 
are planned for the area,  the area should be seeded and watered until  grass growth is  evident,  or 
periodically treated with environmentally-safe dust suppressants, to prevent excessive fugitive dust.

• Signs shall be posted on-site limiting on-site traffic to 15 miles per hour or less.
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• During periods of high winds (i.e.,  wind speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust to impact adjacent 
properties),  all  clearing,  grading,  earth moving,  and excavation operations shall  be curtailed to the 
degree necessary to prevent fugitive dust created by on-site activities and operations from being a 
nuisance  or  hazard,  either  off-site  or  on-site.  The  site  superintendent/supervisor  shall  use  his/her 
discretion in conjunction with the VCAPCD is determining when winds are excessive.

• Adjacent streets and roads shall be swept at least once per day, preferably at the end of the day, if 
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets and roads.

• Personnel involved in grading operations, including contractors and subcontractors should be advised 
to  wear  respiratory  protection  in  accordance  with  California  Division  of  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health regulations.

• Maintain  all  construction  equipment  in  good  condition  and  in  proper  tune  in  accordance  with 
manufacturer’s specifications.

• Limit truck and equipment idling time to five minutes or less.

• Minimize the number of vehicles and equipment operating at the same time during the smog season 
(May through October).

• Use  alternatively  fueled construction equipment,  such as  compressed natural  gas  (CNG),  liquefied 
natural gas (LNG), or electric, to the extent feasible.

Implementation of these measures, as recommended by the VCAPCD, would reduce the construction-
related emissions of the project to a less than significant level.

The New Proposed Action would generate short-term diesel exhaust emissions associated with heavy 
equipment usage, and truck transportation of construction materials. The amount of heavy equipment 
usage and number of diesel truck trips associated with project construction would be short-term and 
minimal in a regional context, such that the New Proposed Action would have a less than significant 
contribution to public health risk. In a local context, the New Proposed Action would represent a short-
term contribution to public health risk associated with exposure to toxic air contaminants.  Therefore, 
diesel exhaust emissions and associated toxic air contaminants are considered to be a less than significant 
impact to air quality. 

Operation Emissions

Emissions associated with project operation would be limited to those generated by motor vehicles used 
by City staff operating and maintaining the groundwater treatment facility. Based on three 3 person shifts 
and two one-way trips per person, the New Proposed Action would generate up to 18 worker one-way 
trips per day. In addition, several chemical delivery trips would occur each month. The 2015 Final EIR/
EA estimates the peak day operation emissions as 0.6 pound of  NOx and 0.1 pound of  ROC. These 
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emissions  would  not  exceed  the  VCAPCD’s  recommended  thresholds  and  the  impacts  of  the  New 
Proposed Action would be less than significant. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property 
that would be annexed to the City under the New Proposed Action is currently developed with a church 
building,  surface  parking  lot,  and  landscaping.  There  would  be  no  increase  in  regional  or  local  air 
pollutant emissions with the annexation of this property to the City.

Violation of Air Quality Standards

For the purpose of evaluating potential violations of air quality standards, the VCAPCD’s Air Quality 
Assessment Guidelines recommends the evaluation of localized Co concentrations. Specifically, traffic-
congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized concentrations levels of 
CO. Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed national and/or state standards for CO are 
termed CO “hotspots.”

CO hotspots used to be a concern in Ventura County when this area was designated as a nonattainment 
area for State and national CO standards. The county is now in attainment of all applicable State and 
national standards for CO and CO concentrations are no longer monitored in the county. This is due to 
substantial reductions in CO emissions from motor vehicles. The greatest potential for a CO hotspot to 
occur in Ventura County today is at the roadway edge of a very congested intersection.

In order for a receptor to be exposed to a CO hotspot, that person would have to remain in a location 
where the total CO concentration exceeds the State and national eight-hour standard for an entire eight-
hour period or greater. For that to occur, the ambient (background) CO concentration would have to be 
very high and an intersection would have to be highly congested for a period of eight-hours or greater.1

All of the intersections in the vicinity of the New Proposed Action facility site operate at Level of Service 
(LOS) A through B during the AM and PM peak hours. The addition of 18 daily project vehicle trips to the 
local intersections would not result in a change in LOS at any of the intersections. As such, no sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity of the study-area intersections would be exposed to CO hotspots with traffic 
generated by the proposed project.

Air Quality Management Plan Consistency

The  2016  AQMP,  discussed  previously,  was  prepared  to  reduce  the  high  levels  of  pollutants  within 
Ventura County, return clean air to the region, and minimize the impact on the economy.  Projects that are 
considered to  be  consistent  with  the  AQMP would not  interfere  with  attainment  because  they were 
included in the projections utilized in the formulation of the AQMP.

The New Proposed Action does not include any residential uses and would not result in the direct growth 
of  population within the Camarillo  Growth Area.  Therefore,  it  would not  not  conflict  with the 2016 

 The intersection would have to operate at Level of Service (LOS) F for several hours per day.1
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AQMP or jeopardize attainment of state and national ambient air quality standards in Ventura County. 
The impact of the New Proposed Action would be less than significant.

Odors

The closest residences to the New Proposed Action facility site are located approximately 570 feet across 
Las Posas Road and Lewis Road. Rancho Campana High School is located adjacent to the New Proposed 
Action facility site, but this area of the school is a surface parking lot and is the furthest parking area on 
the campus to the classroom and office buildings. Project-related odors may be detectable by unusually 
sensitive  individuals  within  within  the  treatment  facility;  however,  project-related  odors  are  not 
anticipated to be detected outside of the treatment plant area.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative development within the City of Camarillo would continue to implement dust control and 
equipment  emissions  reduction  measures  during  construction  in  accordance  with  City  practices.  
Consequently,  cumulative development within the City is  not  expected to cause a  significant  impact 
associated with construction activities.  Since the New Proposed Action would implement all appropriate 
measures during construction, the contribution of the New Proposed Action to any cumulative air quality 
impact would not be considerable.

Because Ventura County is currently in nonattainment for ozone, related projects could exceed an air 
quality  standard  or  contribute  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  exceedance.   With  regard  to 
determining  the  significance  of  a  proposed  project  contribution,  the  VCAPCD  neither  recommends 
quantified analyses of cumulative operational emissions nor provides methodologies or thresholds of 
significance to be used to assess cumulative operational impacts.  Instead, the VCAPCD recommends that 
a project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts should be assessed utilizing the same significance 
criteria as those for project specific impacts.  Therefore, this Second Supplemental EIR/EA assumes that 
individual  development  projects  that  generate  operational  emissions  that  exceed  the  VCAPCD 
recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would also cause a cumulatively considerable 
increase  in  emissions  for  those  pollutants  for  which  the  Basin  is  in  nonattainment.   As  discussed 
previously,  operational  daily  emissions  associated with  the  New Proposed Action would not  exceed 
VCAPCD  significance  thresholds  for  ROC  and  NOx.   Therefore,  the  emissions  generated  by  New 
Proposed Action would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

The discussion of project-specific air quality impacts provided for the New Proposed Action is applicable 
to the Site 1 Alternative.
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Cumulative Impacts

The discussion of cumulative air quality impacts provided for the New Proposed Action is applicable to 
the Site 1 Alternative.

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

No significant  air  quality  impacts  have been identified and the  construction air  emissions  reduction 
measures  recommended  by  the  VCAPCD  have  been  incorporated  into  the  project.  Therefore,  no 
additional measures are required. 

Site 1 Alternative

No significant  air  quality  impacts  have been identified and the  construction air  emissions  reduction 
measures  recommended  by  the  VCAPCD  have  been  incorporated  into  the  project.  Therefore,  no 
additional measures are required. 

FEDERAL FINDINGS

The amount and type of development that would occur under the New Proposed Action would remain 
unchanged  from  the  scenario  that  was  evaluated  in  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA.  As  such,  the  impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action and alternatives in the 2015 Final EIR/EA are also applicable to the 
New Proposed  Action  and Site  1  Alternatives.  Construction  and operational  emissions  for  the  New 
Proposed Action would be similar to those identified for the Proposed Action and alternatives in the 2015 
Final EIR/EA. The 2015 Final EIR/EA demonstrates that the operation-related and construction-related 
NOx and VOC emissions would not exceed the 50 tons per year de minimis thresholds. Therefore, a 
conformity determination would not be required and construction emissions would be assumed to be 
minimal with respect to the emissions budget used to develop the State Implementation Plan. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource may have a significant effect on the environment. Adverse changes may include 
demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings. For the 
purposes  of  this  document,  a  substantial  adverse  change  to  a  historically  significant  resource  is 
considered a significant impact. 

A cultural resource shall be considered to be "historically significant" if the resource meets the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 
4852) including the following: 

• Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's 
history and cultural heritage; 

• Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

• Embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  region,  or  method  of  construction,  or 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

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

New Proposed Action

Based on the records search and archeological field survey results conducted for the 2015 Final EIR/EA, 
the New Proposed Action would not adversely impact any known prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resource. The facility and new well site has been cultivated for at least 100 years and has been extensively 
ripped, disked and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits are expected to occur within the top two feet of 
soil. However, as the facility site is located within an active depositional setting, there is a possibility that 
buried  archaeological  materials  may  be  present,  which  could  be  potentially  impacted  by  project 
implementation. Such impacts are considered potentially significant.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no change in the potential effect on cultural resources with the annexation 
of this property to the City.
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Cumulative Impacts

Generally, other projects discussed in the 2015 Final EIR/EA are located in previously developed areas 
and are unlikely to adversely affect intact archeological resources. However, two archeological sites (F-1, 
CA-VEN-223)  may be  adversely  impacted  by  build-out  of  the  Springville  Specific  Plan.  In  addition, 
isolated cultural resources may be discovered during construction-related ground disturbance associated 
with  the  cumulative  projects.  Overall,  the  significance  of  potential  cumulative  impacts  to  cultural 
resources is unknown.  

The New Proposed Action may contribute to this cumulative impact; however, mitigation measures are 
provided to avoid and minimize potential impacts to archeological resources. Therefore, the incremental 
contribution of the New Proposed Action would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Site 1 Alternative

Based on the records search and archeological field survey results conducted for the 2015 Final EIR/EA, 
the  Site  1  Alternative  would  not  adversely  impact  any  known  prehistoric  or  historic  archaeological 
resource. The facility site and new well site have been cultivated for at least 100 years. The facility site has 
been in agricultural production for an orchard and the well sites have been extensively ripped, disked 
and plowed; therefore, no intact deposits are expected to occur within the top two feet of soil. However, 
as  the  facility  site  is  located  within  an  active  depositional  setting,  there  is  a  possibility  that  buried 
archaeological materials may be present, which could be potentially impacted by project implementation. 
Such impacts are considered potentially significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The Site 1 Alternative may contribute to cumulative impacts; however, mitigation measures are provided 
to  avoid  and  minimize  potential  impacts  to  archeological  resources.  Therefore,  the  incremental 
contribution of the Site 1 Alternative would not be cumulatively considerable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

The following mitigation measures identified in the 2015 Final EIR/EA to mitigate impacts to any buried, 
intact,  and potentially significant archaeological  resources,  and to address the Chumash community's 
concerns for the Proposed Action are also applicable to the New Proposed Action.

1. An archaeologist and Chumash representative shall be retained to monitor all project-related earth 
disturbances  that  extend  below  2  feet  from  the  ground  surface,  within  the  facility  site  and  the 
proposed well site, and pipeline trenches located within agricultural fields. 
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• At the commencement of project construction, the archaeological monitor shall give all  workers 
associated with earth-disturbing procedures an orientation regarding the probability of exposing 
cultural resources and directions as to what steps are to be taken if a find is encountered. 

• The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect project construction in the 
event that potentially significant cultural resources are exposed. Based on monitoring observations 
and the actual extent of project disturbance, the lead archaeologist shall have the authority to refine 
the  monitoring  requirements  as  appropriate  (i.e.,  change  to  spot  checks  or  halt  monitoring)  in 
consultation with the City. 

• A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of construction and provided to the City 
and the SCCIC. 

2. In the unexpected event that archaeological  resources are exposed during project  construction,  all 
earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended until a qualified 
archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find. The City shall be notified of any 
such find. A Chumash representative should monitor any archaeological field work associated with 
Native American materials. 

3. If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of 
Native  American  descent,  the  coroner  has  24  hours  to  notify  the  Native  American  Heritage 
Commission. The City shall be notified of any such find. 

Site 1 Alternative

The mitigation measures identified above for the Proposed Action and the New Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

New Proposed Action

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce potential impacts to cultural resources to 
a less than significant level. 

Site 1 Alternative

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce potential impacts to cultural resources to 
a less than significant level.  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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

To date,  GHG thresholds of significance have not been adopted by the City of Camarillo or Ventura 
County.  On November 8,  2011,  the Ventura County APCD completed a staff  report  assessing several 
options and strategies in developing GHG thresholds for land development projects. Although no GHG 
thresholds were developed, the November 8,  2011 staff  report stated that consistency with any GHG 
thresholds developed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is preferred. On 
December 5,  2008, the SCAQMD governing board adopted an interim GHG significance threshold of 
10,000 metric tons per year CO2 equivalent (including amortized construction emissions) for industrial 
projects. Due to the lack of any other applicable threshold, this value will be used in this EIR to determine 
the significance of the contribution of the project to global climate change. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Total GHG Emissions

The amount and type of development that would occur under the New Proposed Action would remain 
unchanged  from  the  scenario  that  was  evaluated  in  the  2015  Final  EIR/EA.  As  such,  the  impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action and alternatives in the 2015 Final EIR/EA are also applicable to the 
New Proposed Action. The emissions for the project, with both phases built, of approximately up to 3,396 
metric  tons of  CO2  (MTCO2E) per  year  would not  exceed the 10,000 MTCO2E per year  threshold of 
significance. These emissions are considered to be less than significant.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no increase in GHG emissions with the annexation of this property to the 
City.

Consistency with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans

The New Proposed Action would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated under 
the State cap and trade program or other plans or policies regulating these emissions.
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Cumulative Impacts

Other projects would generate both short-term construction GHG emissions and long-term GHG vehicle 
emissions. However, GHG emissions and their potential effect on global climate change is a cumulative 
phenomenon. Therefore, project impacts of GHG emissions also represent cumulative impacts and would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Total GHG Emissions

The discussion of project-specific air quality impacts provided for the New Proposed Action is applicable 
to the Site 1 Alternative. The emissions for the project, with both phases built, of approximately up to 
3,396 metric tons of CO2 (MTCO2E) per year would not exceed the 10,000 MTCO2E per year threshold of 
significance. These emissions are considered to be less than significant.

Consistency with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans

The Site 1 Alternative would not involve any sources of greenhouse gases that are regulated under the 
State cap and trade program or other plans or policies regulating these emissions.

Cumulative Impacts

Other projects would generate both short-term construction GHG emissions and long-term GHG vehicle 
emissions. However, GHG emissions and their potential effect on global climate change is a cumulative 
phenomenon. Therefore, project impacts of GHG emissions also represent cumulative impacts and would 
not be cumulatively considerable.

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

No significant GHG impacts have been identified; therefore mitigation measures are not required.

Site 1 Alternative

No significant aesthetic impacts have been identified; therefore mitigation measures are not required.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

For the purposes of the EIR, a potential impact related to the presence of hazardous materials and/or risk 
of upset impact of hazardous materials is identified as significant based on the following thresholds: 

• Create  a  significant  hazard to  the  public  or  the  environment  through the routine transport,  use  or 
disposal of hazardous materials; 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment; 

• Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school; and 

• Be located on a site  which is  included on a list  of  hazardous materials  sites  compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment. 

New Proposed Action

Construction Impacts

The project includes excavation within areas that have been in agricultural production for over 60 years. 
It  is  possible  that  soil  contaminated  with  hazardous  materials  such  as  petroleum  hydrocarbons  or 
residual concentrations of organo-chlorine pesticides may be encountered, which may result in exposure 
of  construction  workers  and  the  public.  Elevated  concentrations  of  now-banned  historically-applied 
pesticides  such  as  DDT are  known to  occur  in  soils  of  Pleasant  Valley  and  may  occur  at  the  New 
Proposed Action facility site and/or pipeline alignments in agricultural areas. Public or worker exposure 
of pesticides or other hazardous materials in soils during project excavation is considered a potentially 
significant impact.  

Operational Impacts

The  New  Proposed  Action  would  use  treatment-related  chemicals,  including  sulfuric  acid,  sodium 
hypochlorite,  aqueous  ammonia  and  sodium  hydroxide.  These  treatment  chemicals  are  not  acutely 
hazardous and would be properly contained and used at the site. As discussed in the Project Description, 
the handling of potentially hazardous materials, such as the chemicals that will be used on site to treat the 
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groundwater, is regulated extensively by California Code of Regulations, State Statutes, Federal Code, 
and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Regulations to name a few. Some specific 
regulations governing the safe handling of hazardous materials are codified in California Building Code 
(CBC) Chapter  50  –  Hazardous Materials,  which,  among other  things,  requires  storage vessels  to  be 
braced and anchored (5003.2.8); requires storage vessels larger than 500 gallons to have liquid-level limit 
controls (5003.2.7); prevents release of hazardous materials (5003.3); requires separation of incompatible 
materials (5003.9.8); requires secondary containment (5004.2); and, requires approved engineered systems 
to contain spills (5004.2.1). OSHA Standards exist that require safe handling and notification of hazardous 
materials,  and can be found in OSHA Standard 1910. Specifically,  OSHA Standard 19110.120 requires 
developing and maintaining a written hazard communications program. There are also regulations set 
forth  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  that  require  planning  and  notification  of  State 
Emergency Response Commission (SERC), Local Emergency Planning Commission (LERC), and the local 
fire department (EPCRA Sections 311-312). This is a sampling of the rules and regulations governing the 
transportation,  storage,  and  use  of  hazardous  materials.  The  City  will  comply  with  these  rules  and 
regulations.

As the project moves into design, specific means of meeting these requirements will be developed and a 
Hazardous  Materials  Business  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  conformance  with  applicable  rules  and 
regulations. Some specific means of meeting these requirements are highlighted below. 

Different fill line couplings prevent pumping the wrong chemicals into incompatible holding tanks. A 
chemical delivery truck will be physically unable to connect the transfer hose to any chemical storage 
tank except the chemical the truck is hauling. 

Liquid  level  sensors  will  detect  full  tanks  and  trigger  visual  and  audible  alarms  if  filled  to  a 
predetermined set point, which is always less than the actual capacity of the tank. 

Pipelines used to transfer the chemicals from the delivery truck to the tank will be double contained and 
will include leak detection to alarm if primary containment is breached. This will allow the City to repair 
chemical delivery pipelines well before any chemical leaks into the environment. 

Secondary containment will prevent mixing of incompatible chemicals in the event of a spill. Secondary 
containment typically takes the form of large concrete basins, where the storage tanks are built in the 
center. The volume of the basin is typically constructed to at least 1.5 times the maximum volume of the 
storage tank. 

Incompatible chemicals and their secondary containments will be physically separated by such a distance 
to abate probability of mixing. 

Storage tanks will  be braced and anchored to the concrete foundation to mitigate tank damage from 
earthquakes.
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Based on these regulations and the proposed actions to meet these requirements, hazardous emissions 
would not occur and the transportation and use of these chemicals is unlikely to result in a hazard to the 
public or the environment. Operational hazardous materials impacts are considered less than significant.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no increase in the use of hazardous materials with the annexation of this 
property to the City.

Cumulative Impacts

Other  projects  recently  approved or  under  review within  the  City  include  excavation  of  actively  or 
formerly  cultivated farmlands,  and hazardous materials  may be discovered.  During the  construction 
period, the proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative hazardous materials impacts 
associated with exposure of the public or construction workers to historic pesticides or other hazardous 
materials. However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize these impacts. Therefore, 
the project contribution to hazardous materials impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Site 1 Alternative

Construction Impacts

This  alternative  would  also  involve  excavation  within  actively  cultivated  farmlands,  and  soil 
contaminated with hazardous materials such as petroleum hydrocarbons or residual concentrations of 
organo-chlorine  pesticides  may  be  encountered.  Public  or  worker  exposure  of  pesticides  or  other 
hazardous materials in soils during project excavation is considered a potentially significant impact.

Operational Impacts

The  Site  1  Alternative  would  have  the  same  operational  impacts  as  the  New  Proposed  Action. 
Operational hazardous materials impacts are considered less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts

Other  projects  recently  approved or  under  review within  the  City  include  excavation  of  actively  or 
formerly  cultivated farmlands,  and hazardous materials  may be discovered.  During the  construction 
period, the proposed project may incrementally contribute to cumulative hazardous materials impacts 
associated with exposure of the public or construction workers to historic pesticides or other hazardous 
materials. However, mitigation measures are provided to avoid and minimize these impacts. Therefore, 
the project contribution to hazardous materials impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

The following mitigation measures identified in the 2015 Final EIR/EA to mitigate impacts associated 
with hazardous materials during construction of the Proposed Action are also applicable to the New 
Proposed Action:

• Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously cultivated areas affected by project excavation, prior to 
project-related excavation. Pipeline alignments located on farmlands shall be sampled every 1,000 feet. 
The soil samples shall be collected at a depth of one-foot and three-feet.  The number and depth of 
samples at each site may be adjusted based on field conditions, anticipated depth of soil disturbance 
and preliminary analytical results. 

• Samples shall be analyzed for organo-chlorine pesticides and total petroleum hydrocarbons according 
to U.S. EPA methods acceptable to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Soils with 
contaminant concentrations above the applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals established by U.S. 
EPA for  non-residential  land uses  shall  be  considered contaminated and segregated in  a  stockpile. 
Contaminated soil shall be covered with impervious materials to prevent wind erosion and exposure to 
rainfall and storm run-off. These materials may be used as backfill, provided they are covered with at 
least one foot of non- contaminated soil or asphalt concrete. 

• When excavated, contaminated soil shall be handled by workers properly trained in accordance with 
the  requirements  of  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (Cal  OSHA).  A 
Health  and Safety  Plan shall  be  developed and implemented by qualified individuals  to  minimize 
exposure  of  workers.  Contaminated  soils  should  be  treated  as  hazardous  materials  and  proper 
precautions  taken  to  prevent  inhalation  (dust  control)  and  dermal  (skin)  contact  by  construction 
workers. 

Site 1 Alternative

The mitigation measures identified above for the Proposed Action and the New Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

New Proposed Action

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  provided  would  reduce  potential  impacts  associated  with 
hazardous materials to a less than significant level. 
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Site 1 Alternative

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  provided  would  reduce  potential  impacts  associated  with 
hazardous materials to a less than significant level. 
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WATER RESOURCES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Floodplain

The New Proposed Action facility site, the Site 1 Alternative facility site, and the northern well site are not 
located within the 100-year floodplain.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

For the purposes of the EIR, a potential impact related to water quality/water resources is identified as 
significant based on the following thresholds:

Construction Water Quality. Any project-related exceedance of the water quality objectives of the Water 
Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact. 

Surface  Water  Quality.  Any  project-related  exceedance  of  the  water  quality  objectives  of  the  Water 
Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact. By complying with this Plan, it is expected that 
surface  waters  are  protected for  aquatic  life,  wildlife,  water  contact  recreation,  and other  designated 
beneficial  uses.  In  addition,  any  reduction  in  water  quantity  that  may  threaten  beneficial  uses  is 
considered a significant impact. 

Water quality standards from the California Toxics Rule (Federal Register Vol. 65 No. 97, pp. 31682-31719, 
May 18, 2000) are used as thresholds of significance for priority toxic pollutants in surface waters. 

Surface Water Quantity. Any project-related reduction in surface flow that would substantially reduce 
the potential for the affected waterbody to support identified beneficial uses is considered a significant 
impact. 

Groundwater  Quality.  Any  project-related  exceedance  of  the  water  quality  objectives  of  the  Water 
Quality Control Plan is considered a significant impact. By complying with this Plan, it is expected that 
groundwaters are protected for designated beneficial uses. 

Groundwater  Quantity.  Any  project-related  activity  that  would  substantially  increase  groundwater 
production from an overdrafted basin is considered a significant impact. Overdraft is defined as a long-
term decline in groundwater in storage caused by extraction rates exceeding recharge rates. 
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Flood Control Facilities. Potentially significant impacts include any action that would obstruct, impair, 
divert, impede or alter the characteristics of the flow of water. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Construction Impacts

Run-off of storm water during construction of the groundwater treatment facility, and during installation 
of  wells  and  pipelines  may  transport  sediment  and  other  pollutants  to  Calleguas  Creek.  The  New 
Proposed  Action  would  be  subject  to  the  Statewide  General  Permit  for  Storm  Water  Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activity, and would need to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan to eliminate or reduce non-storm discharges to storm water systems and other waters of the U.S. 

Suspended sediment generated by construction activity adjacent  to surface waters  and storm run-off 
would result in an increase in turbidity that would likely exceed water quality objectives. The use of 
concrete  near  surface  waters  (trench  slurry  backfill)  may  result  in  discharge  of  concrete  residue  or 
concrete-contaminated run-off to surface waters. Such an event would likely cause an exceedance of the 
pH water quality objective. Overall, construction activities may result in exceedances of water quality 
objectives, which is considered a significant water quality impact. 

Surface Water Quality

The  New Proposed  Action  would  serve  to  improve  potable  water  quality  in  the  City  of  Camarillo. 
However,  the  project  would generate  brine  as  part  of  the  reverse  osmosis  process,  which would be 
discharged to the Calleguas Regional Salinity Management pipeline and would be ultimately discharged 
to the Pacific Ocean near Port Hueneme. Project-related brine flows were included in the design flows 
analyzed in the EIR/EA for  the Calleguas Regional  Salinity  Management  Project  -  Hueneme Outfall 
Replacement  Project  (Padre  Associates,  2007).  This  EIR/EA concluded that  the  ocean outfall  diffuser 
design would provide  sufficient  dilution of  wastewater  with  ocean water  to  meet  the  water  quality 
standards of the California Ocean Plan. 

The proposed extraction and treatment of brackish groundwater, and offshore disposal of salts would 
benefit  the  Calleguas  Creek  watershed  by  removing  accumulated  salts.  The  treated  groundwater 
provided to  the  City's  service  area  would have lower  chloride,  sulfate  and TDS concentrations  than 
existing water. Since source water would have lower chloride, sulfate and TDS concentrations, treated 
wastewater discharged to Conejo Creek by the Camarillo WRP would also have lower chloride, sulfate 
and TDS concentrations, and more available for use as recycled water. Overall, the project would improve 
surface water quality in Conejo Creek,  and beneficially contribute to meeting the Salts  TMDL in the 
Calleguas Creek watershed.
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The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no change in surface water quality with the annexation of this property to 
the City.

Surface Water Quantity

Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas has moved downstream as groundwater basins 
have become full. This trend may continue as the NPV Basin becomes full. The New Proposed Action 
would harvest groundwater from the NPV Basin and could prevent it from becoming full, and could 
reverse  the  trend  of  base-flow  extension  in  Arroyo  Las  Posas.  However,  proposed  groundwater 
production rates are less than current surface flow infiltration rates, and it is anticipated that surface flow 
rates in Arroyo Las Posas would not be substantially affected by the New Proposed Action. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no increase in surface water quantity with the annexation of this property to 
the City.

Groundwater Quality

The location of the new groundwater well would remain unchanged with the southern well incorporated 
into the new facility under the New Proposed Action. The amount of water that is withdrawn from the 
well and treated at the new facility would also remain unchanged from the amount that was evaluated in 
the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA except that the project would be built in two phases (Phase 1 - 4,500 acre-
feet/year; Phase 2 - 4,500 acre-feet/year). As such, the impacts identified for the Proposed Action in the 
2016 Supplemental  EIR/EA are also applicable  to  the New Proposed Action and the New Proposed 
Action would reduce the potential for further groundwater quality degradation. This is considered to be a 
beneficial impact of the project. The groundwater extraction allocation for the protect was approved by 
the FCGMA Board on September 28, 2016. The annexation of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints to the City under the New Proposed Action would have no effect on groundwater quality.

Drinking Water Quality

Most of the groundwater to be pumped and treated originates as surface water in Arroyo Las Posas, 
which  readily  percolates  into  the  NPV Basin.  Based  on  the  2012  Calleguas  Creek  Watershed TMDL 
Monitoring  Program Annual  Report,  pesticides  (DDE,  toxaphene,  chlorpyrifos,  bifenthrin,  cyfluthrin, 
cypermethrin) have been detected in samples of surface water taken from Arroyo Las Posas. Therefore, 
the potential exists that these pesticides would be present in groundwater treated at the proposed facility, 
and be present in drinking water supplied to City residents. However, the City is currently pumping this 
same groundwater from Well B, blending with imported water and serving it as drinking water to City 
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residents. Note that the majority of the groundwater would be treated using RO prior to use as drinking 
water, which is highly effective in removing pesticides. In addition, all water would be tested for organic 
compounds  (including  pesticides)  as  required  by  the  existing  water  supply  permit  issued  by  the 
California Department of Drinking Water. Treated water not meeting pesticide standards would not be 
served to City residents as drinking water. 

The annexation of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to the City under the New Proposed 
Action would have no effect on drinking water quality for City customers.

Groundwater Quantity

The  location  of  the  new  groundwater  well  would  remain  unchanged  and  amount  of  water  that  is 
withdrawn from the well and treated at the new facility would also remain unchanged from the amount 
that was evaluated in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA except that the project would be built in two phases 
(Phase 1 - 4,500 acre-feet/year; Phase 2 - 4,500 acre-feet/year). The groundwater extraction allocation for 
the protect was approved by the FCGMA Board on September 28, 2016. The annexation of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to the City under the New Proposed Action would have no effect on 
groundwater  quantity  since  this  use  is  already  provided  with  potable  water.  As  such,  the  impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action in the 2016 Supplemental  EIR/EA are also applicable to the New 
Proposed Action and the overall impacts of the New Proposed Action would be less than significant.

Subsidence

The  location  of  the  new  groundwater  well  would  remain  unchanged  and  amount  of  water  that  is 
withdrawn from the  wells  and  treated  at  the  new facility  (built  in  two  phases)  would  also  remain 
unchanged from the amount that was evaluated in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA. As such, the impacts 
identified for the Proposed Action in the 2016 Supplemental  EIR/EA are also applicable to the New 
Proposed Action and the New Proposed Action would not draw down groundwater elevations below 
historical low levels. The annexation of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to the City under 
the New Proposed Action would have no effect on groundwater levels or potential subsidence since this 
use is already provided with potable water. Therefore, subsidence impacts of the project are considered to 
be less than significant.

Flooding

The New Proposed Action facility site would not be located within the 100-year floodplain and would not 
be adversely affected by potential flooding. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that 
would be annexed to the City under the New Proposed Action is currently developed with a church 
building, surface parking lot, and landscaping and is also not located within the 100-year floodplain.
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Flood Control Facilities and Storm Water Infiltration

The New Proposed Action facility site drains through agricultural ditches and buried storm drains to the 
Somis Drain to Calleguas Creek. Implementation of the New Proposed Action would result in an increase 
of impervious surfaces, including the treatment facility and new well site. Storm run-off from the well 
sites would be directed to the adjacent agricultural fields. As required by County's Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit, storm run-off from the groundwater treatment facility would be 
detained on-site. Impacts to flood control facilities (project-related increases in storm flows) would be 
minimal, as virtually all storm run-off would have infiltrated prior to reaching local storm drains and a 
maintained flood control facility (Somis Drain).  In addition, as storm water infiltration would not be 
substantially affected, the project-related loss of recharge to the aquifer would be less than significant. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no in stormwater drainage for this property.

Cumulative Impacts

Water Supply

Other projects recently approved or under review within the City include commercial and residential 
land uses, which would require potable water service. The New Proposed Action would require potable 
water for domestic purposes and would incrementally contribute to a cumulative impact to the City's 
water supply. The City's Water Conservation Ordinance requires new development projects to prepare 
water impact studies that demonstrate that the new development project will not create an additional 
demand to the City's water system. Implementation of this Ordinance prevents significant cumulative 
impacts to water supply. 

Surface Water Quality

Cumulative  development  may increase  pollutant  concentrations  in  storm run-off  and may adversely 
affect surface water quality. During the construction period, the New Proposed Action may incrementally 
contribute to cumulative surface water quality impacts. However, mitigation measures are provided to 
avoid and minimize impacts to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quantity

Currently, the terminus of base-flow in Arroyo Las Posas has moved downstream as groundwater basins 
have become full.  This  trend may continue as  the NPV Basin becomes full.  The cumulative projects 
(Proposed Action + Moorpark Desalter)  would remove base-flow and reduce the  volume and linear 
extent of  dry season surface flow in Arroyo Las Posas.  However,  most infiltration of surface flow to 
groundwater occurs in the Las Posas Basin, such that cumulative impacts on the volume and extent of 
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base-flow would be primarily a result of operation of the proposed Moorpark Desalter. The incremental 
effect  of  the  New  Proposed  Action  on  base-flows  in  Arroyo  Las  Posas  would  not  be  cumulatively 
considerable. 

Groundwater Quantity

The  2016  Supplemental  EIR  estimates  that  baseline  groundwater  elevations  would  drop  after  the 
Moorpark  Desalter  begins  operation,  and  cumulative  pumping  would  reduce  groundwater  levels, 
potentially below historic levels. Near the proposed pumping well, the incremental cumulative effect of 
the project would be greatest, as groundwater elevation reductions would be 250 feet (20' reduced to 
-230') over 25 years as compared to baseline conditions.

The potential exists to interfere with groundwater production in nearby wells (such as 2N/20W-19E1) by 
drawing down groundwater elevations below historic levels, potentially increasing pumping costs (i.e., 
electrical  consumption)  and  requiring  well  modifications.  This  cumulative  impact  is  considered 
potentially significant if not mitigated. 

Subsidence

Since the New Proposed Action may incrementally contribute to reducing groundwater elevations below 
historic levels, subsidence may occur. This cumulative impact is considered potentially significant if not 
mitigated. 

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Groundwater and Surface Water Quality

Impacts identified for the New Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

Flooding

The Site 1 Alternative facility site and well sites would not be located within the 100-year floodplain, and 
would not be adversely affected by potential flooding. 

Surface Water Quality, Groundwater Quality, and Subsidence

Impacts identified for the New Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.
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Cumulative Impacts

Water Supply

Other projects recently approved or under review within the City include commercial and residential 
land uses, which would require potable water service. Impacts identified for the New Proposed Action 
are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

Surface Water Quality

Cumulative  development  may increase  pollutant  concentrations  in  storm run-off  and may adversely 
affect surface water quality.  During the construction period, the Site 1 Alternative may incrementally 
contribute to cumulative surface water quality impacts. However, mitigation measures are provided to 
avoid and minimize impacts to surface water quality. 

Surface Water Quality, Groundwater Quality, and Subsidence

Cumulative impacts identified for the New Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

The following mitigation measures identified in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA for the Proposed Action 
are also applicable to the New Proposed Action.

Construction  Stormwater.  The  following  measures  shall  be  included  in  the  Stormwater  Pollution 
Prevention  Plan  and  implemented  by  the  construction  contractor  in  coordination  with  the  City  to 
minimize erosion and siltation of surface waters,  and reduce the potential for hydrocarbon discharge 
from construction equipment.

• De-watering  shall  be  conducted  for  excavation  below  the  water  table  and  include  discharge  to  a 
sediment basin (or equivalent) prior to entering storm drains, creeks or other surface water; 

• Heavy equipment shall be fueled in a designated area away from creeks, storm drains and culverts. This 
designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent materials to clean up spills; 

• Vehicles and equipment shall be maintained properly to prevent leakage. If maintenance must occur 
onsite, a designated area away from creeks, storm drains and culverts shall be used. This designated 
area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth and adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

• Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved when feasible to minimize erosion; 
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• Adjacent  to  drainages,  concrete  shall  not  be  applied  during  or  immediately  prior  to  periods  of 
precipitation; and 

• Concrete application shall be limited to areas isolated from surface water, and any groundwater affected 
by concrete shall not be discharged to surface waters. 

Cumulative Impacts

A groundwater Monitoring and Contingency Program (MCP) has been prepared for the operation of the 
North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility. The purposes of the MCP are to: delineate the 
brackish  groundwater  plume,  monitor  groundwater  quality,  groundwater  levels,  basin  recharge,  and 
regional effects for subsidence and seawater intrusion The MCP will receive from dedicated monitoring 
and groundwater supply wells  located throughout the NPV Basin.  The FCGMA Board approved the 
revised MCP on March 22,  2017.  The  revised MCP is  included as  Appendix  A to  this  Final  Second 
Supplemental  EIR/EA. The City of  Camarillo  shall  implement  the revised MCP as  approved by the 
FCGMA Board.

Site 1 Alternative

Mitigation  measures  related  to  construction  storm  water,  groundwater  elevations  and  subsidence 
identified for the New Proposed Action are applicable to this alternative. 

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

Full implementation of identified mitigation measures would reduce water resources impacts below the 
level of significance for each of the alternatives. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Site Description

The New Proposed Action site  is  part  of  a  40.22-acre agricultural  property owned by the Arnold H. 
Meyerstein  Trust  that  fronts  along Somis  Road (Assessor’s  Parcel  Number  156-0-180-28).  This  site  is 
located adjacent to the City of Camarillo, but within the unincorporated area of Ventura County. It has a 
County zoning designation of AE-40 ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40 acre minimum parcel size). The site is 
currently used for the agricultural production of row crops.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. This site also has a County zoning designation of AE-40 ac. It is designated for Public Uses 
on the City of Camarillo General Plan Land Use Map.

The Site 1 Alternative site is part of a 57.57-acre parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Number 156-0-180-28), which 
also has a County zoning designation of AE-40 ac. The Site 1 Alternative site is currently used for the 
agricultural  production  of  orchard  crops.  Agricultural  orchards  surround  this  alternative  site  to  the 
northwest, northeast, and southwest. A detention basin is located to the immediate southeast of this site.

Zoning Ordinance Compliance

The New Proposed Action facility site (including the southern well site), Site 1 Alternative facility site, 
and the northern well site are currently located with the municipal jurisdiction of Ventura County and 
subject to the County's Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project (public service/utility office 
and service yard) is not an allowed use under the current AE-40 ac zoning. The Ventura County Save our 
Open Space  and Agricultural  Resources  (SOAR)  Initiative  prevents  changing the  agricultural  zoning 
without a vote of people, unless the Board of Supervisors makes certain findings regarding the proposed 
zone change. 

Camarillo Urban Restriction Boundary

The New Proposed Action facility site (including the southern well site), Site 1 Alternative facility site, 
and northern well site are located outside the City's Urban Restriction Boundary, as delineated by the 
City's SOAR Ordinance. The purpose of this Urban Restriction Boundary is to ensure that the purposes 
and principles set forth in the Camarillo General Plan relating to Land Use (Chapter IV) and Open Space 
and Conservation (Chapter IX) are inviolable against transitory short-term political decisions and that 
agricultural, watershed and open space lands are not prematurely or unnecessarily converted to other 
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non-agricultural or non-open space uses without public debate and a vote of the people. The proposed 
project is a potable water facility and exempt from the City's SOAR Ordinance.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

The following thresholds are taken from the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines and 
have been adopted by the City for this project: 

•Any project that is inconsistent with a specific environmental policy of the General Plan is considered as 

having a significant environmental impact. 

•The above criterion is not applicable if  the project includes a General Plan Amendment (GPA) that 

would eliminate the inconsistency, and the GPA itself would not have a significant impact on any other 
environmental issue nor be inconsistent with any other environmental policy or goal of the General 
Plan. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

The New Proposed Action  facility  site  (including the  southern  well  site)  is  located outside  the  City 
boundary and the City's Sphere of Influence, but within the City's Area of Interest (see Figure 1). As the 
New Proposed Action facility site is located outside the City's municipal boundaries and would be served 
by the Camarillo Sanitary District,  the City would request approval from LAFCO for reorganization. 
Publicly operated wells within AE zoning may require a conditional use permit from Ventura County. 

The reorganization proposal would include: 

• An amendment to the City's Sphere of Influence boundaries to include the facility site;

• Parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site; 

• Annexation of the facility site to the City and the City of Camarillo water service area; 

• An amendment to the Camarillo Sanitary District's Sphere of Influence boundary to include the facility 
site;

• Annexation of the facility site to the Camarillo Sanitary District; 
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• Detachment  of  the  facility  site  from  the  Ventura  County  Resource  Conservation  District,  Ventura 
County Waterworks District No. 19, County Service Area no. 32 (individual sewage disposal), County 
Service Area no. 33 (recreation and park services) and Gold Coast Transit District; and 

• The City of Camarillo would pre-zone the facility site to ensure General Plan consistency. 

Annexation of the New Proposed Action facility site would create an unincorporated island of the Church 
of  Jesus  Christ  of  Later-day Saints  property.  In  response,  the  City  is  proposing to  annex the  church 
property  along  with  the  New  Proposed  Action  facility  site  and  to  cover  the  church’s  costs  for  the 
annexation. 

The following approvals would be required of the City :

• A General Plan Amendment to reflect a “Quasi Public/Utility” land use designation for the desalter 
facility site;

• A Zone Change to reflect an R-E (Rural Exclusive) designation for the desalter facility site and the 
church property; and 

• A Conditional Use Permit for the operation of the desalter facility.

A parcel subdivision to create a legal lot for the facility site would be requested from the Ventura County 
Resource Management Agency. 

The  New  Proposed  Action  is  consistent  with  the  policies  of  the  City's  General  Plan.  Following 
implementation of reorganization, change in zoning, and conditional use permit, the proposed project 
would be consistent with the City and County's Zoning Ordinance and General Plan. Overall, no impacts 
related to land use or planning are anticipated following the proposed municipal reorganization and 
conditional use permit issuance. 

The New Proposed Action facility  site  is  located in  an agricultural  area,  and would not  require  the 
construction  of  any  roads,  barriers,  or  facilities  that  could  potentially  physically  divide  an  existing 
community. No impact of this nature would result. 

The Church of Jesus Christ of Later-day Saints property is located along Las Posas Road and is currently 
developed with a church building, surface parking lot, and landscaping. The annexation of this property 
would not require the construction of any roads, barriers, or facilities that could potentially physically 
divide an existing community. No impacts related to land use or planning are anticipated following the 
proposed annexation of this property to the City.

Cumulative Impacts

Other projects in the area may require a General Plan amendment and/or change in zoning. However, the 
New Proposed Action would not incrementally contribute to these impacts.  
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Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

The Site 1 Alternative facility site and new well site are located outside the City boundary and the City's 
Sphere of Influence, but within the City's Area of Interest and not contiguous with the City's municipal 
boundary. As the facility site is located outside the City's municipal boundaries, the City would request 
approval from LAFCO for a reorganization. The reorganization proposal would be largely the same as 
discussed  above  for  the  New Proposed  Action.  However,  because  this  site  is  not  contiguous  to  the 
existing municipal boundary, approval of the reorganization would create an island of City land within 
the unincorporated county area. It is expected that LAFCO would require the City to include additional 
land as part of the reorganization in order to not create such an island. The two well sites would not 
require service from public agencies and would not be annexed and would remain within unincorporated 
Ventura County. Publicly operated wells within AE zoning may require a conditional use permit from 
Ventura County. 

The Site 1 Alternative is consistent with the policies of the City's General Plan. Following implementation 
of  reorganization,  change  in  zoning,  and  conditional  use  permit,  the  Site  1  Alternative  would  be 
consistent with the City and County's Zoning Ordinance and General Plan. Overall, no impacts related to 
land use or planning are anticipated following proposed municipal reorganization and conditional use 
permit issuance. 

The  facility  site  and  new  well  site  are  located  in  an  agricultural  area,  and  would  not  require  the 
construction  of  any  roads,  barriers,  or  facilities  that  could  potentially  physically  divide  an  existing 
community. No impact of this nature would result. 

Cumulative Impacts

Other projects discussed in the area may require a General Plan amendment and/or change in zoning. 
However, the Site 1 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to these impacts. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

Significant impacts were not identified; therefore, mitigation measures are not necessary for either the 
New Proposed Action nor the Site 1 Alternative. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Current Noise Environment

Land  uses  adjacent  to  the  sites  under  consideration  include  commercial,  institutional  (church), 
educational (adjacent Rancho Campagna High School), and agricultural. As such, existing noise levels 
can be attributable to a number of sources, including, but not limited to, motor vehicles, air traffic from 
Camarillo Airport and Naval Base Ventura County, railroad transportation, and agricultural operations. 
In particular,  existing vehicular traffic on Las Posas Road and Lewis Road, and railroad traffic along 
Lewis Road contribute substantially to existing noise levels in the project area. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

Noise impacts associated with the project would include short-term construction noise, and long-term 
operation noise within the treatment facility. City of Camarillo Municipal Code Chapter 10.34 establishes 
noise standards for land use compatibility, but exempts construction activity conducted between 7 a.m. 
and 7 p.m. Noise generated by construction outside of these hours would be subject to residential exterior 
noise standards of 55 dBA (daytime, 7 a.m. to 9 p.m.) and 45 dBA (nighttime, 9 p.m. to 7 a.m.). As the City 
has not established exterior noise standards for institutional, church or school land uses, the residential 
noise standard is  used as a significance threshold for St.  John's Pleasant Valley Hospital,  the Rancho 
Campana High School, and the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Construction Impacts

The New Proposed Action would generate noise as a result of construction (site preparation, treatment 
plant erection, building construction, well drilling and pipeline installation) and operation of facilities 
(treatment plant, new well). Construction noise generation would be generally limited to normal working 
hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.). However, some nighttime work may be required during well drilling. Excluding 
well drilling, all construction activities would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt 
from the City's noise regulations. 
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Well drilling may occur after 7 p.m. and would generate noise levels of 55.0 dBA Leq at Rancho Campana 
High School and the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, and 47.5 dBA Leq at the nearest residence 
(see Table 5.3-3 in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA). Note that the noise modeling assumes temporary 
noise barriers would be used during nighttime well drilling. Noise generated by well drilling at the New 
Proposed Action facility site would exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the nearest residence 
(Placita San Leandro) and numerous residences nearby. This impact is considered potentially significant. 
Note that the church and high school would not be occupied during nighttime, such that exceedances of 
the City's nighttime noise standard at these land uses is not a concern. 

Excavation  and  other  earthwork  at  the  facility  site  as  part  of  construction  may  result  in  some 
groundborne noise or vibration. Due to the distance to the nearest structure (greater than 50 feet) and 
small magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than significant.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be construction-related noise levels with the annexation of this property to the 
City.

Operation

The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed pumps, decarbonator blowers, a 
finished  water  pumping  station  and  other  mechanical  devices  that  would  generate  noise.  These 
components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound enclosures which would attenuate noise to 
comply with  the  City's  daytime 55  dBA residential  noise  standard.  Due to  the  lack  of  nearby noise 
sensitive land uses, nighttime noise generated by operation of the facility would not exceed the 45 dBA 
nighttime  noise  standard,  and  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact.  The  existing  commercial 
buildings located along Las Posas Road would also help to reduce potential nighttime noise levels at the 
residential uses located to the south and southwest of the New Proposed Action facility site. Note that 
Rancho  Campana  High  School  would  not  be  occupied  during  nighttime;  therefore,  would  not  be 
adversely affected by nighttime facility operation. 

Operation of the proposed well site would involve noise generated by well pump(s). However, the pump 
would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead would be enclosed by a masonry 
building. Therefore,  noise levels are anticipated to comply with the City's exterior noise standards at 
adjacent church and school land uses.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no change in operational noise levels with the annexation of this property to 
the City.
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Cumulative Impacts

Other projects would generate both short-term construction noise and long-term traffic noise. The New 
Proposed  Action  would  contribute  to  traffic  noise  associated  with  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the 
cumulative projects, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the proposed 
project is not located in close proximity to other projects (the Dignity Health project would be completed 
prior to project construction) and would not have a detectable incremental contribution to impacts at 
noise sensitive receptors affected by these projects. 

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated with project operation 
would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less than one percent of existing traffic 
volumes  on  affected  roadways  (primarily  Las  Posas  Road and Somis  Road).  Therefore,  the  project's 
incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Construction

The Site 1 Alternative would generate noise as a result of construction (site preparation, treatment plant 
erection,  building  construction,  well  drilling  and  pipeline  installation)  and  operation  of  facilities 
(treatment plant, wells). Construction noise generation would be generally limited to normal working 
hours (7 a.m. to 4 p.m.). However, some nighttime work may be required during well drilling. Excluding 
well drilling, all construction activities would be conducted between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. and are exempt 
from the City's noise regulations.

Well drilling impacts identified for the New Proposed Action are also applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

Excavation  and  other  earthwork  at  the  facility  site  as  part  of  construction  may  result  in  some 
groundborne  noise  or  vibration.  Due  to  the  distance  to  the  nearest  structure  (300  feet)  and  small 
magnitude of earthmoving activities, these impacts are considered less than significant.

Operation

The proposed groundwater treatment facility would include RO feed pumps, decarbonator blowers, a 
finished  water  pumping  station  and  other  mechanical  devices  that  would  generate  noise.  These 
components would be enclosed in structures and/or sound enclosures which would attenuate noise to 
comply with the City's daytime 55 dBA residential noise standard. However, nighttime noise levels may 
exceed the 45 dBA nighttime noise standard at the residences located west and south of the facility site. 
Although nighttime noise levels generated by the proposed groundwater treatment facility may be very 
similar to existing ambient noise levels, operational noise impacts are considered potentially significant. 
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Operation of the proposed well site would involve noise generated by well pump(s). However, the pump 
would be submersible (located within the well bore) and the wellhead would be enclosed by a masonry 
building. Therefore,  noise levels are anticipated to comply with the City's exterior noise standards at 
adjacent church and school land uses.

Cumulative Impacts

Other projects would generate both short-term construction noise and long-term traffic noise. The Site 1 
Alternative would contribute to traffic noise associated with vehicle trips generated by the cumulative 
projects, but would not contribute to cumulative construction noise because the proposed project is not 
located in close proximity to other projects  (the Dignity Health project  would be completed prior to 
project  construction)  and  would  not  have  a  detectable  incremental  contribution  to  impacts  at  noise 
sensitive receptors affected by these projects. 

The long-term vehicle noise generated by the small number of vehicles associated with project operation 
would be negligible because project-related traffic would be much less than one percent of existing traffic 
volumes on affected roadways (primarily Ponderosa Drive and Antonio Avenue). Therefore, the project's 
incremental contribution to traffic noise would not be cumulatively considerable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

The following measures identified in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the New Proposed Action to minimize noise impacts associated with well drilling.

• Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible;

• Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents located within 1,000 
feet of the well site; and

• Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during all drilling operations.

Site 1 Alternative

The following measures identified in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 1 Alternative to minimize noise impacts associated with well drilling.

• Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible;

• Provide at least 7 days notice of nighttime well drilling activities to all residents located within 1,000 
feet of the well site; and
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• Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well drilling site during all drilling operations.

The following measures identified in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA for the Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 1 Alternative to minimize noise impacts associated with facility operation.

• Prior to construction, conduct an engineering design review to ensure all noise-producing components 
are enclosed and shielded, to minimize noise generation to the extent feasible;

• Complete a noise study within 90 days of the start of operation to determine if nighttime noise levels 
associated with facility operation are detectable at adjacent residences; and 

• Based on the findings of the noise study, implement additional noise reduction measures as needed 
which may include a facility perimeter sound wall.

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

New Proposed Action

Implementation of mitigation measures provided would reduce construction noise impacts to a less than 
significant level.

Site 1 Alternative

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  provided  would  reduce  construction  and  operational  noise 
impacts to a less than significant level.
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TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

The following significance thresholds  were  taken from the Ventura  County Initial  Study Assessment 
Guidelines and have been adopted by the City for this project. 

• Cause the existing LOS on a roadway segment to fall to an unacceptable level (LOS F in this case); and 

• An increase of one peak hour trip at an intersection operating at LOS F. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

Construction Impacts

Construction activities may generate up to 30 round trips per day (light and heavy-duty vehicles) over 
the 12- to 18-month construction period. Project construction traffic would utilize roadways operating at 
acceptable LOS. Based on the relatively small number of project-related trips as compared to existing 
volumes,  construction  traffic  would  not  cause  affected  roadways  to  operate  at  unacceptable  LOS. 
However, during the construction period, the New Proposed Action may contribute at least one peak 
hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection and have no impact. This intersection is at LOS C level.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping. There would be no change in construction-related traffic volumes with the annexation of 
this property to the City.

Operation

Operation of the proposed facilities would involve employee transportation, periodic maintenance and 
monitoring of site operations, and deliveries of chemical supplies. It is estimated that project operations 
would generate up to approximately 18 daily vehicle one-way trips, and is not considered a substantial 
increase in traffic volumes. Based on the relatively small number of project-related trips as compared to 
existing volumes, operational traffic would not cause affected roadways to operate at unacceptable LOS. 
However, operation of the New Proposed Action may contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 
118/SR 34 intersection, which currently operates at LOS C level. This impact is considered to be less than 
significant. 
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The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints property that would be annexed to the City under the 
New  Proposed  Action  is  currently  developed  with  a  church  building,  surface  parking  lot,  and 
landscaping.  There  would  be  no  change  in  operational  traffic  volumes  with  the  annexation  of  this 
property to the City.

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative projects listed in Section 3.6 of the 2015 Final EIR/EA are relatively small and dispersed, 
such that substantial traffic volume increases on regional roadways are not anticipated. However, these 
projects may also contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 34/SR 118 intersection, resulting in a 
significant  cumulative  impact.  Following  implementation  of  mitigation,  the  project’s  incremental 
contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Construction

Similar to the New Proposed Action, construction of the Site 1 Alternative may contribute at least one 
peak hour trip to the SR 118/SR 34 intersection and have no impact. This intersection operates at LOS C 
level. 

Operation

Similar to the New Proposed Action, operation of the Site 1 Alternative may contribute at least one peak 
hour trip  to  the  SR 118/SR 34 intersection,  which currently  operates  at  LOS C level.  This  impact  is 
considered to be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative projects listed in Section 3.6 of the 2015 Final EIR/EA are relatively small and dispersed, 
such that substantial traffic volume increases on regional roadways are not anticipated. However, these 
projects may also contribute at least one peak hour trip to the SR 34/SR 118 intersection, resulting in a 
significant  cumulative  impact.  Following  implementation  of  mitigation,  the  project’s  incremental 
contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

The following measures identified in the 2015 Final EIR/EA for the Proposed Action are also applicable to 
the New Proposed Action to minimize impacts to congested intersections :

Construction. The intent of these mitigation measures is to avoid or offset the project-related contribution 
to existing traffic congestion. Therefore, two mitigation options are considered: 

1. The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura County Transportation Department 
based on the  projected number  of  average daily  trips  and the  rates  ($/trip)  in  effect  at  the  time 
construction  is  implemented.  These  fees  would  be  used for  roadway improvements  to  offset  the 
contribution of the project to level of service impacts. 

2. The project specifications shall limit the construction contractor to off-peak trips only, through the 
scheduling of worker hours and materials deliveries. 

Operation.  The  City  shall  pay  Traffic  Impact  Mitigation  fees  to  the  Ventura  County  Transportation 
Department based on the projected number of average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect at the 
time operation of the facility is initiated. These fees would be used for roadway improvements to offset 
the contribution of the project to level of service impacts. 

Site 1 Alternative

The mitigation measures identified above for the Proposed Action and the New Proposed Action are also 
applicable to the Site 1 Alternative.

RESIDUAL IMPACTS

New Proposed Action

Implementation of mitigation measures provided above would mitigate traffic impacts to a less than 
significant level.

Site 1 Alternative

Implementation of mitigation measures provided above would mitigate traffic impacts to a less than 
significant level.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES/IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

The following thresholds used in this analysis were taken from the Federal Highway Administration and 
documented in the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference Handbook: 

A disproportionally high and adverse effect on minority and low income populations is considered an 
effect that would be: 

• Predominantly borne by a minority population and/or low income population; 

• Suffered by the minority and/or low income population and is appreciably more severe or greater in 
magnitude than suffered by the non-minority and/or non-low income population. 

New Proposed Action

Project Specific Impacts

As indicated by 2010 Census data presented in the 2015 Final EIR/EA, the local population affected by 
the  New  Proposed  Action  (primarily  the  City  of  Camarillo)  has  substantially  lower  percentages  of 
Hispanics, minorities and persons living below the property level, as compared to Ventura County as a 
whole.  Therefore,  the  affected  population  is  not  considered  minority  or  low  income,  such  that 
disproportional effects would not occur. 

Cumulative Impacts

The  New  Proposed  Action  would  not  incrementally  contribute  to  cumulative  environmental  justice 
impacts (if any) associated with the projects listed in the 2015 Final EIR/EA.   

Site 1 Alternative

Project Specific Impacts

Implementation of this alternative would affect the same population and result in very similar impacts as 
the New Proposed Action. Therefore, the discussion for the New Proposed Action applies to the Site 1 
Alternative, and disproportional effects would not occur. 
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Environmental Justice

Cumulative Impacts

The Site 1 Alternative would not incrementally contribute to cumulative environmental justice impacts (if 
any) associated with the projects listed in the 2015 Final EIR/EA. 

MITIGATION MEASURES

New Proposed Action

No significant impacts related to environmental justice would occur; therefore mitigation measures are 
not required.

Site 1 Alternative

No significant impacts related to environmental justice would occur; therefore mitigation measures are 
not required.
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION 
MEASURES/ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSEQUENCES
The following is a summary of mitigation measures and environmental commitments made on behalf of 
the New Proposed Action. This Section also comprises a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
as required by Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines and Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources 
Code. The City of Camarillo would be responsible for implementation of each measure/commitment.

Measure Timing
Responsible  

Par ty /Methods

Cultural Resources

1. An  archaeologist  and  Chumash  representative  shall  be 
retained to monitor all project-related earth disturbances that 
extend  below  2  feet  from  the  ground  surface,  within  the 
facility site and the proposed well site, and pipeline trenches 
located within agricultural fields. 

• At  the  commencement  of  project  construction,  the 
archaeological  monitor  shall  give  all  workers  associated 
with earth-disturbing procedures an orientation regarding 
the  probability  of  exposing  cultural  resources  and 
directions  as  to  what  steps  are  to  be  taken  if  a  find  is 
encountered. 

• The archaeologist shall have the authority to temporarily 
halt  or  redirect  project  construction  in  the  event  that 
potentially  significant  cultural  resources  are  exposed. 
Based on monitoring observations and the actual extent of 
project  disturbance,  the lead archaeologist  shall  have the 
authority  to  refine  the  monitoring  requirements  as 
appropriate (i.e., change to spot checks or halt monitoring) 
in consultation with the City. 

• A monitoring report shall be prepared upon completion of 
construction and provided to the City and the SCCIC. 

2. In  the  unexpected  event  that  archaeological  resources  are 
exposed  during  project  construction,  all  earth  disturbing 
work  within  the  vicinity  of  the  find  must  be  temporarily 
suspended until  a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the 
nature and significance of the find. The City shall be notified 
of any such find. A Chumash representative should monitor 
any  archaeological  field  work  associated  with  Native 
American materials.

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified archeologists. 
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and review 
of monitoring reports.
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3. If  human  remains  are  unearthed,  State  Health  and  Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall 
occur  until  the  County  Coroner  has  made  the  necessary 
findings  as  to  origin  and  disposition  pursuant  to  Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined 
to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission. The City 
shall be notified of any such find.

Hazardous Materials

• Soil samples shall be obtained in all previously cultivated areas 
affected  by  project  excavation,  prior  to  project-related 
excavation. Pipeline alignments located on farmlands shall be 
sampled every 1,000 feet. The soil samples shall be collected at a 
depth  of  one-foot  and  three-feet.  The  number  and  depth  of 
samples at each site may be adjusted based on field conditions, 
anticipated depth of soil disturbance and preliminary analytical 
results. 

• Samples shall  be analyzed for organo-chlorine pesticides and 
total petroleum hydrocarbons according to U.S. EPA methods 
acceptable  to  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control.  Soils  with  contaminant  concentrations  above  the 
applicable Preliminary Remediation Goals established by U.S. 
EPA  for  non-residential  land  uses  shall  be  considered 
contaminated and segregated in a stockpile. Contaminated soil 
shall  be  covered  with  impervious  materials  to  prevent  wind 
erosion  and  exposure  to  rainfall  and  storm  run-off.  These 
materials may be used as backfill,  provided they are covered 
with  at  least  one  foot  of  non-  contaminated  soil  or  asphalt 
concrete. 

• When  excavated,  contaminated  soil  shall  be  handled  by 
workers properly trained in accordance with the requirements 
of  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration (Cal OSHA). A Health and Safety Plan shall be 
developed  and  implemented  by  qualified  individuals  to 
minimize exposure of workers.  Contaminated soils should be 
treated as hazardous materials and proper precautions taken to 
prevent inhalation (dust control) and dermal (skin) contact by 
construction workers. 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified hazardous 
materials specialists. 
Compliance would be 
verified by field 
inspections and review 
of laboratory testing 
results. 

Water Resources - Construction

The  following  measures  shall  be  included  in  the  Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan and implemented by the construction 
contractor in coordination with the City to minimize erosion and 
siltation  of  surface  waters,  and  reduce  the  potential  for 
hydrocarbon discharge from construction equipment.

• De-watering shall be conducted for excavation below the water 
table and include discharge to a sediment basin (or equivalent) 
prior to entering storm drains, creeks or other surface water; 

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
construction 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified storm water 
specialists. Compliance 
would be verified by 
field inspections. 

Measure Timing
Responsible  

Par ty /Methods
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• Heavy equipment  shall  be  fueled in  a  designated area  away 
from creeks,  storm drains  and culverts.  This  designated area 
shall include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent materials 
to clean up spills; 

• Vehicles  and  equipment  shall  be  maintained  properly  to 
prevent leakage. If maintenance must occur onsite, a designated 
area away from creeks, storm drains and culverts shall be used. 
This designated area shall include a drain pan or drop cloth and 
adsorbent materials to clean up spills; 

• Vegetation adjacent to construction activities shall be preserved 
when feasible to minimize erosion; 

• Adjacent to drainages, concrete shall not be applied during or 
immediately prior to periods of precipitation; and 

• Concrete  application  shall  be  limited  to  areas  isolated  from 
surface water, and any groundwater affected by concrete shall 
not be discharged to surface waters. 

Water Resources - Operation

The City of Camarillo shall implement the revised groundwater 
Monitoring and and Contingency Program (MCP) as approved 
by the FCGMA Board.

The MCP would be 
implemented 
throughout operation 
of the groundwater 
treatment facility

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
qualified groundwater 
specialists. Compliance 
would be verified by 
review of monitoring 
reports. 

Noise - Well Drilling

• Avoid well drilling between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m., if feasible;

• Provide  at  least  7  days  notice  of  nighttime  well  drilling 
activities to all  residents located within 1,000 feet of the well 
site; and

• Install and maintain temporary noise barriers around the well 
drilling site during all drilling operations.

These measures 
would be 
implemented during 
well drilling 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for implementation by 
the construction 
contractor. Compliance 
would be verified by 
field inspections. 

Transportation - Construction

1. The  City  shall  pay  Traffic  Impact  Mitigation  fees  to  the 
Ventura  County  Transportation  Department  based  on  the 
projected number of average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) 
in effect at the time construction is implemented. These fees 
would  be  used  for  roadway  improvements  to  offset  the 
contribution of the project to level of service impacts. 

2. The  project  specifications  shall  limit  the  construction 
contractor  to  off-peak trips  only,  through the scheduling of 
worker hours and materials deliveries. 

These measures 
would be 
implemented prior to 
construction 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees and/or 
preventing peak hour 
trips. Compliance 
would be verified by 
field inspections. 

Transportation - Construction

Measure Timing
Responsible  

Par ty /Methods
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The City shall pay Traffic Impact Mitigation fees to the Ventura 
County  Transportation  Department  based  on  the  projected 
number of average daily trips and the rates ($/trip) in effect at 
the time operation of the facility is initiated. These fees would be 
used for roadway improvements to offset the contribution of the 
project to level of service impacts.

This measure would 
be implemented 
prior to operation 

The City of Camarillo 
would be responsible 
for payment of traffic 
impact fees. 

Measure Timing
Responsible  

Par ty /Methods
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APPENDIX A -  
REVISED GROUNDWATER 

MONITORING AND CONTINGENCY 
PROGRAM
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Attachment No. 1
NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER DESALTER PROJECT

MONITORING AND CONTINGENCY PLAN - REVISED

This revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan (MCP) is included as an attachment to Fox
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency's (FCGMA's) Resolution No. 2016-04 (Resolution).
In the final Resolution, adopted on September 28th, 2016, the City of Camarillo (City) was directed
to update the MCP within six (6) months of the Resolution's adoption. This revised MCP is
updated in response to Resolution 16-04 and is intended for a maximum extraction of 4,500 acre-
feet per year (AFY) for operation of the Desalter Project.

The purposes of the MCP are to: delineate the brackish groundwater plume, monitor
groundwater quality, groundwater levels, basin recharge, and regional effects for subsidence and
seawater intrusion. The monitoring program will receive input from dedicated monitoring and
groundwater supply wells, located throughout the Pleasant Valley basin. The monitoring wells are
grouped by location and parameter sampled. Wells will be monitored in the following general
groups (Figure 1): northern portion of the Pleasant Valley basin area, wells in the project area,
project extraction wells, and regional wells for groundwater trend evaluation. The details on the
monitoring and contingency program are described in the following sections.
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Figure 1: Monitoring Well Locations and Identification
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Groundwater Monitoring: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area. Four
dedicated nested monitoring well sites will be used - three new nested monitoring wells and one
existing USGS nested monitoring well site, 02N21W34G03. The purpose of the monitoring wells
is two-fold: establishing baseline information and tracking the progress of the desalter project as
it pulls salts from the basin. The recommended approximate locations of the dedicated monitoring
wells are indicated in Figure 1 as well sites "A", "B" and UC". The precise locations of the new
monitoring wells shall be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in
operation prior to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be
collected.

Table 1: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area Well Information.

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

Well Site
A1 U reassigned City of Camarillo 1100

70-170
420-640
680-1040

Upper Aquifer
System, Hueneme,

Fox Canyon

Well Site
B1 Unassigned City of Camarillo 1150 70-110

620-740
830-1090

Upper Aquifer
System

Hueneme
Fox Canyon

Well Site
C1 Unassigned City of Camarillo 1150

60-140
440-560
650-1080

Upper Aquifer
System Hueneme

Fox Canyon
34G3 02N21W34G03S USGS/United Water 860 800-860 Fox Canyon

1Wells have not been constructed yet and therefore do not have a State Well ID number. The screened perforations
shall be determined after a geophysical log is run, however, anticipated screen depths have been provided.

The nested monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S.
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.
Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for each new nested
monitoring well site in Table 1. The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a
geophysical log is run, between the time the well is drilled and it is cased. Each screened interval
shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above
the screen. A bentonite seal shall be placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened
interval.

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling. A transducer/data logger shall
be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically. Table 2 lists data to be
collected at each Northern Pleasant Valley basin monitoring well.
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Table 2: Northern Pleasant Valley Basin Monitoring Well Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency
TDS (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Chloride (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Manganese (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Groundwater level (each
zone) Grab Quarterly

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Continuous transducer (3
hour intervals)

Download data each
quarter

Conductivity (each zone) Grab Quarterly

Conductivity (each zone)
Continuous transducer (3
hour intervals)

Download data each
quarter

Groundwater Monitoring: Wells in Project Area. The groundwater elevation and
water quality of existing groundwater production wells near the project wells shall also be
monitored, including downgradient Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company wells
(02N20W19M06 or -19E01), a Bell Ranch well (02N20W19B01), an OUHSD well
(02N20W19B02S) and lateral well to the east (02N20W20E02). Well information for the Wells in
Project Area are provided in Table 3. Data to be collected at each Weil in Project Area is provided
in Table 4.

Table 3: Wells in Project Area Well information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

19E1 02N20W19E01S Pleasant Valley
Mutual 884 564-864 Fox Canyon

19M6 02N20W19M06S Pleasant Valley
Mutual 800 540-800 Fox Canyon

19B1 02N20W19B01S Bell Ranch 660 400-650 Fox Canyon
19B2 02N20W19B02S OUHSD 650 400-650 Fox Canyon
20E2

(Lateral
Well)

02N20W20E02S St. John Seminary1 875 479-875 Fox Canyon

transducer to be installed if allowed by the well owner. If the City is unable to execute an Agreement with the well
owner, then the City will drill a monitoring well that has a location, and design which is agreeable to the FCGMA.
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Table 4: Wells in Project Area Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency

TDS (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Chloride (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Manganese (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Continuous transducer* (3
hour intervals) Download data quarterly

Conductivity (each zone) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Conductivity (each zone) Continuous transducer* (3
hour intervals) Download data quarterly

Groundwater Monitoring: Project Extraction Wells. The groundwater elevation
and water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored. Well information for the
Project Extraction Wells are provided in Table 5. Data to be collected at each Project Extraction
Well is provided in Table 6.

Table 5: Project Extraction Wells Well Information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Pert,
(ft. BGS) Aquifer

19F4 02N20W19F04S City of Camarillo 759 459-759 Fox Canyon

19L5 02N20W19L05S City of Camarillo 830 467-830 Fox Canyon

version 3/14/17

REOEOWEP

OCT 2 7 2017

ltemtt0BlR6gW€SK*.2

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1140 of 1199



Table 6: Project Extraction Well Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency
TDS (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Chloride (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Manganese (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Groundwater level (static) Grab Monthly
Conductivity Grab Monthly

Monitoring consistent with DDW permit

Groundwater Monitoring: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation.
Regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought conditions,
regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at wells affected by the
project. Wells 02N21W35M02 and 02N21W34G03 shall be used for regional monitoring. Data
to be collected includes semi-annual (April and October) grab samples for groundwater level and
conductivity. Well information for the Regional Weils for Groundwater Trend Evaluation are
provided in Table 7.

Table 7: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation Well Information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

34G3 02N21W34G03S USGS 860 800-860 Fox Canyon

35M2 02N21W35M02S PV County 1100 700-1100 Fox Canyon

Surface Water Monitoring: Monthly review of the amount of base flow into the
Pleasant Valley (PV) Basin along Arroyo Las Posas is important to the project's operation.
Because this baseflow is the source of the brackish water that infiltrates into the PV Basin, the
amount of baseflow in the future will determine whether the PV Basin will continue to be degraded
or, if upstream desalters capture much of this water, when the degradation may cease and the
NPV desalter project can complete its extraction and remediation of the brackish mound.

Monitoring baseflow leaving the East Las Posas Basin is of interest, both to proponents of this
project and future desalter projects in the East Las Posas Basin. Calleguas MWD has funded
surface flow monitoring studies, conducted by Larry Walker Associates, of the Arroyo Las Posas
in 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015.

In 2014, following extensive stream flow monitoring in 2012 and 2013, Calleguas MWD began
monitoring only the stream flow terminus. The City will partner with Calleguas MWD to continue
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monitoring and mapping the stream flow terminus. Calleguas MWD monitors stream flow
terminus during the dry months from May to December. The City will continue monthly monitoring
of the terminus during the wet months, from January through April to create a continuous dataset
of the Arroyo Las Posas terminus. Visual observations are recommended for monitoring in the
area to determine whether surface flows from East Las Posas Basin are entering PV Basin. In
the event Calleguas MWD discontinues monitoring, the City will continue with year-round monthly
monitoring of the stream flow terminus.

Following extensive stream flow monitoring, the studies have found that installation of a
permanent gauging station in this portion of the Arroyo Las Posas is not feasible. Problems
include a wandering flowing channel, variable flow terminus, extensive vegetation management,
sediment management and other difficulties prohibit gauge installation. The City will estimate
base and storm flow into the PV Basin using the methodology established in the NPV Desalter
Groundwater Analysis & Modeling (Bachman, 2016). The City will use two permanent gauge
sites: one at Hitch Blvd (Gauges #841, 841a, located in East Las Posas Basin), and the other
downstream near Highway 101 (Gauges #806, 806a, located in PV Basin). Flows subtracted
from each station could provide rough estimates of surface/groundwater flows entering PV Basin.
Monitoring at these gauge sites in conjunction with monitoring the stream flow terminus will help
further basin recharge understanding.

Subsurface Inflow. Calleguas MWD recently installed a shallow monitoring well
(02N20W17J06) at the edge of the East Las Posas/Pleasant Valley basin. This well is heavily
influenced by flow of the Arroyo Las Posas, evidenced by the well going completely dry in 2016.
The shallow well is approximately 200-ft deep with perforations between 62-ft and 142-ft. Well
information for the shallow well is provided in Table 8. A permanent transducer in the wells logs
groundwater level, temperature and conductivity every half-hour. The City will have access to the
well data and will download data from the well quarterly. Well data will be used to estimate
subsurface flow using Darcy's Law equation, if a correlation can be developed.

Table 8: Subsurface Inflow Well Information

MCP
Well

ID
State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth

(ft BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

17J6 02N20W17J06S Calleguas MWD 142 62-142 Shallow/Upper
Aquifer System

Monitoring for Subsidence. The proposed groundwater elevation contingency
measures would avoid groundwater elevations from dropping below historic levels in both project
areas, the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and the southwestern potion of the Basin,
such that subsidence would be avoided. The City shall monitor surface elevations to detect
subsidence and ensure contingency measures are effective.

The location and elevation of the project and City extraction wells, new and existing
monitoring wells shall be surveyed (traditional survey or LIDAR) to serve as a baseline to detect
subsidence. To ensure detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground
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surface shall be surveyed. The monitoring wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be
resurveyed every 5 years to detect any changes in elevation related to subsidence.

CONTINGENCIES
Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures. These measures are based on

numerical values/ groundwater elevations (triggers) as measured at specified wells (State Well
Numbers (SWNs) 02N20W19E01S, or 02N20W19M06S at which action would be taken to avoid
approaching and dropping below historic low groundwater elevations. For the wells in the
northern portion of the PV Basin, when static (non-pumping) groundwater elevations reach 126
feet below mean sea level in the specified well, reductions in pumping from project extraction
wells would be implemented. The amount of pumping reduction shall be based on water
elevations observed at the extraction wells in the sequence indicated in Table 9. If water levels
recover, pumping can then be increased using the same sequence.
Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these contingency measures would avoid
reducing groundwater elevations below historic lows under cumulative conditions (Bachman,
2016).

Table 9: Groundwater Pumping Reduction Contingency Triggers In North Pleasant Valley

Measured Static Groundwater
Elevation (ft msl) at 19E01 or

19M06
Pumping

Reduction (%)

-126 10
-140 20
-150 30
-153 40
-157 50
-160 75
-168 100

Contingency Plan for Water Quality. A purpose of the Desalter Project is to pump
brackish water, treat it to remove salts, and discharge the salts from the watershed. With the
adoption of Resolution No. 2016-04 the FCGMA has provided a project specific extraction
allocation to pump and treat the brackish water and remediate the brackish water plume without
the use of City's groundwater extraction allocation or credits. The movement of salts can be more
complex than modeled for this Project - particle tracking assumes plug flow (no dispersion or
dilution) - and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in its geometry and internal bedding
than can be modeled. In reality, the water extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from
day-to-day and month-to-month. Such variation is expected/cannot be avoided, and does not
detract from the goals of the Project or the benefits of the Project to the aquifer.
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As the Project matures and the travel paths of brackish water become more complex as the
salts are recovered from aquifer areas further away from Project pumping, there are likely to be
episodic periods when individual wells pump fresh water. Although this cannot be avoided when
attempting to clean up the entire area of brackish groundwater, a contingency plan for FCGMA
allocations and credits is prudent. The purpose of this section of the contingency plan is to
differentiate between extended pumping of fresh groundwater (which would require the use of
FCGMA allocations and/or credits) and pumping of primarily brackish groundwater (which would
fit under the FCGMA policy related to pumping and treating brackish groundwater).

Analytical test results can be variable, and single water quality test results cannot characterize
the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality. Therefore, it is recommended that
a weighted average of single water quality test results collected from the extraction wells should
be used as triggers to initiate a response, rather than only as a means to determine whether
brackish water is being pumped.

As discussed previously, the salt content of brackish groundwater pumped by the Project is
likely to vary episodically with time. Thus, the determination of primarily brackish groundwater
must take this into account. For purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, four
components were examined - manganese, chloride, sulfate, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).
In all cases, concentrations were lower prior to the influence of the brackish water and
considerably higher after the introduction of brackish water. Water Quality Objectives1 and/or
drinking water MCLs are currently being exceeded for all four constituents.

High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas high chloride
concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation. As the most reliable constituent to use
as an index of fresh and brackish water, Manganese is used here as the benchmark for project
water quality. It is recommended that the criteria for brackish water be a threshold of 50 ug/L for
Manganese to reflect historical concentrations and the secondary drinking water MCL. Using this
threshold, pumped groundwater with Manganese concentrations above 50 ug/L would be
considered brackish water and its removal beneficial to the aquifers.

At some time in the future, Project wells will likely start pumping a mixture of brackish and
ambient groundwater as the brackish water is removed. It is unlikely that the transition from
brackish to ambient groundwater will be a sharp break - it is most likely to be transitional, with
periods of pumping brackish and fresher water. Given this scenario, there must be criteria for
determining how this transition is considered. It is recommended that when Manganese
concentrations drop below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a verification period would begin
to ensure that brackish water has indeed been removed from the portion of the aquifer supplying
water to the well. This verification period would be one year in duration, with water quality testing
increased to monthly during the period. If, after one year, Manganese remained below 50 ug/L,
then subsequent pumping would be debited against the City's extraction allocation.

1 Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region, 1995, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality ControLBQard.j)»J-
1 9 . R l O E l w E P
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If future pumping of water from a Project well that has transitioned from brackish to fresh water
returns to a brackish water condition, then the verification period would be reversed - it would
require one year of verified pumping of groundwater above 50 ug/L for Manganese to return the
well to a brackish water status. These criteria are summarized in the table below. The operational
triggers for groundwater quality can be found in Table 10.

Table 10: Groundwater Quality Contingency Triggers

Contingency
Project well pumping
brackish water has

Manganese drop below 50
ug/L

Project well pumping fresh
water has Manganese

increase to above 50 ug/L

Action Begin one year verification period Begin one year verification period
Considered
Fresh Water

Monthly testing remains 50 ug/L for
Manganese during verification

period

Any monthly test is below 50 ug/L
Manganese

Addt'l
Evaluation

Evaluate whether regional
conditions contributed to drop

Any monthly test exceeds 50 ug/L
Manganese

Evaluate whether regional
conditions contributed to increase

Considered
Brackish Water

Monthly tests remain above 50
ug/L Manganese for verification

period _

Termination of
Action

One year of pumping below 50
ug/L Manganese (reverts to fresh
water) or any monthly test greater
than 50 ug/L Manganese (remains

brackish water)

One year of pumping above 50
ug/L Manganese (reverts to

brackish water) or any test less
than 50 ug/L Manganese (remains

fresh water)
FCGMA
Allocation

Project specific allocation Prorated use of City's allocation*

Sunset
Provision

If well pumps fresh water for 24 consecutive months, well permanently
reverts to fresh water status

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion. Although significant impacts related to
seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are provided to address
unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the pumping depression towards the project
area. These contingency measures are based on maintaining a seaward groundwater gradient
between the project and the pumping depression located along the southern and western edge
of the PV basin. The depressions in the groundwater surface of the Upper and Lower Aquifer
systems are associated with seawater intrusion. The critical area for this gradient is where there
is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression which minimizes the
potential for the pumping depression to expand eastward and increase the size and depth of the
depression.

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected - one an existing USGS monitoring well
(2N/21W-34G3) and the other a new nested monitoring well to be constructed as part of this
project (project Monitoring Well B, located near City Hall). The locations of the two wells are
shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The groundwater elevations will be compared using the
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equivalent aquifer strata at each location. The current estimated gradient between the two
monitoring wells is southwestward with a hydraulic head difference of 85 feet over a distance of
approximately one (1) mile.

When the static (non-pumping) groundwater elevation differential between these two locations
decreases to 15 feet or less between the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B minus elevation
in 34G3 well), automatic cutbacks in project pumping would be implemented and the FCGMA
would be informed of the trigger exceedance. The mitigation would be that project pumping would
be reduced as indicated in Table 11. If this action does not mitigate the problem, then pumping
would be reduced an additional percentage based on Table 11. This step-wise reduction would
continue until either the difference in groundwater elevations stabilizes or project production has
been eliminated.

Table 11: Seawater Gradient Contingency Triggers

Groundwater Elevation Difference Between
Monitoring Wells B and 34G3 (ft) (Elev B
minus Elev 34G3)

Percent Pumping Reduction
(%)

15 10%
10 20%
7 30%
4 40%
2 50%

0 or negative 100%

REGEIIV&'
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Figure 2: Seawater Intrusion Gradient Monitoring Wells
The opposite would occur rf the difference in groundwater elevations between the two wells

increases. For each step-wise increase in the difference, Table 11 would be used to increase the
percentage of project pumping. When the difference increases to above 15 feet, full project
production would resume.

This seawater contingency trigger method is similar to the water level contingency method to
be used in the project area, where the reduction is progressive and based on the difference
between heads in the two monitoring wells.

Contingency Plan for Subsidence. In order to minimize subsidence caused by the
project, the City will monitor for impacts related to subsidence in the following manner.

(1) The subsidence monitoring will occur in the project area by survey (traditional
survey or LIDAR) every 5 years to detect possible changes in elevation related to
subsidence.

(2) Subsidence will be measured at the project extraction well sites.

(3) If the subsidence is five inches or more in elevation (as part of routine five year
monitoring program) from that detected prior to project operation, then the City
will implement the following actions:

(a) Annual survey monitoring; and
(b) Reduce pumping by 10%

(4) The procedures during the annual survey monitoring will be as follows;
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(a) For each year that the subsidence is greater than one inch the City will reduce
pumping by 5%.

(b) If subsidence is less than one inch per year for two consecutive years, then
the City may increase pumping up to the maximum pumping level as originally
authorized by this Resolution.

Annual Report. An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data collected each
calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 1. The Annual Report
shall include the following information:

•

•

A summary of project monthly groundwater extraction, treatment, and disposal
(brineline) volumes, as well as volume of treated water delivered to City of
Camarillo customers.

Groundwater elevation and water quality data obtained from extraction wells,
monitoring wells, wells near project area, regional monitoring wells, as well as
analyses and conclusions formed from the analyses. A discussion regarding
the health of the basin and region, and regional water quantity and water quality
trends will be included, as well as recommendations for future operations and
monitoring.
Vertical and lateral delineation of the brackish water plume as well as a
summary of observed changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume,
using information obtained from the extraction wells and monitoring wells.

• Summary of basin recharge from the East Las Posas Basin including results
and supporting documentation for surface water and baseflow monitoring
programs, along with calculated surface flow and groundwater inflow from the
East Las Posas Basin

• Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey program.

• Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of
the project on the wider Pleasant Valley Basin.

• Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect on
groundwater elevations.

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one month of
any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring. Examples of such results include
rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, any contingency
triggers reached or exceeded, any implemented pumping reductions or increases, and
unexpected water quality analyses.
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APPENDIX B -  
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SECOND 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA

North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA B
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 
ON THE DRAFT SECOND 
SUPPLEMENTAL EIR/EA

INTRODUCTION

The Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility 
was circulated for public review on September 28, 2017. The public review period, during which public 
agencies,  organizations,  and the pubic  in  general  were afforded the opportunity to  review the Draft 
Second Supplemental EIR/EA and submit written comments regarding the Draft Second Supplemental 
EIR/EA and the New Proposed Action in accordance with Section 15087 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
public review period ended on November 13, 2017. By the end of the public review period, the City of 
Camarillo had received four letters commenting on the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA.

Written comment letters were received from the following public agencies:

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following pages provide the written comment letters,  the specific comments regarding the Draft 
Second Supplemental EIR/EA, and the City’s responses to these comments. The comments resulted in 
minor revisions to the text of the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA, but no changes to the conclusions 
of  the Draft  Second Supplemental  EIR/EA. The textual  changes were determined by the City to not 
constitute  a  “substantial  revision”  as  defined in  Section  15088.5  of  the  CEQA Guidelines.  Therefore, 
recirculation of the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA is not required.

LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES

Comment ing  Agency Let ter  Date

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit November 14, 2017

State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Wildlife November 9, 2017

Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency October 25, 2017

Southern California Gas Company November 13, 2017

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA B- !1
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Responses to Comments

Letter from the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit dated November 14, 2017

Comment Clearinghouse-1

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Supplemental EIR to selected state agencies for 
review. The review period closed on November 13, 2017, and no state agencies submitted comments by 
that  date.  This  letter  acknowledges  that  you  have  complied  with  the  State  Clearinghouse  review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Response to Comment Clearinghouse-2

This  letter  also  acknowledges  that  the  City  of  Camarillo  has  complied with the  State  Clearinghouse 
review  requirements  for  draft  environmental  documents,  pursuant  to  CEQA.  The  letters  does  not 
question the content or conclusions of the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA. No formal response on 
the part of the City is required. 

B- ! North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility4
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g State of California - Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

November 9, 2017

Ms. Lucia McGovern
City of Camarillo
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility
601 Carmen Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010-5387
I m eg o ve rn @cityof ca m a ri 11 o. o rg

Dear Ms. McGovern:

Subject: Draft Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Environmental
Assessment for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility
SCH No. 2013091065.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability of a
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) circulated by the City of Camarillo
(Lead Agency). The Lead Agency's DSEIR is for Groundwater Treatment Facility titled the North
Pleasant Valley (NPV) Groundwater Treatment Facility (Project), pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those resources
in trust by statute for all the people of the state. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. (a) & 1802;
Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a)). CDFW, in its trustee
capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management offish, wildlife,
native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species
(Id., § 1802). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, the law charges CDFW to provide as available,
biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on
projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for example, the
Project may be subject to CDFW's lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority, (Fish &
G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed
may result in "take", as defined by State law as any species protected under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA; Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), or state-listed rare plant

Conserving California s VJildtife Since 1870

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1154 of 1199



Ms. Lucia McGovern
City of Camarillo
November 9, 2017
Page 2 of 7

pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish and Game Code §1900 et seq.), related
authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code will be required.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Proponent:
City of Camarillo
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility
601 Carmen Drive
Camarillo, California 91310

Project Summary:
The Lead Agency circulated DSEIR analyzed Phase 1 of the proposed Project. The proposed
Project includes the construction of the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility
and installation of a new well on an identified 4.25-acre site (previously identified as Site-5).
The well will pump 4,500 acre-feet of brackish water annually. Phase 2 of the project will be
similar in nature and will be proposed at a future date.

Project Objectives:
1. Installation of the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility.
2. Installation of one new groundwater wells.
3. Production and treatment of 6,000 gallons per minute (gpm) of pumped brackish water

combined from Well A and B.
4. Installation of underground 36" pipelines to transport water from wells to the treatment

facility and from the treatment facility to the dedicated brine line.
5. Continued pumping of 4,500 acre-feet per year of fresh water, non-contaminated by

salts from the Camarillo Airport Well and Well D.
6. Production and treatment of 3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) of pumped brackish water

from a not yet named drilled well to be located at the newly constructed Project.

Location:
The City of Camarillo is located in the eastern portion of the Oxnard Plain with the Santa
Susana Mountains to the north, the Camarillo Hills to the northwest, the Conejo Valley to the
east, and the western reaches of the Santa Monica Mountains to the south. The Project site is
located on 4.25-acre at the northwest intersection of Las Posas and Lewis Roads in Ventura
County, Assessor Parcel No. 156-0-180-285. The site is the new preferred alternative, also
known as Site 5.

Project Background:
The Project backdates to 2005 when the Lead Agency conducted a feasibility study to
determine the acceptable levels of total dissolved solids (TDS), chloride, sulfate, iron, and
manganese necessary for potable consumption. The Lead Agency established standards for
TDS at 330 milligrams per liter and chloride at 80 milligrams per liter; these standards describe
the minimal levels to prevent mass loading in wastewater produced after potable consumption.
The 2005 feasibility study also identified green sand filtration with reverse osmosis to be the
most effective treatment process.

The Project is included in the 2008 Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan, 2008
Calleguas Creek Salts Total Milligrams Dissolved per Liter (TMDL), and the 2006 Watershed
Coalition of Ventura County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The Lead Agency
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asserts that the Project is consistent with the above-mentioned Plans. The Lead Agency
additionally states that the Project is included in the 2007 Fox Canyon Groundwater
Management Plan and proposed an overall benefit to the prevention of water quality
degradation in the North Pleasant Valley Basin (NPVB) aquifer.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the following mitigation recommendations below to assist the Lead Agency in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project's significant or potentially significant, direct
and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. CDFW recommends the New
Proposed Action, Site 5, as the least environmentally impactful location for the proposed
Project.

I. Project Description and Shortcoming:

Issue #1: The Lead Agency's DSEIR describes the pumping of the wells (Well A and Well B) at
3,000 gallons per minute (gpm) of ground water; a total of 6,000 gpm (3.54789 per year (billion)).
This is in addition to the continuous pumping of 4,700 acre-feet (1.5316 GA (billion)) of water
from the Camarillo Airport well. The Lead Agency is proposing a future fourth well, not yet
analyzed.

Specific impact: The pumping of 3.54789GA plus 1.5316 GA (billion) of brackish groundwater
per year from the NPVB aquifer.

Why impact would occur: The removal of brackish water from the NPVB aquifer would
remove the mounding of the brackish water, support Camarillo residents and other end-users by
reducing the reliance of the City of Camarillo on imported water supplies, and prevent further
seawater intrusion into the NPVB aquifer.

Evidence impact would be significant: The report prepared by Steven Bachman, 2016, for
the Project, stated that a reduction in the fresh water aquifer is certain, because of the Project;
but necessary to eliminate the brackish water mound. Griffin and Anchukaitis (2014) stated "the
current [drought] event is the most severe drought in the last 1200 years, with single year (2014)
and accumulated moisture deficits worse than any previous continuous span of dry years (Page
9017). Due to the unprecedented drought, many riparian areas along the primary watersheds
within the Project area are stressed, or decimated, and have attributed to the decline in
vulnerable biological resources (Coates, Dennison, Roberts, Roth, 2015; Pratt et al., 2014). The
trade-off the Lead Agency is proposing is less reliance on imported water by increased pumping
of groundwater from the NPVB aquifer to eliminate the brackish water mound and increase
water quality to end-users in the NPVB. However, the Lead Agency has not adequately
analyzed how the drawdown of the freshwater may affect deep-rooted trees, such as coast live
oaks (Quercus agrifolia) located within the NPVB. Specifically, CDFW is concerned that many
riparian and in-stream wetland biological resources within the Arroyo Las Posas, Calleguas, and
Conjeo watersheds may be unable to reach freshwater as it is drawn down and their taproots
unable to obtain sufficient water for their continued viability. Absent substantial evidence in the
record and or the incorporation of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain
significant.
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Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: The Bachman study utilized by the
Lead Agency for the levels of brackish groundwater removed stated that a drop, or decline in
the freshwater aquifer are assured. The Bachman study has described several monitoring
strategies, contingency strategies, and mitigating strategies to ensure that when all the
mounded brackish water is removed pumping must revert to the standards put in place by the
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). CDFW recommends that the
additional proposed monitoring wells described in the Bachman report are installed and
monitored. Monitoring wells should be used to determine when desalination has occurred, and
pumping at the current levels should cease. In addition, CDFW recommends that the Lead
Agency develop a plan that contemplates future actions once remediation of brackish water is
complete and the reliance on the NPVB aquifer, removal of 3.54789 GA, will no longer be
sustainable. Reduction of imported water during the brackish water remediation is occurring is a
short-term solution (predicted at 25 years, maximum).

II. Environmental Setting and Shortcomings

Issue #1: The Conejo and Calleguas creeks, both perennial streams, have the potential to
support a wide variety of state-listed, state species of special concern, and native aquatic and
terrestrial species. The Project proposes an increase removal of groundwater that could affect
surface hydrology and water quality in the Conejo and Calleguas streams, as well as, its
functions and values. Consequently, it may become uninhabitable for local fish and wildlife
species. Absent substantial evidence in the record and or the incorporation of avoidance,
minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain significant.

Specific impact: The drawdown of the brackish water mound (billions of gallons) within the
NPVB aquifer affects the level of freshwater water aquifer and availability of upwelling that
supports groundwater dependent resources, on the Arroyo Las Posas, Conejo and Calleguas
streams, critical habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species.

Why impact would occur: The Project proposes removing billions of gallons brackish water
per year for 25 years, from the NPVB aquifer, and desalinizing the water for City of Camarillo
end-users.

Evidence impact would be significant: The removal of billions of gallons of brackish
groundwater each year as proposed from theNPVB aquifer has not been modeled to analyze
the impacts on groundwater dependent resources (GDRs). The modeling predicted in the
Bachman Report (2016) a reduction of the NPVB freshwater aquifer, stated as an unavoidable
impact. The Arroyo Las Posas, Calleguas, and Conjeo watersheds support a suite of state-
listed, state species of special concern, and endemic native aquatic and terrestrial species.
CDFW is concerned that the Lead Agency has not considered the impacts associated with
GDRs. CDFW recommends the Lead Agency identify any GDRs to be monitored during
pumping, and the impacts to GDRs, such as shrubs and tree species that are sustained by
upwelling of groundwater. It is important that these GDRs are monitored to ensure they receive
sufficient groundwater to stay viable, has been noted in several scientific studies (Coates,
Dennison, Roberts, Roth, 2015; Pratt et al., 2014). The removal of billions of gallons of brackish
water from the NPVB aquifer, and predicted drop in the level of the freshwater aquifer by
Bachman (2016) could have devastating effects on GDR biological resources that have not
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been adequately studied by the Lead Agency. Absent substantial evidence in the record and or
the incorporation of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain significant.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: The Lead Agency has not
considered impacts to GDRs. CDFW recommends at least three reference sites, one at each of
the three watersheds impacted by the Project (Arroyo Las Posas, Callegaus, and Conejo) be
identified and monitored long-term. The monitoring program should create identifiable
measurable indicators of declining habitat quality with the GDRs. If it becomes apparent that the
removal of groundwater is having detrimental impacts on the GDRs then contingency or
adaptive management plan should be created to monitor, modify pumping to remediate those
impacts. Wholesale losses of riparian ecosystems reliant on groundwater would be a significant
impact that the Lead Agency must consider in its environmental review for the Project.

Mitigation Measure #2: The amount of water removed from the NPVB aquifer far exceeds the
amount of water returned to the NPVB aquifer. CDFW recommends the City of Camarillo
consider experimental wetlands as another potential remediation use for the pumping of
brackish water. The adjacent Arroyo Las Posas would make an excellent proposed location of
such an experimental wetland. This would also allow for the removal of salts and replenishment
into the freshwater aquifer through recharge. Experimental wetlands have proven to be an
effective beneficial use for saline water and allow increased habitat for biological resources. A
one-acre in-stream wetland could easily be achieved in the Arroyo Las Posas with a dedicated
outflow from the well to be constructed on-site at the NPVGWTF.

Issue #2: The Lead Agency has proposed to stop the flow of excess water from the Camarillo
Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility outfalls into Conejo creek. Downstream
biological resources could be severely impacted by the loss of this dedicated excess water
supply that they have currently received for many years from the Camarillo Sanitation District
Wastewater Treatment Facility.

Specific impact: The pumping of 3.54789GA (billion) of brackish water per year from Wells A,
B, and unnamed well located at NPVGTF from the NPBV aquifer. Additionally, 1.5316 GA
(Billion) of fresh groundwater per year from the NPVB aquifer.

Why impact would occur: The Project proposes stopping the release of treated water from the
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility into Conjeo Creek.

Evidence impact would be significant: The Lead Agency has not fully evaluated the impacts
associated with the loss of this dedicated excess water sources to downstream that have
become acclimated to the presence of this dedicated water source. Therefore, the Lead Agency
does not avoid, minimize, or fully offset potential significant Project-related impacts on biological
resources. Regularly scheduled releases of treated water from the Camarillo Sanitation District
Wastewater Treatment Facility may be necessary to support downstream biological resources
that have become dependent on the historical dedicated excess water releases from the
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility.
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Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s)

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: Conejo Creek, which enters
Calleguas Creek downstream at the confluence of the two streams. The Arroyo Las Posas,
Calleguas, and Conjeo watersheds support a suite of state-listed, state species of special
concern, and endemic native aquatic and terrestrial species. CDFW recommends a rigorous
water quality-monitoring program, including monitoring stations, placed at the outfalls from the
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility. The purposes of these monitoring
station would be to determine when scheduled releases exceeds maximum TDS and Sulfate
standards, and the scheduled release of excess water should be suspended. The next
monitoring report would indicate when excess water is necessary to provided additional water
resources to support riparian systems actively monitored on the Arroyo Las Posas, Calleguas,
and Conejo creeks.

Mitigation Measure #2: To minimize significant impacts: CDFW has regulatory authority
with regard to activities occurring in streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or
wildlife resource. For any activity that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow, or
change the bed, channel, or bank (which may include associated riparian resources) of a river
or stream or use material from a streambed, the Project applicant must provide written
notification to CDFW pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this
notification and other information, CDFW then determines whether a Lake and Streambed
Alteration (LSA) Agreement is required. CDFW's issuance of an LSA Agreement is a project
subject to CEQA. To facilitate issuance of a LSA Agreement, if necessary, the environmental
document should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources and
provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of
the LSA Agreement. Early consultation is recommended, since modification of the proposed
project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Again, the
failure to include this analysis in the Project's environmental document could preclude CDFW
from relying on the Lead Agency's analysis to issue a LSA Agreement without CDFW first
conducting its own, separate Lead Agency subsequent or supplemental analysis for the Project.
Information on submitting a Notification for a LSA Agreement, the current fee schedule, and
timelines required in obtaining an Agreement and found using the following URL:
https://www.wildlife.ca.qov/Conservation/LSA.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd (e)).
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected during
Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB field survey
form located at the following link:
http://www.dfq.ca.qov/bioaeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB FieldSurvevForm.pdf. The completed
form mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.qov.
The types of information reported to CNDDB located at the following link:
http://www.dfq.ca.gov/bioqeodata/cnddb/plants and animals.asp.

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 Lead
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Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee
is required in order 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
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR to assist the Lead Agency in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. Direct questions regarding
this letter, or further coordination, to Ms. Jamie Jackson, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Specialist) at (805) 382-6906 orjamie.jackson@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Betty J. Courtney
Environmental Program Manager I
South Coast Region

ec: Ms. Christine Found-Jackson, CDFW, Newbury Park
Ms. Jamie Jackson, CDFW, Oxnard
Mr. Brock Warmuth, CDFW, Santa Barbara
Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Roger Root, UFWS, roger_root@fws.gov
Valerie Carrillo-Zara, RWQCB, valerie.carrillozarra@waterboards.ca.gov
Jacqueline Phelps, California Coastal Commission, jacqueline.phelps@coastal.ca.gov
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Letter from the State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) dated November 9, 2017

Comment CDFW-1

I. Project Description and Shortcoming: 

Issue #1: The Lead Agency's DSEIR describes the pumping of the wells (Well A and Well B) at 3,000 
gallons per minute (gpm) of ground water; a total of 6,000 gpm (3.54789 per year (billion)). This is in 
addition to the continuous pumping of 4,700 acre-feet (1.5316 GA (billion)) of water from the Camarillo 
Airport well. The Lead Agency is proposing a future fourth well, not yet analyzed. 

Specific impact: The pumping of 3.54789 GA plus 1.5316 GA (billion) of brackish groundwater per year 
from the NPVB aquifer. 

Why impact would occur:  The removal of brackish water from the NPVB aquifer would remove the 
mounding  of  the  brackish  water,  support  Camarillo  residents  and  other  end-users  by  reducing  the 
reliance of the City of Camarillo on imported water supplies, and prevent further seawater intrusion into 
the NPVB aquifer. 

Evidence impact would be significant: The report prepared by Steven Bachman, 2016, for the Project, 
stated that  a  reduction in the fresh water  aquifer  is  certain,  because of  the Project;  but  necessary to 
eliminate the brackish water mound. Griffin and Anchukaitis (2014) stated "the current [drought] event is 
the most severe drought in the last 1200 years, with single year (2014) and accumulated moisture deficits 
worse than any previous continuous span of dry years (Page 9017). Due to the unprecedented drought, 
many riparian areas along the primary watersheds within the Project area are stressed, or decimated, and 
have attributed to the decline in vulnerable biological resources (Coates, Dennison, Roberts, Roth, 2015; 
Pratt  et  al.,  2014).  The trade-off  the Lead Agency is  proposing is  less reliance on imported water by 
increased pumping of groundwater from the NPVB aquifer to eliminate the brackish water mound and 
increase water quality to end-users in the NPVB. However, the Lead Agency has not adequately analyzed 
how the drawdown of the freshwater may affect deep-rooted trees,  such as coast live oaks (Quercus 
agrifolia) located within the NPVB. Specifically, CDFW is concerned that many riparian and in-stream 
wetland biological resources within the Arroyo Las Posas, Calleguas, and Conjeo watersheds may be 
unable to reach freshwater as it is drawn down and their taproots unable to obtain sufficient water for 
their continued viability. Absent substantial evidence in the record and or the incorporation of avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain significant. 

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) 

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: The Bachman study utilized by the Lead Agency 
for the levels of brackish groundwater removed stated that a drop, or decline in the freshwater aquifer are 
assured.  The Bachman study has described several  monitoring strategies,  contingency strategies,  and 
mitigating strategies to ensure that when all the mounded brackish water is removed pumping must 
revert to the standards put in place by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA). 

B- ! North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility12
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CDFW recommends that the additional proposed monitoring wells described in the Bachman report are 
installed and monitored. Monitoring wells should be used to determine when desalination has occurred, 
and pumping at the current levels should cease. In addition, CDFW recommends that the Lead Agency 
develop a plan that contemplates future actions once remediation of brackish water is complete and the 
reliance  on  the  NPVB  aquifer,  removal  of  3.54789  GA,  will  no  longer  be  sustainable.  Reduction  of 
imported water during the brackish water remediation is occurring is a short-term solution (predicted at 
25 years, maximum). 

Response to Comment CDFW-1

This comment pertains to the overall North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility project and 
not the subject of the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA. The impacts associated with groundwater 
extraction were addressed in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA. The commenter 
submitted  comments  on  the  2015  EIR/EA,  but  CDFW staff  did  not  provide  comments  on  the  2016 
Supplemental EIR/EA. The groundwater extraction allocation for the project was approved by the Fox 
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency Board on September 28, 2016.

The Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA evaluates the impacts associated with the development of the 
groundwater treatment facility at two new sites that were not addressed in the 2015 Final EIR/EA and the 
2016 Supplemental EIR/EA. The amount of water and the locations of the groundwater production wells 
would remain unchanged from what was evaluated in the 2016 Supplemental EIR/EA.

That being said, the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility would obtain groundwater 
from the Fox Canyon Aquifer. This aquifer is located at least 400 feet below the ground surface. It is also 
located below the shallow aquifer at the ground surface, followed by the upper aquifer system and then 
by the Hueneme Aquifer. The live oak trees referenced in this comment have roots extending to a depth of 
approximately 39 feet. The wetland and riparian resources referenced in this comment have shorter roots 
than the oak trees. All of these resources obtain their water from the shallow aquifer. Therefore, the North 
Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility would not be expected to reduce shallow aquifer water 
levels for native and riparian resources.

The 2015 EIR/EA concluded that the proposed groundwater production rates are less than the current 
surface flow rates in the Arroyo Las Posas. Therefore, mitigation measures such as the recommended 
monitoring of riparian habitat are not necessary for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment 
Facility project.

Comment CDFW-2

II. Environmental Setting and Shortcomings 

Issue #1: The Conejo and Calleguas creeks, both perennial streams, have the potential to support a wide 
variety of  state-listed,  state species of  special  concern,  and native aquatic and terrestrial  species.  The 
Project  proposes  an increase  removal  of  groundwater  that  could affect  surface  hydrology and water 
quality in the Conejo and Calleguas streams, as well as, its functions and values. Consequently, it may 
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become uninhabitable for local fish and wildlife species. Absent substantial evidence in the record and or 
the incorporation of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain significant. 

Specific  impact:  The  drawdown of  the  brackish  water  mound (billions  of  gallons)  within  the  NPVB 
aquifer  affects  the  level  of  freshwater  water  aquifer  and  availability  of  upwelling  that  supports 
groundwater  dependent  resources,  on  the  Arroyo  Las  Posas,  Conejo  and  Calleguas  streams,  critical 
habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species. 

Why impact would occur: The Project proposes removing billions of gallons brackish water per year for 
25 years, from the NPVB aquifer, and desalinizing the water for City of Camarillo end-users. 

Evidence impact would be significant: The removal of billions of gallons of brackish groundwater each 
year as proposed from theNPVB aquifer has not been modeled to analyze the impacts on groundwater 
dependent resources (GDRs). The modeling predicted in the Bachman Report (2016) a reduction of the 
NPVB freshwater aquifer, stated as an unavoidable impact. The Arroyo Las Posas, Calleguas, and Conjeo 
watersheds support a suite of state-listed, state species of special concern, and endemic native aquatic 
and  terrestrial  species.  CDFW  is  concerned  that  the  Lead  Agency  has  not  considered  the  impacts 
associated with GDRs. CDFW recommends the Lead Agency identify any GDRs to be monitored during 
pumping, and the impacts to GDRs, such as shrubs and tree species that are sustained by upwelling of 
groundwater. It is important that these GDRs are monitored to ensure they receive sufficient groundwater 
to stay viable, has been noted in several scientific studies (Coates, Dennison, Roberts, Roth, 2015; Pratt et 
al., 2014). The removal of billions of gallons of brackish water from the NPVB aquifer, and predicted drop 
in the level of the freshwater aquifer by Bachman (2016) could have devastating effects on GDR biological 
resources that have not been adequately studied by the Lead Agency. Absent substantial evidence in the 
record and or the incorporation of avoidance, minimization, or mitigation the impacts remain significant. 

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) 

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: The Lead Agency has not considered impacts to 
GDRs. CDFW recommends at least three reference sites, one at each of the three watersheds impacted by 
the  Project  (Arroyo  Las  Posas,  Callegaus,  and  Conejo)  be  identified  and  monitored  long-term.  The 
monitoring program should create identifiable measurable indicators of declining habitat quality with the 
GDRs. If  it  becomes apparent that the removal of groundwater is having detrimental impacts on the 
GDRs then contingency or adaptive management plan should be created to monitor, modify pumping to 
remediate those impacts. Wholesale losses of riparian ecosystems reliant on groundwater would be a 
significant impact that the Lead Agency must consider in its environmental review for the Project. 

Mitigation Measure #2: The amount of water removed from the NPVB aquifer far exceeds the amount of 
water returned to the NPVB aquifer. CDFW recommends the City of Camarillo consider experimental 
wetlands as another potential remediation use for the pumping of brackish water. The adjacent Arroyo 
Las Posas would make an excellent proposed location of such an experimental wetland. This would also 
allow  for  the  removal  of  salts  and  replenishment  into  the  freshwater  aquifer  through  recharge. 
Experimental wetlands have proven to be an effective beneficial use for saline water and allow increased 
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habitat for biological resources. A one-acre in-stream wetland could easily be achieved in the Arroyo Las 
Posas with a dedicated outflow from the well to be constructed on-site at the NPVGWTF. 

Response to Comment CDFW-2

Please  see  the  Response  to  Comment  CDFW-1.  The  North  Pleasant  Valley  Groundwater  Treatment 
Facility  project  is  not  expected  to  affect  groundwater  dependent  resources.  Therefore,  mitigation 
measures  such  as  the  recommended  monitoring  of  riparian  habitat  or  the  creation  of  experimental 
wetlands are not necessary for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility project.

Comment CDFW-3

Issue #2: The Lead Agency has proposed to stop the flow of excess water from the Camarillo Sanitation 
District Wastewater Treatment Facility outfalls into Conejo creek. Downstream biological resources could 
be severely impacted by the loss of this dedicated excess water supply that they have currently received 
for many years from the Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

Specific impact: The pumping of 3.54789 GA (billion) of brackish water per year from Wells A, B, and 
unnamed well  located at  NPVGTF from the NPBV aquifer.  Additionally,  1.5316  GA (Billion)  of  fresh 
groundwater per year from the NPVB aquifer. 

Why impact would occur: The Project proposes stopping the release of treated water from the Camarillo 
Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility into Conjeo Creek. 

Evidence impact would be significant: The Lead Agency has not fully evaluated the impacts associated 
with the loss of this dedicated excess water sources to downstream that have become acclimated to the 
presence of this dedicated water source. Therefore, the Lead Agency does not avoid, minimize, or fully 
offset potential significant Project-related impacts on biological resources. Regularly scheduled releases of 
treated water from the Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility may be necessary to 
support downstream biological resources that have become dependent on the historical dedicated excess 
water releases from the Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) 

Mitigation Measure #1: To minimize significant impacts: Conejo Creek, which enters Calleguas Creek 
downstream  at  the  confluence  of  the  two  streams.  The  Arroyo  Las  Posas,  Calleguas,  and  Conjeo 
watersheds support a suite of state-listed, state species of special concern, and endemic native aquatic 
and  terrestrial  species.  CDFW  recommends  a  rigorous  water  quality-monitoring  program,  including 
monitoring stations, placed at the outfalls from the Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment 
Facility.  The  purposes  of  these  monitoring  station  would  be  to  determine  when  scheduled  releases 
exceeds  maximum TDS and Sulfate  standards,  and the  scheduled release  of  excess  water  should be 
suspended.  The  next  monitoring  report  would  indicate  when excess  water  is  necessary  to  provided 
additional  water  resources  to  support  riparian systems actively  monitored on the Arroyo Las  Posas, 
Calleguas, and Conejo creeks. 

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA !15
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Mitigation Measure #2: To minimize significant impacts: CDFW has regulatory authority with regard to 
activities occurring in streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife resource. For 
any activity that will substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank 
(which may include associated riparian resources) of a river or stream or use material from a streambed, 
the Project applicant must provide written notification to CDFW pursuant to Section 1602 of the Fish and 
Game Code. Based on this notification and other information, CDFW then determines whether a Lake 
and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement is  required.  CDFW's issuance of  an LSA Agreement is  a 
project  subject  to  CEQA.  To  facilitate  issuance  of  a  LSA Agreement,  if  necessary,  the  environmental 
document should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream or riparian resources and provide 
adequate  avoidance,  mitigation,  monitoring  and  reporting  commitments  for  issuance  of  the  LSA 
Agreement.  Early  consultation  is  recommended,  since  modification  of  the  proposed  project  may  be 
required to avoid or reduce impacts  to fish and wildlife  resources.  Again,  the failure to include this 
analysis  in  the  Project's  environmental  document  could  preclude  CDFW  from  relying  on  the  Lead 
Agency's  analysis  to  issue a  LSA Agreement without  CDFW first  conducting its  own,  separate  Lead 
Agency subsequent or supplemental analysis for the Project. Information on submitting a Notification for 
a LSA Agreement, the current fee schedule, and timelines required in obtaining an Agreement and found 
using the following URL: https://www.wildlife.ca.qov/Conservation/LSA. 

Response to Comment CDFW-3

Please see the Response to Comment CDFW-1 The North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility 
project  is  not  expected  to  reduce  surface  water  levels  in  Conejo  Creek.  The  North  Pleasant  Valley 
Groundwater Treatment Facility would not withdraw any water from this creek.  The North Pleasant 
Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility project also does not include any components that would divert 
or obstruct flow or change the bed, channel or bank of any stream. Therefore, a streambed alteration 
agreement is not required. The potential for the City of Camarillo to reduce the amount of water from the 
Camarillo Sanitation District Wastewater Treatment Facility is a separate action that is unrelated to the 
North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility project. The North Pleasant Valley Groundwater 
Treatment Facility project would have no project-specific or cumulative impacts regarding the amount of 
water released to Conejo Creek.

Comment CDFW-4

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative declarations be 
incorporated into a database, which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental 
determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd (e)). Accordingly, please report any special status 
species  and natural  communities  detected during Project  surveys to  the California  Natural  Diversity 
Database  (CNDDB).  The  CNNDB  field  survey  form  located  at  the  following  link:  http://
www.dfq.ca.qov/bioaeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB FieldSurvevForm.pdf.  The  completed  form mailed 
electronically  to  CNDDB  at  the  following  email  address:  CNDDB@wildlife.ca.qov.  The  types  of 
information  reported  to  CNDDB  located  at  the  following  link:  http://www.dfq.ca.gov/bioqeodata/
cnddb/plants and animals.asp. 

B- ! North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility16
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Response to Comment CDFW-4

All  proposed  facilities  (including  pipelines)  would  be  located  in  agricultural  areas  (row  crops)  or 
roadway right-of-ways, with no removal of vegetation (including landscaping). The immediate project 
area does not provide suitable habitat for special status species. Therefore, field surveys for special status 
species and natural communities were not required for the 2015 Final EIR/EA, the 2016 Supplemental 
EIR/EA, or the Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA.

Comment CDFW-5

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 Lead Agency and serve to 
help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is required in order 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). 

Response to Comment CDFW-5

The City of Camarillo will pay all applicable fees as required.

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA !17
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G R O U N D W A T E R M A N A G E M E N T A G E N C Y |
A STATE Of CALIFORNIA WATER AGENCY

B O A R D O F D I R E C T O R S E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E R
E u g e n e F . W e s t , C h a i r , D i r e c t o r , C a m r o s a W a t e r D i s t r i c t J e f f P r a t t , P . E .
David Borchard, Vice Chair, Farmer, Agricultural Representative
Steve Bennett, Supervisor, County of Ventura
Charlotte Craven, Councilperson, City of Camarillo
Robert Eranio, Director, United Water Conservation District

October 25,2017

Lucia McGovern, Project Manager
City of Camarillo - City Hall
601 Carmen Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF CITY OF CAMARILLO'S (CITY) DRAFT SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DSEIR) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE
NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER TREATMENT FACILITY, SCH NO.
2013091065

Dear Ms. McGovern:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSSEIR), prepared by
Cadence Environmental Consultants for the City of Camarillo (City) dated September 2017. The DSSEIR
reflects changes in the locations of the groundwater treatment facility and proposed alternate groundwater
treatment facility. The monitoring and contingency portion of the Water Resources Section (pages 90 through
98) of the DSSEIR is inconsistent with the revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan (attached) approved by the
Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Board on March 22, 2017.

The City petitioned the FCGMA to grant a groundwater extraction allocation for the project, separate from the
City's regular groundwater extraction allocation. The FCGMA Board on September 28,2016 adopted Resolution
No. 2016-04 (Resolution) which grants a groundwater extraction allocation for the project. The Resolution
included a Monitoring and Contingency Plan. In accordance with the requirements of the Resolution, the City
prepared a revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan to replace the original Monitoring and Contingency Plan.
The FCGMA Board approved the revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan on March 22, 2017.

The DSSEIR should be revised to be consistent with the revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan prepared by
the City and approved by the FCGMA Board.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (805) 654-2954.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Riedel, P.G.
Groundwater Specialist

Attachment: Revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan, version 3/14/17

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1610
(805) 654-2014 FAX: (805) 654-3350

Website: ww w. fen ma. ori>

F:\gma\BusinessAdministration\Correspondence\2017\171005_ReviewofDSSEIR_Cily_of_Camarillo_GW_Desalter_Project.docx
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Attachment No. 1
NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER DESALTER PROJECT

MONITORING AND CONTINGENCY PLAN - REVISED

This revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan (MCP) is included as an attachment to Fox
Canyon Groundwater Management Agency's (FCGMA's) Resolution No. 2016-04 (Resolution).
In the final Resolution, adopted on September 28th, 2016, the City of Camarillo (City) was directed
to update the MCP within six (6) months of the Resolution's adoption. This revised MCP is
updated in response to Resolution 16-04 and is intended for a maximum extraction of 4,500 acre-
feet per year (AFY) for operation of the Desalter Project.

The purposes of the MCP are to: delineate the brackish groundwater plume, monitor
groundwater quality, groundwater levels, basin recharge, and regional effects for subsidence and
seawater intrusion. The monitoring program will receive input from dedicated monitoring and
groundwater supply wells, located throughout the Pleasant Valley basin. The monitoring wells are
grouped by location and parameter sampled. Wells will be monitored in the following general
groups (Figure 1): northern portion of the Pleasant Valley basin area, wells in the project area,
project extraction wells, and regional wells for groundwater trend evaluation. The details on the
monitoring and contingency program are described in the following sections.
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Figure 1: Monitoring Well Locations and Identification
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Groundwater Monitoring: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area. Four
dedicated nested monitoring well sites will be used - three new nested monitoring wells and one
existing USGS nested monitoring well site, 02N21W34G03. The purpose of the monitoring wells
is two-fold: establishing baseline information and tracking the progress of the desalter project as
it pulls salts from the basin. The recommended approximate locations of the dedicated monitoring
wells are indicated in Figure 1 as well sites "A", "B" and UC". The precise locations of the new
monitoring wells shall be identified by a qualified hydrogeologist. The monitoring wells shall be in
operation prior to project-related groundwater pumping to allow baseline groundwater data to be
collected.

Table 1: Northern Portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin Area Well Information.

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

Well Site
A1 U reassigned City of Camarillo 1100

70-170
420-640
680-1040

Upper Aquifer
System, Hueneme,

Fox Canyon

Well Site
B1 Unassigned City of Camarillo 1150 70-110

620-740
830-1090

Upper Aquifer
System

Hueneme
Fox Canyon

Well Site
C1 Unassigned City of Camarillo 1150

60-140
440-560
650-1080

Upper Aquifer
System Hueneme

Fox Canyon
34G3 02N21W34G03S USGS/United Water 860 800-860 Fox Canyon

1Wells have not been constructed yet and therefore do not have a State Well ID number. The screened perforations
shall be determined after a geophysical log is run, however, anticipated screen depths have been provided.

The nested monitoring wells shall be completed at multiple depths (e.g., typical U.S.
Geological Survey monitoring well), with each sampled zone sealed from the rest of the well.
Recommended monitoring well depths and screen intervals are provided for each new nested
monitoring well site in Table 1. The actual screened intervals shall be determined after a
geophysical log is run, between the time the well is drilled and it is cased. Each screened interval
shall be continuously gravel-packed from 10 to 20 feet below the screen to 10 to 20 feet above
the screen. A bentonite seal shall be placed at the bottom of the hole and between each screened
interval.

The monitoring wells shall be designed such that a transducer can be installed and a
submersible pump temporarily lowered in each well for sampling. A transducer/data logger shall
be installed in each screened casing, with data downloaded periodically. Table 2 lists data to be
collected at each Northern Pleasant Valley basin monitoring well.

version 3/14/17

OCT 2 7 20:;

Item «U8ta'§e\tf QFte

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1169 of 1199



Table 2: Northern Pleasant Valley Basin Monitoring Well Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency
TDS (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Chloride (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Manganese (mg/l) Grab Quarterly
Groundwater level (each
zone) Grab Quarterly

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Continuous transducer (3
hour intervals)

Download data each
quarter

Conductivity (each zone) Grab Quarterly

Conductivity (each zone)
Continuous transducer (3
hour intervals)

Download data each
quarter

Groundwater Monitoring: Wells in Project Area. The groundwater elevation and
water quality of existing groundwater production wells near the project wells shall also be
monitored, including downgradient Pleasant Valley Mutual Water Company wells
(02N20W19M06 or -19E01), a Bell Ranch well (02N20W19B01), an OUHSD well
(02N20W19B02S) and lateral well to the east (02N20W20E02). Well information for the Wells in
Project Area are provided in Table 3. Data to be collected at each Weil in Project Area is provided
in Table 4.

Table 3: Wells in Project Area Well information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

19E1 02N20W19E01S Pleasant Valley
Mutual 884 564-864 Fox Canyon

19M6 02N20W19M06S Pleasant Valley
Mutual 800 540-800 Fox Canyon

19B1 02N20W19B01S Bell Ranch 660 400-650 Fox Canyon
19B2 02N20W19B02S OUHSD 650 400-650 Fox Canyon
20E2

(Lateral
Well)

02N20W20E02S St. John Seminary1 875 479-875 Fox Canyon

transducer to be installed if allowed by the well owner. If the City is unable to execute an Agreement with the well
owner, then the City will drill a monitoring well that has a location, and design which is agreeable to the FCGMA.
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Table 4: Wells in Project Area Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency

TDS (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Chloride (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Manganese (mg/l) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Groundwater level (each
zone)

Continuous transducer* (3
hour intervals) Download data quarterly

Conductivity (each zone) Grab Semi-annually (April and
October)

Conductivity (each zone) Continuous transducer* (3
hour intervals) Download data quarterly

Groundwater Monitoring: Project Extraction Wells. The groundwater elevation
and water quality of project extraction wells shall also be monitored. Well information for the
Project Extraction Wells are provided in Table 5. Data to be collected at each Project Extraction
Well is provided in Table 6.

Table 5: Project Extraction Wells Well Information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Pert,
(ft. BGS) Aquifer

19F4 02N20W19F04S City of Camarillo 759 459-759 Fox Canyon

19L5 02N20W19L05S City of Camarillo 830 467-830 Fox Canyon
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Table 6: Project Extraction Well Data Collection

Parameter Sample Type Frequency
TDS (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Chloride (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Sulfate (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Manganese (mg/l) Grab Monthly
Groundwater level (static) Grab Monthly
Conductivity Grab Monthly

Monitoring consistent with DDW permit

Groundwater Monitoring: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation.
Regional monitoring shall be conducted to detect regional trends (e.g., drought conditions,
regional water quality changes) that may affect groundwater conditions at wells affected by the
project. Wells 02N21W35M02 and 02N21W34G03 shall be used for regional monitoring. Data
to be collected includes semi-annual (April and October) grab samples for groundwater level and
conductivity. Well information for the Regional Weils for Groundwater Trend Evaluation are
provided in Table 7.

Table 7: Regional Wells for Groundwater Trend Evaluation Well Information

MCP
Well ID State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth (ft

BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

34G3 02N21W34G03S USGS 860 800-860 Fox Canyon

35M2 02N21W35M02S PV County 1100 700-1100 Fox Canyon

Surface Water Monitoring: Monthly review of the amount of base flow into the
Pleasant Valley (PV) Basin along Arroyo Las Posas is important to the project's operation.
Because this baseflow is the source of the brackish water that infiltrates into the PV Basin, the
amount of baseflow in the future will determine whether the PV Basin will continue to be degraded
or, if upstream desalters capture much of this water, when the degradation may cease and the
NPV desalter project can complete its extraction and remediation of the brackish mound.

Monitoring baseflow leaving the East Las Posas Basin is of interest, both to proponents of this
project and future desalter projects in the East Las Posas Basin. Calleguas MWD has funded
surface flow monitoring studies, conducted by Larry Walker Associates, of the Arroyo Las Posas
in 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015.

In 2014, following extensive stream flow monitoring in 2012 and 2013, Calleguas MWD began
monitoring only the stream flow terminus. The City will partner with Calleguas MWD to continue
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monitoring and mapping the stream flow terminus. Calleguas MWD monitors stream flow
terminus during the dry months from May to December. The City will continue monthly monitoring
of the terminus during the wet months, from January through April to create a continuous dataset
of the Arroyo Las Posas terminus. Visual observations are recommended for monitoring in the
area to determine whether surface flows from East Las Posas Basin are entering PV Basin. In
the event Calleguas MWD discontinues monitoring, the City will continue with year-round monthly
monitoring of the stream flow terminus.

Following extensive stream flow monitoring, the studies have found that installation of a
permanent gauging station in this portion of the Arroyo Las Posas is not feasible. Problems
include a wandering flowing channel, variable flow terminus, extensive vegetation management,
sediment management and other difficulties prohibit gauge installation. The City will estimate
base and storm flow into the PV Basin using the methodology established in the NPV Desalter
Groundwater Analysis & Modeling (Bachman, 2016). The City will use two permanent gauge
sites: one at Hitch Blvd (Gauges #841, 841a, located in East Las Posas Basin), and the other
downstream near Highway 101 (Gauges #806, 806a, located in PV Basin). Flows subtracted
from each station could provide rough estimates of surface/groundwater flows entering PV Basin.
Monitoring at these gauge sites in conjunction with monitoring the stream flow terminus will help
further basin recharge understanding.

Subsurface Inflow. Calleguas MWD recently installed a shallow monitoring well
(02N20W17J06) at the edge of the East Las Posas/Pleasant Valley basin. This well is heavily
influenced by flow of the Arroyo Las Posas, evidenced by the well going completely dry in 2016.
The shallow well is approximately 200-ft deep with perforations between 62-ft and 142-ft. Well
information for the shallow well is provided in Table 8. A permanent transducer in the wells logs
groundwater level, temperature and conductivity every half-hour. The City will have access to the
well data and will download data from the well quarterly. Well data will be used to estimate
subsurface flow using Darcy's Law equation, if a correlation can be developed.

Table 8: Subsurface Inflow Well Information

MCP
Well

ID
State Well ID Owner

Well
Depth

(ft BGS)

Perf.
(ft BGS) Aquifer

17J6 02N20W17J06S Calleguas MWD 142 62-142 Shallow/Upper
Aquifer System

Monitoring for Subsidence. The proposed groundwater elevation contingency
measures would avoid groundwater elevations from dropping below historic levels in both project
areas, the northern portion of the Pleasant Valley Basin and the southwestern potion of the Basin,
such that subsidence would be avoided. The City shall monitor surface elevations to detect
subsidence and ensure contingency measures are effective.

The location and elevation of the project and City extraction wells, new and existing
monitoring wells shall be surveyed (traditional survey or LIDAR) to serve as a baseline to detect
subsidence. To ensure detection of any subsidence, both the wellhead and the nearby ground
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surface shall be surveyed. The monitoring wells and adjacent ground surfaces shall be
resurveyed every 5 years to detect any changes in elevation related to subsidence.

CONTINGENCIES
Groundwater Elevation Contingency Measures. These measures are based on

numerical values/ groundwater elevations (triggers) as measured at specified wells (State Well
Numbers (SWNs) 02N20W19E01S, or 02N20W19M06S at which action would be taken to avoid
approaching and dropping below historic low groundwater elevations. For the wells in the
northern portion of the PV Basin, when static (non-pumping) groundwater elevations reach 126
feet below mean sea level in the specified well, reductions in pumping from project extraction
wells would be implemented. The amount of pumping reduction shall be based on water
elevations observed at the extraction wells in the sequence indicated in Table 9. If water levels
recover, pumping can then be increased using the same sequence.
Groundwater modeling indicates implementation of these contingency measures would avoid
reducing groundwater elevations below historic lows under cumulative conditions (Bachman,
2016).

Table 9: Groundwater Pumping Reduction Contingency Triggers In North Pleasant Valley

Measured Static Groundwater
Elevation (ft msl) at 19E01 or

19M06
Pumping

Reduction (%)

-126 10
-140 20
-150 30
-153 40
-157 50
-160 75
-168 100

Contingency Plan for Water Quality. A purpose of the Desalter Project is to pump
brackish water, treat it to remove salts, and discharge the salts from the watershed. With the
adoption of Resolution No. 2016-04 the FCGMA has provided a project specific extraction
allocation to pump and treat the brackish water and remediate the brackish water plume without
the use of City's groundwater extraction allocation or credits. The movement of salts can be more
complex than modeled for this Project - particle tracking assumes plug flow (no dispersion or
dilution) - and the aquifer is very likely to be more complex in its geometry and internal bedding
than can be modeled. In reality, the water extracted for desalting may vary in salt content from
day-to-day and month-to-month. Such variation is expected/cannot be avoided, and does not
detract from the goals of the Project or the benefits of the Project to the aquifer.
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As the Project matures and the travel paths of brackish water become more complex as the
salts are recovered from aquifer areas further away from Project pumping, there are likely to be
episodic periods when individual wells pump fresh water. Although this cannot be avoided when
attempting to clean up the entire area of brackish groundwater, a contingency plan for FCGMA
allocations and credits is prudent. The purpose of this section of the contingency plan is to
differentiate between extended pumping of fresh groundwater (which would require the use of
FCGMA allocations and/or credits) and pumping of primarily brackish groundwater (which would
fit under the FCGMA policy related to pumping and treating brackish groundwater).

Analytical test results can be variable, and single water quality test results cannot characterize
the duration, magnitude, or frequency of the measured quality. Therefore, it is recommended that
a weighted average of single water quality test results collected from the extraction wells should
be used as triggers to initiate a response, rather than only as a means to determine whether
brackish water is being pumped.

As discussed previously, the salt content of brackish groundwater pumped by the Project is
likely to vary episodically with time. Thus, the determination of primarily brackish groundwater
must take this into account. For purposes of defining primarily brackish groundwater, four
components were examined - manganese, chloride, sulfate, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).
In all cases, concentrations were lower prior to the influence of the brackish water and
considerably higher after the introduction of brackish water. Water Quality Objectives1 and/or
drinking water MCLs are currently being exceeded for all four constituents.

High sulfate concentrations are problematic for municipal drinking water, whereas high chloride
concentrations are problematic for agricultural irrigation. As the most reliable constituent to use
as an index of fresh and brackish water, Manganese is used here as the benchmark for project
water quality. It is recommended that the criteria for brackish water be a threshold of 50 ug/L for
Manganese to reflect historical concentrations and the secondary drinking water MCL. Using this
threshold, pumped groundwater with Manganese concentrations above 50 ug/L would be
considered brackish water and its removal beneficial to the aquifers.

At some time in the future, Project wells will likely start pumping a mixture of brackish and
ambient groundwater as the brackish water is removed. It is unlikely that the transition from
brackish to ambient groundwater will be a sharp break - it is most likely to be transitional, with
periods of pumping brackish and fresher water. Given this scenario, there must be criteria for
determining how this transition is considered. It is recommended that when Manganese
concentrations drop below 50 ug/L in any project extraction well, a verification period would begin
to ensure that brackish water has indeed been removed from the portion of the aquifer supplying
water to the well. This verification period would be one year in duration, with water quality testing
increased to monthly during the period. If, after one year, Manganese remained below 50 ug/L,
then subsequent pumping would be debited against the City's extraction allocation.

1 Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region, 1995, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality ControLBQard.j)»J-
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If future pumping of water from a Project well that has transitioned from brackish to fresh water
returns to a brackish water condition, then the verification period would be reversed - it would
require one year of verified pumping of groundwater above 50 ug/L for Manganese to return the
well to a brackish water status. These criteria are summarized in the table below. The operational
triggers for groundwater quality can be found in Table 10.

Table 10: Groundwater Quality Contingency Triggers

Contingency
Project well pumping
brackish water has

Manganese drop below 50
ug/L

Project well pumping fresh
water has Manganese

increase to above 50 ug/L

Action Begin one year verification period Begin one year verification period
Considered
Fresh Water

Monthly testing remains 50 ug/L for
Manganese during verification

period

Any monthly test is below 50 ug/L
Manganese

Addt'l
Evaluation

Evaluate whether regional
conditions contributed to drop

Any monthly test exceeds 50 ug/L
Manganese

Evaluate whether regional
conditions contributed to increase

Considered
Brackish Water

Monthly tests remain above 50
ug/L Manganese for verification

period _

Termination of
Action

One year of pumping below 50
ug/L Manganese (reverts to fresh
water) or any monthly test greater
than 50 ug/L Manganese (remains

brackish water)

One year of pumping above 50
ug/L Manganese (reverts to

brackish water) or any test less
than 50 ug/L Manganese (remains

fresh water)
FCGMA
Allocation

Project specific allocation Prorated use of City's allocation*

Sunset
Provision

If well pumps fresh water for 24 consecutive months, well permanently
reverts to fresh water status

Contingency Plan for Seawater Intrusion. Although significant impacts related to
seawater intrusion are not anticipated, these contingency measures are provided to address
unforeseen conditions that may cause extension of the pumping depression towards the project
area. These contingency measures are based on maintaining a seaward groundwater gradient
between the project and the pumping depression located along the southern and western edge
of the PV basin. The depressions in the groundwater surface of the Upper and Lower Aquifer
systems are associated with seawater intrusion. The critical area for this gradient is where there
is currently a sharp groundwater gradient towards the pumping depression which minimizes the
potential for the pumping depression to expand eastward and increase the size and depth of the
depression.

To calculate this gradient, two wells were selected - one an existing USGS monitoring well
(2N/21W-34G3) and the other a new nested monitoring well to be constructed as part of this
project (project Monitoring Well B, located near City Hall). The locations of the two wells are
shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The groundwater elevations will be compared using the
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equivalent aquifer strata at each location. The current estimated gradient between the two
monitoring wells is southwestward with a hydraulic head difference of 85 feet over a distance of
approximately one (1) mile.

When the static (non-pumping) groundwater elevation differential between these two locations
decreases to 15 feet or less between the two wells (elevation in Monitoring Well B minus elevation
in 34G3 well), automatic cutbacks in project pumping would be implemented and the FCGMA
would be informed of the trigger exceedance. The mitigation would be that project pumping would
be reduced as indicated in Table 11. If this action does not mitigate the problem, then pumping
would be reduced an additional percentage based on Table 11. This step-wise reduction would
continue until either the difference in groundwater elevations stabilizes or project production has
been eliminated.

Table 11: Seawater Gradient Contingency Triggers

Groundwater Elevation Difference Between
Monitoring Wells B and 34G3 (ft) (Elev B
minus Elev 34G3)

Percent Pumping Reduction
(%)

15 10%
10 20%
7 30%
4 40%
2 50%

0 or negative 100%
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Figure 2: Seawater Intrusion Gradient Monitoring Wells
The opposite would occur rf the difference in groundwater elevations between the two wells

increases. For each step-wise increase in the difference, Table 11 would be used to increase the
percentage of project pumping. When the difference increases to above 15 feet, full project
production would resume.

This seawater contingency trigger method is similar to the water level contingency method to
be used in the project area, where the reduction is progressive and based on the difference
between heads in the two monitoring wells.

Contingency Plan for Subsidence. In order to minimize subsidence caused by the
project, the City will monitor for impacts related to subsidence in the following manner.

(1) The subsidence monitoring will occur in the project area by survey (traditional
survey or LIDAR) every 5 years to detect possible changes in elevation related to
subsidence.

(2) Subsidence will be measured at the project extraction well sites.

(3) If the subsidence is five inches or more in elevation (as part of routine five year
monitoring program) from that detected prior to project operation, then the City
will implement the following actions:

(a) Annual survey monitoring; and
(b) Reduce pumping by 10%

(4) The procedures during the annual survey monitoring will be as follows;
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(a) For each year that the subsidence is greater than one inch the City will reduce
pumping by 5%.

(b) If subsidence is less than one inch per year for two consecutive years, then
the City may increase pumping up to the maximum pumping level as originally
authorized by this Resolution.

Annual Report. An Annual Report shall be prepared summarizing data collected each
calendar year and submitted to FCGMA and interested parties by April 1. The Annual Report
shall include the following information:

•

•

A summary of project monthly groundwater extraction, treatment, and disposal
(brineline) volumes, as well as volume of treated water delivered to City of
Camarillo customers.

Groundwater elevation and water quality data obtained from extraction wells,
monitoring wells, wells near project area, regional monitoring wells, as well as
analyses and conclusions formed from the analyses. A discussion regarding
the health of the basin and region, and regional water quantity and water quality
trends will be included, as well as recommendations for future operations and
monitoring.
Vertical and lateral delineation of the brackish water plume as well as a
summary of observed changes in the location and elevation of the salt plume,
using information obtained from the extraction wells and monitoring wells.

• Summary of basin recharge from the East Las Posas Basin including results
and supporting documentation for surface water and baseflow monitoring
programs, along with calculated surface flow and groundwater inflow from the
East Las Posas Basin

• Subsidence monitoring including results of any regional land survey program.

• Regional maps of groundwater elevation contours to document any effects of
the project on the wider Pleasant Valley Basin.

• Summary of any contingency measures implemented and observed effect on
groundwater elevations.

In addition to the annual reporting, the FCGMA shall be notified within one month of
any unexpected or critical results from project monitoring. Examples of such results include
rapidly dropping water levels, approach of target groundwater elevations, any contingency
triggers reached or exceeded, any implemented pumping reductions or increases, and
unexpected water quality analyses.
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Responses to Comments

Letter from the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) dated 

November 9, 2017

Comment FCGMA-1

Thank  you  for  submitting  the  Draft  Second  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DSSEIR), 
prepared by Cadence Environmental Consultants for the City of Camarillo (City) dated September 2017. 
The DSSEIR reflects changes in the locations of the groundwater treatment facility and proposed alternate 
groundwater treatment facility. The monitoring and contingency portion of the Water Resources Section 
(pages 90 through 98) of the DSSEIR is inconsistent with the revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan 
(attached) approved by the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency (FCGMA) Board on March 
22, 2017. 

The City petitioned the FCGMA to grant a groundwater extraction allocation for the project, separate 
from the City's regular groundwater extraction allocation. The FCGMA Board on September 28,  2016 
adopted Resolution No. 2016-04 (Resolution) which grants a groundwater extraction allocation for the 
project.  The  Resolution  included  a  Monitoring  and  Contingency  Plan.  In  accordance  with  the 
requirements of the Resolution, the City prepared a revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan to replace 
the original Monitoring and Contingency Plan. The FCGMA Board approved the revised Monitoring and 
Contingency Plan on March 22, 2017. 

The  DSSEIR  should  be  revised  to  be  consistent  with  the  revised  Monitoring  and  Contingency  Plan 
prepared by the City and approved by the FCGMA Board. 

Response to Comment FCGMA-1

The Draft Second Supplemental EIR/EA mistakenly incorporated the groundwater mitigation from the 
2016  Supplemental  EIR/EA.  The  text  of  the  Final  Second  Supplemental  EIR/EA will  be  revised  to 
reference the revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan that was prepared by the City and approved by 
the FCGMA Board on March 22, 2017. The revised Monitoring and Contingency Plan will be included as 
Appendix A to the Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA.

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA !31
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ID
James Chuang

Senior Environmental Specialist

SoCalGas
#

Southern California Gas Company
Sempra Energy utilities

GT17E2
555 Fifth Street

Los Angeles, Ca. 90013
S e m p r a E n e r g y u t i l i t y T e l : 2 1 3 - 2 4 4 - 5 8 1 7

Far 323 5182324

11/13/2017

Ms. Lucia McGovern
Project Manager
City of Camarillo City Hall
601 Carmen Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010

Re: North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility Project

Dear Ms. McGovern:

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the Draft
Second Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment
Facility Project. SoCalGas understands that the SEIR is for Phase I of the proposed project, which would involve the
construction and operation of a groundwater treatment facility and one new well to treat up to 4,500 acre-feet/year of
brackish groundwater and provide up to 3,800 acre-feet/year of treated water to the City Water Division's service
area. Phase II would be constructed in the future, as needed, with similar sizing and treated water production.
Reverse osmosis would be used to treat the water, with the resulting brine discharged to the Calleguas Regional
Salinity Management Pipeline. Both phases of the project would be situated within a 4.7 acre area of an existing
agricultural parcel. We respectfully request that the following comments be incorporated in the SEIR.

• SoCalGas has a 4-inch high pressure distribution pipeline underneath Las Posas Drive that traverses along
the southern boundary of the project site.

• SoCalGas recommends that the project proponent call Underground Service Alert at 811 at least two
business days prior to performing any excavation work for the proposed project. Underground Service
Alert will coordinate with SoCalGas and other Utility owners in the area to mark the locations of buried
utility-owned lines.

• Should it be determined that the proposed project may require SoCalGas to abandon and/or relocate or
otherwise modify any portion of its existing natural gas lines, SoCalGas respectfully requests that the
project proponent coordinate with us by calling (800) 427-2000 for Non-residential to follow-up on this
matter.

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Second SEIR. If you have any questions, please
feel free to contact SoCalGas Environmental Review at Envicvicw@sempiautilities.com or (213) 244-5817.

Sincerely,

les Chuang
>enior Environmental Specialist
Southern California Gas Company
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Responses to Comments

Letter from the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) dated November 13, 

2017

Comment SoCalGas-1

SoCalGas has a 4-inch high pressure distribution pipeline underneath Las Posas Drive that traverses 
along the southern boundary of the project site. 

SoCalGas recommends that the project  proponent call  Underground Service Alert  at  811 at  least  two 
business days prior to performing any excavation work for the proposed project. Underground Service 
Alert will coordinate with SoCalGas and other Utility owners in the area to mark the locations of buried 
utility-owned lines. 

Should it be determined that the proposed project may require SoCalGas to abandon and/or relocate or 
otherwise modify any portion of its existing natural gas lines, SoCalGas respectfully requests that the 
project proponent coordinate with us by calling (800) 427-2000 for Non-residential to follow-up on this 
matter.

Response to Comment SoCalGas-1

Prior to the initiation of any ground disturbing activities, the City of Camarillo will survey the affected 
areas for natural gas and other utility/infrastructure facilities. All utility/infrastructure facilities will be 
avoided throughout project construction.

Final Second Supplemental EIR/EA !33
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Responses to Comments
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City of Camarillo 
Department of Public Works 

601 Carmen Drive, Camarillo, CA 93010 
Office: 805.388.5340- Fax: 805.388.5387 

FIRST ADDENDUM TO SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE NORTH PLEASANT VALLEY GROUNDWATER TREATMENT 
FACILITY 

1. Introduction 

The City of Camarillo plans to construct and operate the North Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Treatment Facility to treat 4,500 acre-feet per year of brackish groundwater. 
The Project, located near the northwest corner of Las Posas Road and Lewis Road, will 
produce approximately 3,800 acre-feet per year of potable water, representing 40°/o of the 
City's overall water supply. The first EIR/EA for the project was certified by the City of 
Camarillo City Council on May 27, 2015. A Supplemental EIR/EA was prepared after that 
to evaluate changes to project that included relocated groundwater production wells as 
well as changes to the groundwater modeling. The City of Camarillo City Council certified 
the Supplemental EIR/EA on June 20, 2016. Finally, a Second Supplement EIR/EA was 
prepared to evaluate a site change to the current and final location. The City of Camarillo 
City Council certified the Second Supplemental EIRIEA on December 13, 2017. 

2. Project Modification Description 

Since the approval of the original project (as described in Section 1 of this addendum), a 
minor project modification has occurred that needs to be addressed within the context of 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. City of Camarillo is proposing to obtain financial 
assistance for the approved project through the Local Resources Program (LRP) that is 
administered by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). The 
LRP provides financial incentives to public and private water agencies to encourage local 
development of water recycling, groundwater recovery and seawater desalination . 

Metropolitan offers three different LRP incentive payment structure alternatives to choose 
from: 

Alternative 1: Sliding scale incentives, recalculated annually based on eligible 
project costs incurred each year and Metropolitan's applicable water rates, up to $340 per 
acre-foot over 25 years; 

Alternative 2: Sliding scale incentives up to $4 75 per acre-foot over 15 years; and 

Alternative 3: Fixed incentive up to $305 per acre-foot over 25 years. 

The City of Camarillo has chosen the Alternative 1. 
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As the Lead Agency, City of Camarillo has prepared this addendum to the previously 
second supplemental environmental impact report in support of its discretionary action 
to comply with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. For this proposed project 
modification, Metropolitan will act as a Responsible Agency. 

3. Minor Technical Additions 

This addendum has been prepared since partnering in the original project would require 
a discretionary action by the Lead Agency's decision making body. 

On June 18, 2018, the City of Camarillo submitted the proposal on the North Pleasant Valley 
Groundwater Treatment Facility to Metropolitan. As a Responsible Agency, 
Metropolitan's Board of Directors will review and consider the proposal and 
environmental documentation prepared by City of Camarillo in determining whether or not 
to approve financial assistance for the project within the LRP administrative process. 

The proposed project modification (i.e., a partnership with Metropolitan in the LRP for 
the North Pleasant Valley Groundwater Treatment Facility would be consistent with 
Metropolitan's commitment to develop LRP activities that would increase water supply 
reliability and avoid or defer Metropolitan capital expenditures. 

Therefore, this minor technical change and further clarification to the original project has 
no impact on water supplies or water quality within the Lead Agency's service area. 
Instead, the proposed project modification is an administrative and fiscal action. 

4. Basis for Preparation of Addendum 

Section 15164(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states "The lead agency or a responsible 
agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or 
additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 
for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred." 

The proposed modification to the original project would not result in a tangible change in 
the physical environment. As the Lead Agency for the proposed project modification, 
City of Camarillo is issuing this addendum in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15164). The minor textual additions provided herein are not considered to 

1) constitute a substantial change in the project as originally proposed by the City of 
Camarillo, 

2) lead to substantial changes in the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken, or 

3) constitute new information of substantial importance. Accordingly, an addendum was 
prepared as opposed to a negative declaration or a subsequent environmenta I impact 
report. 

~City Manager Date 

10/8/2019 Board Meeting Revised 8-6 Attachment 2, Page 1199 of 1199


	Revised 8-6 Board Letter
	Attachment 1
	Attachment 2
	_SEIR Cover Page.pdf
	_Table of Contents.pdf
	RESOLUTION 2017-139.pdf
	1 Introduction.pdf
	2 Summary.pdf
	3 Project Description.pdf
	4 Alternatives.pdf
	5 Environmental Impact Analysis.pdf
	5a Aesthetics.pdf
	5b Agricultural & Forestry Resources.pdf
	5c Air Quality.pdf
	5d Cultural Resources.pdf
	5e Greenhouse Gas Emissions.pdf
	5f Hazardous Materials.pdf
	5g Water Resources.pdf
	5h Land Use & Planning.pdf
	5i Noise.pdf
	5j Transportation_Circulation.pdf
	5k Environmental Justice.pdf
	6 Summary of Mitigation Measures and Consequences.pdf
	Appendix A - Revised Groundwater MCP.pdf
	Appendix B - Responses to Comments.pdf
	Final EIR-EA North Pleasant Valley 5.15.pdf
	App_A2_DraftIS_Apr25_08.pdf
	INTRODUCTION
	PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY
	PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY
	PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION
	Alternative Site 1
	Alternative Site 2
	Alternative Site 3
	Alternative Site 4
	Alternative Site 5
	Alternative Site 6
	Alternative Site 7
	Alternative Site 8

	PROJECT BACKGROUND
	PREPARERS OF THE INITIAL STUDY

	PROJECT DESCRIPTION
	PROJECT COMPONENTS
	Groundwater Treatment Facility
	New Well(s)
	Pipelines
	Access
	Emergency Power
	Operation

	CONSTRUCTION
	Treatment and Well Facilities
	Pipelines


	ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
	AESTHETICS
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	AIR QUALITY
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	CULTURAL RESOURCES
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	GEOLOGY AND SOILS
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	LAND USE AND PLANNING
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	MINERAL RESOURCES
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	NOISE
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	POPULATION AND HOUSING
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	PUBLIC SERVICES
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	RECREATION
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study

	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
	Impact Analysis
	Further Study


	CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
	DESCRIPTION OF CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
	DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

	MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
	DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
	REFERENCES
	IS_Cover_TOC.pdf
	April 2008


	App_B_NOP_comments_all.pdf
	VCWPD_NOP_comment.pdf
	WATERSHED PROTECTION DISTRICT


	Northern Pleasant Valley Desalter Analysis  Modeling-Revised Final Report Jan2015.pdf
	1 Introduction
	2 Hydrogeology of Northern Pleasant Valley Basin
	2.1 General Geology
	2.2 Hydrogeology
	Trends in Groundwater Elevations
	Groundwater Quality
	Subsidence
	Aquifer Properties


	3 Analysis of Flow – Arroyo Las Posas
	4 Model Setup
	4.1 Model Hydrogeology
	4.2 Modeling Conditions
	4.3 Steady-State Model
	4.4 Transient Calibration of Model
	Project Modeling
	Model Base Period
	Modeling Inputs
	Base Cases
	Project Scenarios
	Model Results in Groundwater Mound
	Model Results within City of Camarillo
	Model Results at Southern Edge of City of Camarillo
	Further Optimizing of Desalter Wells Locations
	25-Year Project



	5 Particle Tracking
	5.1 Verification of Particle Tracking
	5.2 Particle Tracking Results

	6 Using Model Results
	7 Analysis of Results
	7.1 Project Effects Relative to Current Conditions
	7.2 Effect on Existing Wells
	7.3 Removal of Brackish Water
	7.4 Effect on Water Quality and Seawater Intrusion

	8 Margin of Error
	9 Potential for Land Subsidence During Project
	10 Monitoring and Contingency Plan
	10.1 Monitoring Plan
	Wells as Monitoring Points
	Surface Water Monitoring
	Monitoring Data Analysis
	Reporting

	10.2 Contingency Plan
	Contingency Plan for Groundwater Elevations
	Contingency Triggers for Groundwater Elevations
	Contingency Actions for Groundwater Elevations

	Contingency Plan for Groundwater Quality


	11 Recommendations
	12 Conclusions
	13 Limitations
	14 Appendix
	14.1 Water Quality Graphs
	14.2 Aquifer Testing
	14.3 Additional Calibration Wells
	14.4 Additional Project Results








