Planning Director Staff Report — Hearing on April 21, 2016

County of Ventura + Resource Management Agency * Planning Division
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VERIZON WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
Ojai Valley - Mira Monte Area
Case No. PL14-0197

PROJECT INFORMATION

1.

Request: The applicant requests that a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) be
granted to authorize the construction and operation of a wireless
communication facility. (Case No. PL14-0197)

Applicant: Verizon Wireless c/o Eukon Group, 3905 State Street Suite 7-188,
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

Property Owner: Charles and Neyreda Seymour, 11570 North Ventura
Avenue, Ojai, CA 93023

Applicant’s Representative: Jerry Ambrose, Eukon Group, 3905 State Street
Suite 7-188, Santa Barbara, CA 93105

Decision-Making Authority: Pursuant to the Ventura County Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (NCZO) (§ 8111-1.2 et seq.), the Planning Director is the
decision-maker for the requested CUP.

Project Site Size, Location, and Parcel Number: The project site is
located at 11570 North Ventura Avenue, in the Mira Monte area, near the City
of Qjai, in the unincorporated area of Ventura County. The Tax Assessor's
parcel number for the property that constitutes the project site is 033-0-020-
385 (Exhibit 2).

Project Site Land Use and Zoning Designations (Exhibit 2):

a. Countywide General Plan Land Use Map Designation: Existing Community

b. Ojai Valley Area Plan Land Use Map Designation: Commercial

c. Zoning Designation: CPD (Commercial Planned Development)
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8. Adjacent Zoning and Land Uses/Development (Exhibit 2):
Location in s | N
Relation to the Zoning | Land Uses/Development
_ ProjectSite | _ . - |
RE-20,000 sq. ft. (Rural Residential
North Exclusive, 20,000 square foot
minimum lot size) N -
East RE-20,000 sq. ft. Residential
_‘ South | CPD Restaurant use
| West | RE-20,000 sq. ft. Residential

9. History: The project property is currently developed with a 2,400-square foot
building used as a feed store (Ventura Hay Company & Pet Supplies). This
commercial use is authorized by CUP 3687-1. Discretionary and ministerial
development on the property includes the following:

On September 1, 1977, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional
Use Permit No. 3687 (CUP 3687) for a retail store for a combination party
equipment and tool rental business. The use was granted for 10 years and
was subsequently administratively extended with an expiration date of
September 15, 1997.

On May 21, 1998, the Planning Commission approved a modification of
CUP 3687 (CUP 3687-1) for the continued use of Ojai Rental Center, a
party equipment and tool rental business (Planning Commission Resolution
No. R-98-06). CUP 3687-1 expired on May 21, 2008.

On April 6, 1999, the Planning Director approved a Permit Adjustment of
CUP 3687-1 for the Change Of Use from a combination party equipment
and tool rental business (Rental and Leasing of Durable Goods) to a feed
store (Retail Trade — Feed Store) called Ventura Hay Company & Pet
Supplies.

On August 28, 2006, the Code Compliance Division confirmed and issued
a Notice of Violation (V05-0353) for the unpermitted roof structure that is
used to shade an inventory storage area. The violation was abated and the
case closed on December 4, 2015.

On August 2, 2010, the Planning Director approved a Permit Adjustment
(LUO08-0028) of CUP 3687-1 to authorize the continued operation of a feed
store (Ventura Hay Company & Pet Supplies) with the expiration date on
August 2, 2020. The Permit Adjustment also legalized an existing 1,200-
square foot storage shelter to store bag feed.
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¢ On December 31, 2014, the applicant submitted the PL14-0197 application
for a CUP to authorize the construction and operation of a new wireless
communication facility to be owned by Verizon Wireless.

10. Project Description: The applicant requests that a CUP be granted to
authorize the construction and operation of a new wireless communication
facility (WCF) with a “stealth” design. The WCF would be owned and operated
by Verizon Wireless. The WCF includes an antenna structure designed as a
40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono-eucalyptus). This “stealth” structure
and the associated equipment would be installed within a 180-square foot
lease area. The proposed facility would be located adjacent to an existing
commercial building which is owned and operated by Ventura Hay Company.
The lease area will be enclosed with a gated 6-foot tall chain link fence. The
WCF will be unmanned and in operation 24 hours a day, 365 days per year.
The wireless communication equipment proposed to be mounted on the
mono-eucalyptus structure includes:

e 12, 8-foot tall panel antennas mounted at 34 feet above the ground. These
include four panel antennas mounted in each of three sectors (Sectors A, B,
and C); and,

¢ 12 Remote Radio Units (RRUs) mounted at 34 feet above the ground.

Access to the proposed facility is available from an existing paved driveway
connected to State Highway 33. Water service is not required for the project.

Note: The applicant has expressed an intention to seek future County approval
of a modification to the WCF that would increase its overall height by 20 feet
should the 40-foot tall facility currently under review by the County be approved,
constructed and placed in operation. Such a future modification to the facility
could potentially be eligible to be authorized with a ministerial Zoning Clearance
issued by the County pursuant to Section 6409(a) of the federal 2012 Middle
Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act (“Section 6409(a)”).? Under Section
6409(a) — which is a federal law that preempts state and local laws — certain
‘non-substantial” changes in existing wireless communication facilities are
exempt from local discretionary review. This potential future modification to the
facility as may be mandated by federal law is not part of the project under
consideration by the County decision-makers. Please see section F below for
additional discussion regarding the processing of a potential, subsequent
Section 6409(a) modification.

B. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) COMPLIANCE

L Codified at 47 U.S.C. §1455(a).
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Pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines
(Title 14, California Code or Regulations, Division 6, Chapter 3, § 15000 et seq.), the
proposed WCF facility is a “project” that is subject to environmental review.

County staff prepared an Initial Study in accordance with the County’s Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines. Based on the information contained in the Initial Study, the
County prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and made the MND available
for public review and comment from June 25, 2015 to July 16, 2015. This MND evaluates
the potential impacts of the WCF designed with a 40-foot mono-eucalyptus antenna
structure. The applicant has expressed an intention to seek a future modification to the
facility to increase its overall height by 20 feet (to a total of 60 feet) should the 40-foot tall
facility under review by the County be approved, constructed and placed in operation.
Such a future modification could potentially be eligible to be authorized with a ministerial
Zoning Clearance issued by the County pursuant to Section 6409(a). In order to disclose
this potential future change in the proposed facility, the MND was revised to evaluate the
potential impacts of a 60-foot mono-eucalyptus antenna structure. The revised MND was
circulated for public review and comment from September 10, 2015 to September 30,
2015.

A MND is a written statement briefly describing the reasons that a proposed project will
not result a significant effect on the environment, based on feasible mitigation measures
incorporated into the project. Absent a significant and unavoidable impact, the preparation
of an Environmental Impact Report is not required. As described below, the Initial Study
identified one potentially significant effect on the environment that would result from the
proposed project. A feasible mitigation measure that would reduce the potential impact to
a less than significant level was identified and incorporated into the project by applicant
agreement before the MND was released for public review.

The MND identifies a potential significant impact on Biological Resources. Construction
of the proposed project could generate significant indirect impacts on nesting birds, such
as noise, vibration, and human presence. A mitigation measure will be included in the
project conditions to prevent impacts on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act during any land clearing or construction activities.

1. Findings for Adoption of an MND: The CEQA Guidelines [§ 15074(b)] state that a
MND shall only be adopted by a decision-making body if there is no substantial evidence,
in light of the whole record, that the proposed project may have a significant adverse
effect on the environment and that the MND reflects the Lead Agency’s independent
judgment and analysis.

The MND concludes that the proposed project, absent mitigation, may have a
significant effect on the environment. The identified mitigation measure is feasible and
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. The proposed final MND,
including written comments on the MND and staff's responses to those comments, is
attached as Exhibit 4.
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In comment letters on the MND, some members of the public expressed concern that
the proposed project would result in significant impacts on scenic resources and that
the project would be detrimental to community character. The staff responses to these
comments (included in Exhibit 4) generally find that the proposed WCF (with either a
40-foot tall stealth antenna structure or a 60-foot tall stealth antenna structure) would
not obstruct or significantly alter views from public viewing areas. The proposed facility
would not stand out as a noticeable feature in the surrounding neighborhood. This is
because the WCF antenna structure would be designed as a stealth “mono-
eucalyptus” tree. There are existing trees in the vicinity of the proposed WCF up to 88
feet tall that would conceal and blend the facility into the surrounding environment.

The environmental document (MND, Exhibit 4) evaluates the anticipated Section
6409(a) Modification request (to increase the height to the proposed facility from 40
feet to 60 feet) to inform the County decision-makers and the public of the potential
future changes in the facility. The issue of compatibility with community character is
both a CEQA issue and an issue of the required findings that the decision-maker must
make to grant the requested CUP. In terms of CEQA, the proposed facility (primarily
a faux eucalyptus tree) would not constitute a structure incompatible in form or design
with the surrounding community. The evaluation of the ability of the decision-makers
to make the required findings of approval is included in Section E of this staff report.

The MND was revised in response to public comment (see Exhibit 4) to clarify that the
parcels on Orchard Drive are designated Urban Residential in the Ojai Valley Area
Plan (see Exhibit 2). Additional analysis of a public viewing location was incorporated
into the MND (see diagrams attached to the MND). A segment of Orchard Drive (a
local residential street) that is about 30 feet long provides a public view corridor to the
mountains located to the west of the Ojai Valley. It was found that the proposed 40-
foot tall mono-eucalyptus would have negligible to no visual impact on this public view
corridor because it would be screened by existing trees. A potential future 60-foot tall
facility would be mostly screened by existing trees, but some of the faux branches in
the upper 20 feet of the antenna structure would be visible. However, the visible
portion of the potential future 60-foot mono-eucalyptus would not be prominently
visible as it would blend in with the adjacent trees and only affect a short segment on
one residential street. Public views would not be significantly altered. These
clarifications did not affect the environmental determinations included in the MND, and
recirculation of the MND is not required.

Based on the information provided above and in light of the whole record, staff
recommends that the decision-maker find there is no substantial evidence that the
proposed project will have a significant impact on the environment and that the MND
(Exhibit 4) reflects the County’s independent judgment and analysis.

. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: The CEQA  Guidelines [§
15091(d)] state that, when approving a project for which a MND has been prepared,
the agency shall also adopt a program for reporting on, or monitoring, the changes
which it has either required in the project or made a condition of approval to avoid or
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substantially lessen significant environmental effects. These measures must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) has been prepared in
compliance with the CEQA Guidelines. The Permittee shall conduct all demolition,
tree removal/timming, vegetation clearing, grading activities (collectively, “land
clearing activities”), and construction in such a way as to avoid nesting native birds.
Any land clearing or construction activities during the breeding and nesting season
(February 1 to August 31) shall be prohibited unless the Permittee conducts site-
specific surveys prior to land clearing and construction activities during the breeding
and nesting season and avoid occupied bird nests. The Planning Division shall review
the Survey Report and signed contract for adequacy prior to issuance of a Zoning
Clearance for land clearing or construction activities. The Planning Division shall
maintain copies of the signed contract, Survey Report, and Mitigation Monitoring
Report in the project file. These requirements are included in the Conditions of
Approval (Exhibit 5) which constitute the MMRP for the proposed project.

C. CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
The Ventura County General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs (page 4) states:

...in the unincorporated area of Ventura County, zoning and any permits issued
thereunder, any subdivision of land, any public works project, any public (County,
Special District, or Local Government) land acquisition or disposition, and any
specific plan, must be consistent with the Ventura County General Plan Goals,
Policies and Programs, and where applicable, the adopted Area Plan.

Furthermore, NCZO section 8111-1.2.1.1.a states that in order to be approved, a
proposed project must be found consistent with all applicable policies of the Ventura
County General Plan.

Evaluated below is the consistency of the proposed project with the applicable policies of
the General Plan.

1. General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, Water Resources Policy 1.3.2-4:
Discretionary development shall not significantly impact the quantity or quality of water
resources within watersheds, groundwater recharge areas or groundwater basins.

The proposed project will not involve the long term use of water. The project will be
constructed in an area that has already been paved and disturbed. There will be no
additional impervious areas added to the site. The project would not substantially
affect groundwater recharge or surface water runoff. Thus, the project would not
significantly impact the quantity or quality of water resources within watersheds,
groundwater recharge areas or groundwater basins.
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with Policy 1.3.2-
4.

. General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, Biological Resources Policy 1.5.2-
1: Discretionary development which could potentially impact biological resources
shall be evaluated by a qualified biologist to assess impacts and, if necessary, develop
mitigation measures.

General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, Biological Resources Policy 1.5.2-
4: Discretionary development shall be sited a minimum of 100 feet from significant
wetland habitats to mitigate the potential impacts on said habitats. Buffer areas may
be increased or decreased upon evaluation and recommendation by a qualified
biologist and approval by the decision-making body. Factors to be used in determining
adjustment of the 100 foot buffer include soil type, slope stability, drainage patterns,
presence or absence of endangered, threatened or rare plants or animals, and
compatibility of the proposed development with the wildlife use of the wetland habitat
area. The requirement of a buffer (setback) shall not preclude the use of replacement
as a mitigation when there is no other feasible alternative to allowing a permitted use,
and if the replacement results in no net loss of wetland habitat. Such replacement
shall be "in kind" (i.e. same type and acreage), and provide wetland habitat of
comparable biological value. On-site replacement shall be preferred wherever
possible. The replacement plan shall be developed in consultation with California
Department of Fish and Game.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Biological Resources Policy 1.4.2-3: Discretionary
development shall be located to avoid loss or damage to protected trees as defined in
the County's Tree Protection Ordinance. Removal of protected trees shall only occur
after review of the necessity of such removal, and in accordance with the provisions
of the County's Tree Protection Ordinance.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Biological Resources Policy 1.4.2-6: Discretionary
development within high fire hazard areas shall be reviewed with attention to the
environmental impact of required brush clearance to biological resources, particularly
on moderate to steep slopes. Brush clearance that reduces fuel volumes while allowing
the selective retention of native shrubs a minimum of 20 feet apart should be
encouraged, as permitted by the Ventura County Fire Protection District.

The proposed WCF would be located on a site previously developed with the
construction and ongoing operation of the Ventura Hay Company. The site is
approximately 900 feet from the nearest wetland. The project will not result in the
removal or damage to protected trees or any new disturbance of native vegetation.
There are existing large trees and ornamental vegetation near the property boundary.
All of these trees are more than 50 feet from the WCF and will remain in place. Birds
have the potential to use these trees for roosting, foraging, and nesting despite their
location in or adjacent to a developed lot in a semi-urbanized setting. Construction of
the proposed project could generate significant indirect impacts such as noise,
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vibration, and human presence to nesting birds. A Mitigation Measure (Exhibit 5,
Condition No. 22) will reduce potential impacts on nesting birds to a less than
significant level.

The Ventura County Fire Protection District (VCFPD) has determined that the site is
located within a Hazardous Fire Area. The project will comply with all applicable
Federal, State regulations and the requirements of the Ventura County Building Code
and the Fire Code, thereby reducing the fire hazard impacts to a less than significant
level.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with the above
Policies.

. General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, Scenic Resources Policy 1.7.2-1:
Notwithstanding Policy 1.7.2-2, discretionary development which would significantly
degrade visual resources or significantly alter or obscure public views of visual
resources shall be prohibited unless no feasible mitigation measures are available and
the decision-making body determines there are overriding considerations.

. General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs, Public Utilities Policy 4.5.2-4:
Wireless communication facilities shall be designed to minimize visual impacts from
public viewpoints and to blend with the surrounding area in a manner that is consistent
with the community character, natural environment, and existing development.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2-1: Discretionary
development/grading which will significantly degrade or destroy a scenic view or vista
from public roads or publicly-owned land shall be prohibited, unless the
development/grading is a public project, or a private project for which there is a
substantial public benefit, and overriding considerations are adopted by the decision-
making body. ‘

Ojai Valley Area Plan Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2-3: Discretionary development
permits for wireless communication facilities may be granted only when necessary for
public safety or to provide a substantial public benefit. Such facilities shall be
conditioned to minimize visual impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2-4: Discrelionary development
permits for wireless communication facilities shall limit the height of such facilities, with
the exception of monopole whip-type antennas, to 40 feet. Several shorter facilities are
preferable to one large facility.

The WCF will be designed to include a 40-foot tall faux mono-eucalyptus tree antenna
structure. The faux eucalyptus stealth design of the antenna tower and location of the
facility will be compatible with the existing setting and blend in with the existing
vegetation of surrounding area. The proposed project site is surrounded by various
species of trees with heights up to 88 feet. The WCF will not significantly degrade
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public views of visual resources, be located in a Scenic Resource Protection overlay
zone, or be located on a ridgeline. The site is located adjacent to State Route 33.
State Route 33 is designated as an Eligible County Scenic Highway but the WCF would
not obstruct or substantially alter public views from the highway.

The proposed lease area and the equipment cabinets are located at the base of the
mono-eucalyptus tower and will be screened by an existing fence. The proposed lease
area and the equipment cabinets will not be visible from public viewing areas.

The WCF under consideration by the County is proposed to be 40 feet tall. As
acknowledged in the revised MND (Exhibit 4), after a 40-foot tall facility is constructed
and in operation, it may be modified to increase the height of the antenna structure by
20 feet pursuant to federal law. As indicated in the MND, a 60-foot tall facility would
also blend into the setting of natural trees and no additional impact on scenic resources
was identified.

The analysis of the potential future 60-foot tall facility included in the MND and this staff
report is provided for informational purposes only. The County is precluded from taking
any action on the proposed project on the basis that the applicant may, in the future,
assert its right under federal law to increase the height of the proposed WCF by 20
feet.

The federal government has determined that wireless communication service provides
a substantial public benefit. The need to facilitate universal access to broadband
network services, including wireless communication service, was a reason cited by
federal authorities for enacting and implementing Section 6409(a) of the federal
Spectrum Act.

The State of California Public Utilities Commission is the regulatory authority for
telecommunications, and utilities provide a substantial public benefit. Additionally, in
recent legislation (Assembly Bill 57, 2015-2016 Reg. Session), the State declared that
wireless telecommunications facilities have a significant economic impact on California
and are not a municipal affair, but are a matter of statewide concern.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with the above
Policies.

. Paleontological and Cultural Resources Policy 1.8.2-1: Discretionary
developments shall be assessed for potential paleontological and cultural resource
impacts, except when exempt from such requirements by CEQA. Such assessments
shall be incorporated into a Countywide paleontological and cultural resource data
base.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Cultural Resources Policy 1.7.2-1: All discretionary
development permits involving construction or earth movement within the Ojai Valley
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shall be reviewed by the County's designated archaeological resource review
organization.

a. Whenever such discretionary development requires a field reconnaissance study,
such study shall be conducted by a County approved archaeologist to determine
the potential for surface or subsurface cultural remains.

b. A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present to monitor significant trenching
or earth movement at any such site if deemed to be needed by the study. If the
archaeological monifor is not a Native American and Native American cultural
resources are found at the site, then a Native American monitor shall be required.

c. Inthe event that artifacts of historical or archaeological significance are uncovered,
the qualified archaeological monitor shall be empowered to halt construction in the
immediate vicinity of such unearthed artifacts until disposition of the site has been
determined by the County Planning Division.

Ground disturbance would be limited to minor grading for the installation of concrete
pads to support the proposed equipment cabinets and the installation of the foundation
for the antenna structure. This work would occur in a previously disturbed area. Thus,
it is very unlikely that intact (or any) cultural resources will be encountered. If
paleontological or cultural resources are encountered, the applicant will be required
to cease construction until such resources are evaluated, recovered, and curated per
Condition No. 23 of Exhibit 5. This condition may cause a temporary cessation of all
ground disturbance activities. It would require notification to the Planning Director, and
an assessment of the discovery by a paleontological/archeological consultant or
professional geologist/archeologist. The Planning Director will review the
recommendations of the consultant and decide on the deposition of the resources.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with the above
Policies.

. Hazards Policy 2.13.2-1: All discretionary permits shall be required, as a condition
of approval, to provide adequate water supply and access for fire protection and
evacuation purposes.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Fire Hazards Policy 2.3.2-1: Discretionary development
permits shall be conditioned to provide adequate water and access for fire fighting
purposes as determined by the Fire Protection District. Adequate access and fire flow
improvements shall be completed prior to combustible construction.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Fire Hazards Policy 2.3.2-3: Discretionary development in
“high” and “very high” fire hazard areas, as determined by the Ventura County Fire
Protection District (VCFPD) shall be required to develop landscape plans utilizing fire
retardant plant material, cleared areas, or other acceptable means of reducing fire
hazards consistent with Fire Protection District standards.

10
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Ojai Valley Area Plan Fire Hazards Policy 2.3.2-4: A Fire Protection District
approved fuel modification zone (fuel break) of at least 100 linear feet shall be
provided around all combustible structures located in “high” or “very high” fire hazard
areas.

The project site is located within a Hazardous Fire Area. The VCFPD has
recommended conditions of approval that would ensure fire prevention on the project
site. The proposed project does not require the provision of any water service for fire
suppression.

The VCFPD reviewed the proposed project and has determined that adequate access
is available to the site. Access to the site is provided by an existing paved driveway
in an easement connected to North Ventura Avenue (State Highway 23).

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with the above
Policies.

. Noise Policy 2.16.2-1: All discretionary development shall be reviewed for noise
compatibility with surrounding uses. Noise compatibility shall be determined from a
consistent set of criteria based on the standards listed below. An acoustical analysis
by a qualified acoustical engineer shall be required of discretionary developments
involving noise exposure or noise generation in excess of the established standards.
The analysis shall provide documentation of existing and projected noise levels at on-
site and off-site receptors, and shall recommend noise control measures for mitigating
adverse impacts...

(4) Noise generators, proposed to be located near any noise sensitive use, shall
incorporate noise control measures so that ongoing outdoor noise levels received
by the noise sensitive receptor, measured at the exterior wall of the building, does
not exceed any of the following standards:

a. Leq1H of 55dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.

b. Leq1H of 50dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.

c. Leq1H of 45dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater,
during any hour from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.

Section 2.16.2(4) is not applicable to increased fraffic noise along any of the
roads identified within the 2020 Regional Roadway Network (Figure 4.2.3) Public
Facilities Appendix of the Ventura County General Plan (see 2.16.2-1(1)). In
addition, State and Federal highways, all railroad line operations, aircraft in flight,
and public utility facilities are noise generators having Federal and State
regulations that preempt local regulations...

1"
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Ojai Valley Area Plan Noise Policy 2.4.2-1: Discretionary development which would
create significant noise impacts shall not be permitted to locate near residences and
other noise sensitive uses (dwellings, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, churches
and libraries) unless the impact is mitigated to an insignificant level, as defined in
Section 2.16.2.1(4) of the Countywide General Plan.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Noise Policy 2.4.2-2: Noise sensitive uses shall be buffered
from excessive road noise by either the placement of walls or berms, the
establishment of setbacks, greenbelts and appropriate speed limits, installation of
double glazed windows, or other appropriate means.

During the construction phase of the proposed project, noise is expected to be
produced. However, the construction phase will be temporary in nature. Noise-
generating activities will be restricted to the days and times during which residential
uses are not "noise-sensitive." The applicant will be required to limit noise-generating
construction activities to the daytime (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Monday through Friday,
and 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Saturday, Sunday, and local holidays).

Under normal operation, the proposed facility will not generate any noise that would
be perceptible from offsite locations. There will be temporary noise that would be
generated by the infrequent operation of the emergency generator. This temporary
noise would not exceed the allowable noise levels specified in General Plan Noise
Policy 2.16.2-1(4).

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is be consistent with the above
Policies.

. Public Facilities and Services Policy 4.1.2-2: Development shall only be permitted
in those locations where adequate public services are available (functional), under
physical construction or will be available in the near future.

Adequate public services (e.g. access, electricity) are available to serve the proposed
project.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with Policy 4.1.2-
2.

. Public Facilities and Services Policy 4.8.2-1: Discretionary development shall be
permitted only if adequate water supply, access and response time for fire protection
can be made available.

The VCFPD has recommended conditions of approval that would ensure adequate

fire prevention on the project site. The proposed project does not require the provision
of any water service for fire suppression.

12
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The VCFPD has determined that adequate access is available to the site. The project
is located within five miles of the nearest full time fire station and response time to the
site meets established standards.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project is consistent with Policy 4.8.2-
1.

D. ZONING ORDINANCE COMPLIANCE

The proposed project has been designed in compliance with the requirements of the
NCZO. Pursuant to NCZO section 8105-5 the proposed use is allowed in the CPD zone
district with the granting of a CUP.

The proposed project includes the installation and use of structures that are subject to the
generally-applicable development standards of NCZO section 8106-1.2. Table 1 lists the
applicable development standards and a description of whether the proposed project is
designed in conformance with these standards.

Table 1 — Development Standards Consistency Analysis

. Zoning Ordinance |
Type of Requirement Requirement } In conformance?
Minimum Lot Area (Gross) No requirement . Yes
Maximum Percentage of Building Coverage 60 percent I Yes
Front Setback 5feet or as spemﬂed by [ Yes
- permit [
Side Setback - | 5 feet [ Yes
Rear Setback | 5 feet or as sp‘ecmed by Yes
- ! permit |
Maximum Building Height | As specified by permit Yes B

On March 24, 2015, the County of Ventura Board of Supervisors adopted new regulations
for wireless communication facilities as section 8107-45 of the NCZO. The proposed
project has been designed in conformance with the development standards for wireless
communication facilities set forth in section 8107-45 of the NCZO. This newly-enacted
ordinance section requires a “stealth” design for antenna structures and specifies a height
limit of 80 feet for a faux mono-eucalyptus. However, this new NCZO section also requires
the proposed antenna structure to conform to the 40-foot height limit specified in the Ojai
Valley Area Plan. The ordinance also requires that new facilities be located at least 50
feet from any offsite residential structure. The 40-foot tall proposed mono-eucalyptus
antenna structure, and other facility components, meet these standards.

E. CUP FINDINGS AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE
The Planning Director must make certain findings in order to grant a CUP pursuant to

section 8111-1.2.1.1 of the NCZO. The ability to make the required findings is evaluated
below.
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1. The proposed development is consistent with the intent and provisions of the
County's General Plan and of Division 8, Chapters 1 and 2, of the Ventura
County Ordinance Code [§ 8111-1.2.1.1.a].

Based on the information and analysis presented in Sections C and D of this staff
report, the finding that the proposed development (a WCF with a 40-foot tall antenna
structure) is consistent with the intent and provisions of the County's General Plan and
of Division 8, Chapters 1 and 2, of the Ventura County Ordinance Code can be made.

2. The proposed development is compatible with the character of surrounding,
legally established development [§ 8111-1.2.1.1.b].

The project site is located on a 0.38-acre lot near the intersection of North Ventura
Avenue (Highway 33) and Baldwin Road (Highway 150). The project is surrounded
by properties zoned RE-20,000 sq. ft. and CPD. The surrounding uses are a
restaurant and single-family dwellings. The addition of the proposed WCF with a 40-
foot tall antenna structure will not substantially alter the appearance of the site or the
character of the land uses in the area. The proposed facility is not out of character
with the surrounding established uses because it is a faux tree which will blend with
existing, taller trees located within proximity to the project.

Based on the above discussion, this finding can be made.

3. The proposed development would not be obnoxious or harmful, or impair the
utility of neighboring property or uses [§ 8111-1.2.1.1.c].

The construction and operation of a wireless communications facility with a 40-foot tall
faux eucalyptus antenna structure would not cause any new adverse effects on the
surrounding properties or uses. Additionally, the proposed project will be conditioned
to include a contact person for the timely resolution of complaints and the reporting of
all major incidents so as to prevent a recurrence of such an incident (Exhibit 5,
Conditions Nos. 14 through 16).

Based on the above discussion, this finding can be made.

4. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience, or welfare [§ 8111-1.2.1.1.d].

The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a WCF on an existing
commercial site. The proposed communications facility will be unmanned, will not
generate significant noise, and will not create any unusual risks or hazards. Only
minor grading is required to prepare the site.

It is lllegal under federal law for the County to prohibit the siting of WCF on the basis
of potential health effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent the regulated
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services and facilities comply with regulations of the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC).

No adverse effect on the public interest, health, safety or welfare has been identified.
Based on the above discussion, this finding can be made.

. The proposed development, if allowed by a Conditional Use Permit, is
compatible with existing and potential land uses in the general area where the
development is to be located [§ 8111-1.2.1.1.¢].

The proposed project involves the construction and operation of a WCF on an existing
commercial site. The addition of the proposed WCF with a 40-foot tall antenna
structure will not substantially alter the appearance of the site or the character of the
land uses in the area. The proposed facility is not out of character with the surrounding
established uses because it is a faux tree which will blend with existing, taller trees
located within proximity to the project. The surrounding properties are developed with
existing commercial and residential land uses. Future changes in land use, zoning or
land use designation are not foreseeable at this time, especially in the limited 10-year
effective period of the requested permit. Thus, the project will be compatible with the
existing and potential land uses in the vicinity.

Based on the above discussion, this finding can be made.
. The proposed development will occur on a legal lot [§ 8111-1.2.1.1f].

The subject property is a legal lot that was created in its current configuration with the
approval and recordation of a Parcel Map (Map of Record 025PM 075).

Based on the above discussion, this finding can be made.

INFORMATION ON SECTION 6409(A) MODIFICATIONS

The proposed project before the County decision-makers is a wireless communication
facility that includes a 40-foot tall mono-eucalyptus antenna structure. The applicant has
indicated a desire to seek future County approval of a 20-foot increase in the height of
this facility, as the County may be required to approve under federal law pursuant Section
6409(a).

The following factors affect the current County consideration of the application for a WCF
with a 40-foot tall antenna structure and the future processing of a Section 6409(a)
modification request.

An application for a CUP to authorize a WCF cannot be denied by the County on the
basis that the Permittee may exercise rights available under federal law that may allow
modifications of County-permitted facilities which do not conform to local regulations.
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e The federal 6409(a) exemption could allow this County-permitted facility to be
modified to add 20 feet in height after the proposed WCF is constructed and in
operation. The federal exemption preempts the height limits established in the Ventura
County General Plan, Ojai Valley Area Plan, and Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

o A proposed Section 6409(a) modification may be denied if it is determined that the
modification is a “substantial change” or it would “defeat the concealment elements”
of an existing facility, as these terms have been specifically defined by the Federal
Communications Commission.

¢ Modifications made to a WCF pursuant to federal law, which cause the WCF to exceed
height limits or other development standards applicable to the facility pursuant to the
NCZO, may result in the WCF becoming a legal non-conforming structure subject to
NCZO section 8107-45.13.

G. PLANNING DIRECTOR HEARING NOTICE, PUBLIC COMMENTS, AND
JURISDICTIONAL COMMENTS

The Planning Division provided public notice regarding the Planning Director hearing in
accordance with the Government Code section 65091 and Ventura County NCZO section
8111-3.1. The Planning Division mailed a notice to interested parties and owners of
property and placed a legal ad in the Ventura County Star on April 1, 2016.

As of the date of this document, 13 comment letters have been received by the Planning
Division. The comments generally describe reasons why the proposed WCF would cause
impacts on scenic resources and be incompatible with neighborhood character. To a large
degree, the comments express opposition to the potential future 60-foot height of the
antenna structure that could ultimately be allowed under federal law. The comment letters
and staff responses to each separate comment are provided in Exhibit 4 of this staff
report.

In the review of the comments, staff found that they suggested that the County take
actions beyond its authority, did not provide substantial evidence of a significant impact,
and did not identify an inconsistency with County ordinance or land use policy.
Importantly, the proposed project under consideration by the County decision-makers is
a WCF with a 40-foot tall antenna structure. The County discretionary decision on this
project cannot be based on the potential future actions of the applicant in exercising rights
available under federal taw.

As described in Section B above, the environmental analysis provided in the MND (Exhibit
4) concludes that the proposed project will not result in erection of structures that will
cause a significant visual impact or be incompatible with the neighborhood. The proposed
WCF has been designed to include a stealth “mono-eucalyptus” tree antenna structure.
This faux tree will be surrounded by other types of trees with heights up to 88 feet and it
will not stand out as a noticeable feature in the surrounding environment or substantially
alter views from any public viewpoint.
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Based on staff's analysis of the public views from Orchard Drive, the proposed 40-foot
mono-eucalyptus would not be visible, or at most would be minimally visible from the
street. The potential future 60-foot height, should a federal Section 6409(a) modification
be sought and granted in the future, would have some faux branches which are visible,
but they would blend with surrounding trees and the view corridor would largely remain
intact.

It is recognized that the antenna structure will be visible from private homes (especially
on Orchard Drive) and would be seen in the foreground of the private views of the local
mountains. In any case, project effects on private views are not environmental impacts
under CEQA pursuant to California case law. In addition, no County land use regulations
expressly protect private views. As indicated in Section E above, the County decision-
makers must make a general finding that the project is compatible with surrounding land
uses. As stated previously, the County decision-makers cannot cite concerns arising from
the potential future changes to the facility that may be allowed under federal law as a
basis for denying the current project based on its lack of compatibility with surrounding
land uses.

Many of the public comments included in the MND (Exhibit 4) express confusion over a
permitting process that could authorize a 40-foot tall facility through a County-granted
CUP and then potentially allow a modification to include another 20 feet in height after
the facility is constructed and in operation. This confusion is warranted and is due to the
complicated patchwork of federal, state, and local regulations governing the deployment
of wireless communication facilities. As stated previously, the discretionary project under
consideration by the County is a WCF with a 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus antenna
structure. Subsequent modifications are governed by a separate County ministerial
permitting process which involves assessing whether the subsequent modifications
qualify for mandatory approval under federal law (Section 6409(a)). For purposes of full
disclosure, a revised MND was prepared and circulated for public review that evaluates
the potential impacts of a 60-foot tall antenna structure.

On Monday, July 20, 2015, the Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) considered
the proposed project (Exhibits 6 and 7). Staff as well as the applicant’s representative
presented the proposed project to the Ojai Valley MAC and the public expressed the
same concerns included in the letters in Exhibit 4. The Ojai Valley MAC voted 4-1 to
recommend that Verizon explore additional locations in light of the neighborhood
dissatisfaction with the proposed site.

The project site is located within the City of Ojai’s Area of Interest. Therefore, on March
4, 2015, the Planning Division notified the City of Ojai of the proposed project and
requested the City of Ojai to submit any comments that the City might have on the
proposed project. The City of Ojai has not provided any comment.
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

Based upon the preceding analysis and information provided, Planning Division Staff
recommends that the Planning Director take the following actions:

1.

CERTIFY that the Director has reviewed and considered this staff report and all exhibits
thereto, including the MND (Exhibit 4), and has considered all comments received during
the public comment process;

FIND, based on the whole of the record before the Planning Director, including the Initial
Study and any comments received, that there is no substantial evidence that the project
will have a significant effect on the environment and that the MND reflects the Planning
Director’s independent judgment and analysis;

ADOPT the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit 4);

MAKE the required findings to grant Conditional Use Permit No. PL14-0197 pursuant to
section 8111-1.2.1.1 of the Ventura County NCZO, based on the substantial evidence
presented in Section E of this staff report and the entire record;

GRANT Conditional Use Permit No. PL14-0197, subject to the conditions of approval
(Exhibit 5).

SPECIFY that the Clerk of the Planning Division is the custodian, and 800 S. Victoria
Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009 is the location, of the documents and materials that
constitute the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based.

The decision of the Planning Director is final unless appealed to the Planning Commission
within 10 calendar days after the permit has been approved, conditionally approved, or
denied (or on the following workday if the 10" day falls on a weekend or holiday). Any
aggrieved person may file an appeal of the decision with the Planning Division. The
Planning Division shall then set a hearing date before the Planning Commission to review
the matter at the earliest convenient date.

If you have any questions concerning the information presented above, please contact
Aaron Engstrom at (805) 654-2936 or via e-mail at Aaron.Engstrom@ventura.org,

Prepared by: Reviewed by:

Aaron Engstrom, C Planner Bfian R. Baca, Manager

Commercial and Industrial Permits Section
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EXHIBITS
Exhibit 2 - Aerial Location, General Plan and Zoning Designations Map
Exhibit 3 - Plans (40-Foot Height Plans and 60-Foot Height Plans)
Exhibit 4 - Mitigated Negative Declaration (with comments and responses to comment)
Exhibit 5 - Draft Conditions of Approval
Exhibit 6 - Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council July 20, 2015 Minutes
Exhibit 7 - Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council Staff Presentation
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

county of ventura

@

Planning Division

Kimberly L. Prillhart

Director

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND)
Case No. PL14-0197

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Entitlement: Conditional Use Permit No. PL14-0197
Applicant: Verizon Wireless

Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Ojai area
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 033-0-020-385

Parcel Size: 0.38 acre

General Plan Designation: Existing Community

Zoning Designation: CPD (Commercial Planned Development)

Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies: N/A

Project Description:

The applicant requests that a Conditional Use Permit be granted to authorize the
installation and operation of a new wireless communication facility (WCF). The
WCF and equipment would be owned and operated by Verizon Wireless. The site
name is La Luna. The WCF is designed as a stealth facility with a 180-square foot
lease area located at the base of a 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono-
eucalyptus). The WCF is located adjacent to an existing commercial building,
owned and operated by Ventura Hay Company. The lease area is enclosed with
a gated 6-foot high chain link fence and contains equipment cabinets and ancillary
equipment. The equipment on the mono-eucalyptus includes:

e 12, 8-foot panel antennas are mounted at 34 feet above the ground: Four
panel antennas mounted in each of the three sectors (Sectors A, B, and C);
and,

e 12 Remote Radio Units (RRUs) are mounted at 34 feet above the ground.
The WCF will be unmanned and operate 24 hours a day for 365 days per year.

Note: The applicant has expressed an intention to seek future County approval of
a modification to the WCF that would increase its overall height by 20 feet should
the 40-foot tall facility currently under review by the County be approved.
constructed and placed in operation. Such a future modification to the facility could
potentially be eligible to be authorized with a ministerial Zoning Clearance issued
by the County pursuant to Section 6409(a) of the federal 2012 Middle Class Tax

County of Ventura
Planning Director Hearing

800 South Victoria Avenue, PL14-0197 I-2481 Fax (805) 654-2509

Exhibit 4 — Mitigated Negative
Declaration (with comments and

responses to comments)
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Relief and Job Creation Act (“Section 6409(a)”)." Under Section 6409(a) — which
is a federal law that preempts state and local laws — certain “non-substantial”
changes in existing wireless communication facilities are exempt from local
discretionary review. This potential future modification to the facility as may be
mandated by federal law is not part of the project under consideration by the
County decision-makers. Please see section F below for additional discussion
regarding the processing of a potential, subsequent Section 6409(a) modification.

STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS:

State law requires the Resource Management Agency, Planning Division, as the
lead agency for the proposed project, to prepare an Initial Study (environmental
analysis) to determine if the proposed project could significantly affect the
environment. Based on the findings contained in the attached Initial Study, it has
been determined that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment; however, mitigation measures are available that would reduce the
impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration
has been prepared and the applicant has agreed to implement the mitigation
measures.

LISTING OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
IDENTIFIED:

Biological Resources: Avoidance of Nesting Birds. Mitigation measures are
included in the MND to address this issue.

PUBLIC REVIEW:

Legal Notice Method: Direct mailing to property owners within 300 feet of
proposed project boundary, and a legal notice in the Ventura County Star.

Document Posting Period: September 10, 2015 to September 30, 2015.

Public Review: The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for
public review on-line at www.ventura.org/rma/planning (select “CEQA
Environmental Review”) or at the County of Ventura, Resource Management
Agency, Planning Division, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California, from
8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday.

! Codified at 47 U.S.C. §1455(a).
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Initial Study for Case No. PL14-0197

County of Ventura - Resource Management Agency - Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009-1740 - (805) 654-2478 * ventura.org/rma/planning

INITIAL STUDY FOR
VERIZON WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY (WCF)

Case No. PL14-0197
Section A — Project Description

Project Case Number: PL14-0197
Name of Applicant: Verizon Wireless

Project Location and Assessor’s Parcel Number: 11570 North Ventura
Avenue, Assessor’s Parcel Number 033-0-020-385.

General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning Designation of the Project
Site:

a. General Plan Land Use Designation: Existing Community
b. Area Plan Land Use Designation: Commercial — Ojai Valley Area Plan
c. Zoning Designation: CPD (Commercial Planned Development)

Description of the Environmental Setting: The proposed wireless facility would
be installed on a 0.38-acre lot located near the intersection of North Ventura
Avenue (Highway 33) and Baldwin Road (Highway 150). State Route 33 is located
approximately 170 feet west of the project site. The site is also located
approximately one mile south of the City of Ojai. The subject property is developed
with a 2,400-square foot building and is used as a feed store (Ventura Hay
Company & Pet Supplies). The project property and surrounding properties are
zoned CPD and RE-20,000 square feet (Rural Exclusive, 20,000-square foot
minimum lot area) and restaurant and single-family dwelling units.

Project Description: The applicant requests that a Conditional Use Permit be
granted to authorize the installation and operation of a new wireless
communication facility (WCF). The WCF and equipment would be owned and
operated by Verizon Wireless. The site name is La Luna. The WCF is designed
as a stealth facility with a 180-square foot lease area located at the base of a 40-
foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono eucalyptus). The WCF is located adjacent to
an existing commercial building, owned and operated by Ventura Hay Company.
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The lease area is enclosed with a gated 6-foot tall chain link fence and contains
equipment cabinets and ancillary equipment. The Verizon Wireless equipment on
the mono eucalyptus includes:

e Twelve 8 foot panel antennas are mounted at 34 feet above the ground: Four
panel antennas mounted in each of the three sectors (Sectors A, B, and C);
and,

¢ Twelve Remote Radio Units (RRUs) are mounted at 34 feet above the ground.

The WCF will be unmanned and operate 24 hours a day for 365 days per year.

Note: The applicant has expressed an intention to seek future County approval of
a modlification to the WCF that would increase its overall height by 20 feet should
the 40-foot tall facility currently under review by the County be approved,
constructed and placed in operation. Such a future modification to the facility could
potentially be eligible to be authorized with a ministerial Zoning Clearance issued
by the County pursuant to Section 6409(a) of the federal 2012 Middle Class Tax
Relief and Job Creation Act (“Section 6409(a)”).” Under Section 6409(a) — which
is a federal law that preempts state and local laws — certain “non-substantial”
changes in existing wireless communication facilities are exempt from local
discretionary review. This potential future modification to the facility as may be
mandated by federal law is not part of the project under consideration by the
County decision-makers. Please see section F below for additional discussion
regarding the processing of a potential, subsequent Section 6409(a) modification.

List of Responsible and Trustee Agencies: None
Methodology for Evaluating Cumulative Impacts:

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines [§ 15064(h)(1)], this Initial Study evaluates the
cumulative impacts of the project, by considering the incremental effects of the

1 Codified at 47 U.S.C. §1455(a).
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proposed project in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. The projects listed in
Table 2 were included in the evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the project,
due to their proximity to the proposed project site and potential to contribute to
environmental effects of the proposed project (Attachment 3, Map of Projects):

Permit No. | Permit Type | Description

PL14-0044 PDP Approved Planned Development Permit (PDP) for an
existing 4,003 square foot commercial building with six
tenant spaces.

PL14-0048 CUP Pending application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

| Zone Change and Tentative Parcel Map.

PL14-0191 PAJ Pending application for a Permit Adjustment (PAJ) to a

PDP for a tenant change from a Wendy's restaurant to a
| Starbucks Coffee.

PL14-0132 PAJ Approved PAJ to a PDP for the installation of new
[ landscaping and upgraded irrigation on the project site. |
PL13-0178 CUP Pending Minor Modification application to a CUP for a 10-

year time extension of the Ojai Organics Recycling
Facility.
PL14-0151 CUP Pending Minor Modification application to a CUP for co-
location by T-Mobile to an existing AT&T WCF.
PL.15-0009 LLA Pending Lot Line Adjustment (LLA) application for two
| existing legal parcels. -
SD12-0002 SD Pending Subdivision (SD) application to create four
parcels.
PL14-0142 CUP Pending Minor Modification application to a CUP to
| upgrade an existing WCF. -

Section B — Initial Study Checklist and Discussion of Responses?

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N[ts|[Psm|[Ps| N | LS [PsM] PS

RESOURCES:

1. Air Quality (VCAPCD)

Will the proposed project:

2 The threshold criteria in this Initial Study are derived from the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (April 26, 2011). For additional information on the threshold criteria (e.g., definitions of issues
and technical terms, and the methodology for analyzing each impact), please see the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect*

N[Ls|[PsmM|[Ps| N[ LS [PsMm]| PS

a) Exceed any of the thresholds set forth in the
air quality assessment guidelines as adopted
and periodically updated by the Ventura X X
County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD), or be inconsistent with the Air
Quality Management Plan?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 1 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

1a. Based on information provided by the applicant, air quality impacts will be below the
25 pounds per day threshold for reactive organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen as
described in the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the
project will not have a significant impact on regional air quality.

Based on information in the project application, the subject project will generate local air
quality impacts but those impacts are not likely to be significant.

1b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for Iltem 1 of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, specifically Section 1.2, Air
Quality (Sections 1.2.1, 1.2.2 and 1.2.3). The project is consistent with the Ventura
County Air Quality Management Plan.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*”
N|[Ls|PsM[PS| N | LS [Psm]| PsS

2A. Water Resources — Groundwater Quantity (WPD)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree

Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N

LS | PS-M

1)

Directly or indirectly decrease, either
individually or cumuiatively, the net quantity
of groundwater in a groundwater basin that is
overdrafted or create an overdrafted
groundwater basin?

In  groundwater basins that are not
overdrafted, or are not in hydrologic
continuity with an overdrafted basin, result in
net groundwater extraction that will
individually or cumulatively cause
overdrafted basin(s)?

| RS

N LS | PS-M PS

In areas where the groundwater basin and/or
hydrologic unit condition is not well known or
documented and there is evidence of
overdraft based upon declining water levels
in a well or wells, propose any net increase
in groundwater extraction from that
groundwater basin and/or hydrologic unit?

Regardless of items 1-3 above, result in 1.0
acre-feet, or less, of net annual increase in
groundwater extraction?

5) Be consistent with the applicable General

Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 2A of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

2A-1 through 2A-5. The proposed project does not involve the consumption of
groundwater. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility that does not
require water service. Thus, no impact on groundwater resources would occur.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree

Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS|[PSMm |Ps |

N | Ls |[Psm]| Ps

2B. Water Resources - Groundwater Quality (WPD)
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|PsM|PS

N | Ls |[pPsm ]| PsS

Will the proposed project:

1)

Individually or cumulatively degrade the
quality of groundwater and cause
groundwater to exceed groundwater quality
objectives set by the Basin Plan?

Cause the quality of groundwater to fail to
meet the groundwater quality objectives set
by the Basin Plan?

Propose the use of groundwater in any
capacity and be located within two miles of
the boundary of a former or current test site
for rocket engines?

Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 2B of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

rocket engines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
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2B-1 and 2B-2. The proposed project includes diesel fuel for the proposed emergency
backup generator. The proposed project has the potential to contaminate groundwater if
the diesel fuel leaks or spills. Standard conditions of approval will be imposed on the
project that require containment of fuels in accordance with State regulations. With these
standard requirements, the potential for contamination will be less than significant.

2B-3. The proposed project does not propose the use of groundwater in any capacity and

will not be located within two miles of the boundary of a former or current test site for

2B-4. The proposed project will not be inconsistent with the applicable General Plan
Goals and Policies for Item 2B of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.




Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

z

"N [Ls[Psm]Ps [ Ls [ PsM [ Ps
2C. Water Resources - Surface Water Quantity (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Increase surface water consumptive use
(demand), either individually or cumulatively,
in a fully appropriated stream reach as | X X
designated by SWRCB or where
unappropriated surface water is unavailable?

2) Increase surface water consumptive use
(demand) including but not limited to
diversion or dewatering downstream
reaches, either individually or cumulatively, | X X
resulting in an adverse impact to one or more
of the beneficial uses listed in the Basin
Plan?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 2C of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

2C-1 through 2C-3. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility that does
not require water service. Thus, no impact on surface water quantity will occur with
project implementation.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|Psm[PS| N | LS [Psm]| Ps |

2D. Water Resources - Surface Water Quality (WPD)

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls|Psm|[Ps| N | Ls [PsM]| PS

1) Individually or cumulatively degrade the
quality of surface water causing it to exceed
. i : . X X
water quality objectives as contained in
Chapter 3 of the three Basin Plans?

2) Directly or indirectly cause storm water quality
to exceed water quality objectives or X X
standards in the applicable MS4 Permit or
any other NPDES Permits?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 2D of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

2D-1. The proposed project will not individually or cumulatively degrade the quality of
surface water causing it to exceed water quality objectives specified in Chapter 3 of the
Los Angeles Basin Plan as applicable for this area. Impacts on Surface Water Quality
are deemed Less than Significant (LS) because the proposed project is not expected to
result in a violation of any surface water quality standards as defined in the Los Angeles
Basin Plan.

2D-2. The proposed project involves soil disturbance activities related to the construction
of a new unmanned wireless Communication Facility. In accordance with the Ventura
Countywide Municipal Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit CAS004002, “Development Construction Program” Subpart 4.F, the
applicant will be required to include Best Management Practices (BMPs) for construction
less than 1 acre designed to ensure compliance and implementation of an effective
combination of erosion and sediment control measures to protect surface water quality
during construction (Table 6 in Subpart 4.F). As such, neither the individual project nor
the cumulative threshold for significance would be exceeded and the project is expected
to have a Less than Significant (LS) impact related to water quality objectives or standards
in the applicable MS4 Permit or any other NPDES Permits.

2D-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for ISAG Item 2d.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect™*

P

N|Ls|PsMm]|Ps | Ls | Ppsm | Ps

3A. Mineral Resources — Aggregate (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

1) Be located on or immediately adjacent to
land zoned Mineral Resource Protection
(MRP) overlay zone, or adjacent to a
principal access road for a site that is the X X
subject of an existing aggregate Conditional
Use Permit (CUP), and have the potential to
hamper or preclude extraction of or access to
the aggregate resources?

2) Have a cumulative impact on aggregate |
resources if, when considered with other |
pending and recently approved projects in
the area, the project hampers or precludes
extraction or access to identified resources?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 3A of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

3A-1 and 3A-2. The Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (2011) includes
Mineral Resource Protection (MRP) overlay zones for areas where important mineral
resources do or may exist and the extraction of these resources may be a compatible
land use. The project site is not located within the MRP overlay zone. Additionally, the
project site is not located adjacent to a road used a principal means of access to an
existing permitted aggregate mine. Therefore, the proposed project will not result in
adverse project-specific or cumulative impacts on aggregate resources.

3A-3. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 3A of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 1.4.1-1 through -3, and Resources Policies
1.4.2-6 through -8. Based on the discussion in items 3A-1 and 3A-2 above, the proposed
project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 3A
of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no impact on aggregate
mineral resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

"N[Ls[PsmM[Ps| N[ Ls [PsM] Ps

3B. Mineral Resources — Petroleum (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

1) Be located on or immediately adjacent to any
known petroleum resource area, or adjacent
to a principal access road for a site that is the X X
subject of an existing petroleum CUP, and
have the potential to hamper or preclude
access to petroleum resources?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 3B of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines”?

Impact Discussion:

3B-1. The proposed project site is not located within a known petroleum resource area.
The site is located over one mile away from the oil and gas facility authorized by
Conditional Use Permit No. 15. The proposed project would not interfere with the
operation of, or access to, this facility. The project would have no discernible effect on
future oil exploration of the area.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no |mpacts project-specific
or cumulative impacts on petroleum resources.

3B-2. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 3B of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 1.4.1-1 through -4, and Resources
Policies 1.4.2-1, -4, -5, -6, -8, & -9. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project
will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 3B of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project will have no impact
on petroleum resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

10
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls|PsM[Ps| N[ Ls[Psm][ Ps

4. Biological Resources

4A. Species

Will the proposed project, directly or
indirectly:

1) Impact one aor more plant species by reducing
the species’ population, reducing the X X
species’ habitat, fragmenting its habitat, or
restricting its reproductive capacity?

2) Impact one or more animal species by
reducing the species’ population, reducing X X
the species’ habitat, fragmenting its habitat,
or restricting its reproductive capacity?

Impact Discussion:

4A-1. The proposed project site is located in a semi-urbanized area of the Ojai Valley
adjacent to Highway 33/Ventura Avenue and other commercial and residential
development. It contains no native vegetation communities that could support special-
status plant species. Vegetation in the project area consists of pine (Pinus spp.), cypress
(Cedrus spp.), and eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.) trees. The project site consists of bare
ground, small areas of ruderal vegetation, and paved areas that cannot support sensitive
plant species. Thus, there is no potential for the project to result in significant impacts on
special-status plant species.

4A-2. The proposed project site consists of a developed commercial property with five
trees within the project boundary area. There are additional large trees and ornamental
vegetation near the property boundary and adjacent to the shade canopy. All of these
trees are more than 50 feet from the WCF and will remain in place. Birds or bats have
the potential to use these trees for roosting, foraging, and nesting despite their location in
or adjacent to a developed lot in a semi-urbanized setting. Construction of the proposed
project could generate significant indirect impacts such as noise, vibration, and human
presence to nesting birds or roosting bats. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (below) will reduce
potential impacts on special status animals to a less than significant level.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

1. Avoidance of Nesting Birds

Purpose: In order to prevent impacts on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, land clearing activities shall be regulated.

11
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Requirement: The Permittee shall conduct all demolition, tree removal/trimming,
vegetation clearing, and-grading activities (collectively, “land clearing activities”), and
construction in such a way as to avoid nesting native birds. This can be accomplished
by implementing one of the following options:

1. Timing of construction: Prohibit land clearing or construction activities during
the breeding and nesting season (February 1 — August 31), in which case the
following surveys are not required; or

2. Surveys and avoidance of occupied nests: Conduct site-specific surveys prior
to land clearing or construction activities during the breeding and nesting
season (February 1 — August 31) and avoid occupied bird nests. Surveys shall
be conducted to identify any occupied (active) bird nests in the area proposed
for disturbance. Occupied nests shall be avoided until juvenile birds have
vacated the nest. All surveys shall be conducted by a County-approved
biologist.

The following paragraph applies to option number 2 only. An initial breeding and
nesting bird survey shall be conducted 30 days prior to the initiation of land clearing
or_construction activities. The project site must continue to be surveyed on a
weekly basis with the last survey completed no more than 3 days prior to the
initiation of land clearing activities. The nesting bird survey must cover the
development footprint and 300 feet from the development footprint. If occupied
(active) nests are found, land clearing or construction activities within a setback
area surrounding the nest shall be postponed or halted. Land clearing or
construction activities may commence in the setback area when the nest is
vacated (juveniles have fledged) provided that there is no evidence of a second
attempt at nesting, as determined by the County-approved biologist. Land clearing
or construction activities can also occur outside of the setback areas. The required
setback is 300 feet for most birds and 500 feet for raptors, as recommended by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. This setback can be increased or
decreased based on the recommendation of the County-approved biologist and
approval from the Planning Division.

Documentation: Under option number 2 only, Tthe Permittee shall provide to the
Planning Division a Survey Report from a County-approved biologist documenting the
results of the initial nesting bird survey and a plan for continued surveys and avoidance
of nests in accordance with the requirements above. Along with the Survey Report, the
Permittee shall provide a copy of a signed contract (financial information redacted) with
a County-approved biologist responsible for the surveys, monitoring of any occupied
nests discovered, and establishment of mandatory setback areas. The Permittee shall
submit to the Planning Division a Mitigation Monitoring Report from a County-approved
biologist following land clearing or construction activities documenting actions taken to
avoid nesting birds and results.

Timing: If land clearing activities will occur between February 1 and August 31, and are
thus implemented under option number 2 above, nesting bird surveys shall be conducted
30 days prior to initiation of land clearing or construction activities (whichever occurs first),
and weekly thereafter, and the last survey for nesting birds shall be conducted no more

12
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than 3 days prior to initiation of land clearing or construction activities. The Survey Report
documenting the results of the first nesting bird survey and the signed contract shall be
provided to the Planning Division prior to issuance of a zoning clearance for construction.
The Mitigation Monitoring Report shall be submitted within 14 days of completion of the
land clearing or construction activities.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division shall review the Survey Report and
signed contract for adequacy prior to issuance of a Zoning Clearance for construction.
The Planning Division shall maintain copies of the signed contract, Survey Report, and
Mitigation Monitoring Report in the project file.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|pPpsm|[Ps| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

4B. Ecological Communities - Sensitive Plant Communities

Will the proposed project:

1) Temporarily or permanently remove sensitive
plant communities through construction, | X X
grading, clearing, or other activities?

2) Result in indirect impacts from project
operation at levels that will degrade the | X X
health of a sensitive plant community?

Impact Discussion:

4B-1. Small areas containing ruderal vegetation such as non-native grasses are present
along fence lines. However, no sensitive plant communities or native vegetation
communities occur on the proposed project site. No native vegetation communities occur
in the vicinity of the proposed project that could be indirectly impacted by project activities.
Thus, no impacts to ecological communities will occur.

4B-2. Small patches of sensitive plant communities such as oak woodlands are located
approximately 500 feet east of the proposed project site. Indirect impacts associated with
dust as a result of construction have been deemed to be less than significant by VCAPCD.
Thus indirect impacts associated with dust would be less than significant. Indirectimpacts
such as stormwater runoff could affect sensitive plant communities associated with the
Ventura River. Stormwater runoff BMPs consistent with Ventura County’s NPDES permit
conditions will be implemented as a condition of the project. Thus, indirect impacts to oak
woodlands habitats will be less than significant and have no cumulatively considerable
impact to sensitive plant communities.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

13
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No impacts will occur and no mitigation is necessary.

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|PsM]|Ps

N |Ls [Psm]| Ps

1)

4C. Ecological Communities - Waters and Wetlands

Will the proposed project:

Cause any of the following activities within
waters or wetlands: removal of vegetation;
grading; obstruction or diversion of water
flow; change in velocity, siltation, volume of
flow, or runoff rate; placement of Aill;
placement of structures; construction of a
road crossing; placement of culverts or other
underground piping; or any disturbance of
the substratum?

Result in disruptions to wetland or riparian
plant communities that will isolate or
substantially interrupt contiguous habitats,
block seed dispersal routes, or increase
vulnerability of wetland species to exotic
weed invasion or local extirpation?

Interfere  with ongoing maintenance of
hydrological conditions in a water or
wetland?

4)

Provide an adequate buffer for protecting the
functions and values of existing waters or
wetlands?

Impact Discussion:

4C-1 through 4C-4. There are no waters or wetland features that occur on or adjacent to
the subject property. The proposed project does not involve removal of vegetation,
grading, or the obstruction or diversion of any waters or wetlands. Riparian vegetation
associated with the Ventura River floodplain is located approximately 1,000 feet from the
property boundary. No Indirect impacts will occur due to the considerable buffer distance
between the proposed project site and the Ventura River and scale of the proposed
project. Thus, project-specific impacts to waters and wetlands will not occur and there
will be have no cumulatively considerable impacts to waters and wetlands.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
No impacts will occur. No mitigation is necessary.
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N |Ls|PsM]Ps

N | Ls [ Psm | Ps

4D. Ecological Communities - ESHA (Applies

to Coastal Zone Only)

Will the proposed project:

1) Temporarily or permanently remove ESHA or
disturb ESHA buffers through construction,
grading, clearing, or other activities and uses

(ESHA buffers are within 100 feet of the | X X
boundary of ESHA as defined in Section
8172-1 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance)?
2) Result in indirect impacts from project
operation at levels that will degrade the | X X

health of an ESHA?

Impact Discussion:

4D-1 and 4D-2. The project site is not located in the Coastal Zone; therefore, ESHA
policies and analysis do not apply. The proposed project will not result in direct or indirect

impacts to ESHA.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect™*

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls [Psm]|Ps

N|Ls |pPsm| Ps

4E. Habitat Connectivity

Will the proposed project:

57
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls|[Psm[Ps| N[ Ls [PsM] Ps

1) Remove habitat within a wildlife movement
) X X
corridor?

2) Isolate habitat? X X

3) Construct or create barriers that impede fish
and/or wildlife movement, migration or long
term connectivity or interfere with wildlife X X
access to foraging habitat, breeding habitat,
water sources, or other areas necessary for
their reproduction?

4) Intimidate fish or wildlife via the introduction
of noise, light, development or increased | X X
human presence?

Impact Discussion:

4E-1, 4E-2, and 4E-3. The subject property is located approximately 1,000 feet from the
Ventura River which is an important wildlife linkage because it provides contiguous
riparian and aquatic habitat between the Pacific Ocean and the creeks and headwaters
of the upper watershed. The River's habitat provides a critical linkage for wildlife
movement for special status specie such as southern steelhead trout and other terrestrial
species. Because the proposed project contains no habitat, is surrounded by
development, and is located approximately 1,000 feet from the wildlife movement linkage,
no direct impacts to wildlife movement are anticipated from the proposed project.

4E-4. Temporary disturbance associated with construction of the proposed project would
occur including noise and increased human presence. However, the proposed project
site consists of a developed parcel with commercial uses. Thus, the project site and
surrounding area is already subject to noise, light, and human disturbance. In addition,
the Ventura River, the primary wildlife linkage in the vicinity, is on the other side of
Highway 33/Ventura Avenue from the project site which likely acts as a barrier to wildlife
movement. The incremental and temporary increase in noise and human presence will
not create any project-specific or cumulatively considerable impacts to wildlife movement.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N | LS | PS-M | PS

LS | PS-M PS

4F. Will the proposed project be consistent
with the applicable General Plan Goals
and Policies for Item 4 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

4F-1. The proposed project is consistent with all biological General Plan Goals and

Policies as well as all Ojai Valley Area Plan Goals and Policies.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect™*

N|Ls [ PsM|[Ps

=

[ Ls [Psm [ Ps

5A. Agricultural Resources — Soils (Plng.)

Will the proposed project:

1) Resutlt in the direct and/or indirect loss of
soils  designated Prime, Statewide
Importance, Unique or Local Importance,
beyond the threshold amounts set forth in
Section 5a.C of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines?

2) Involve a General Plan amendment that will
result in the loss of agricultural soils?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 5A of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

5A-1. According to the State Important Farmland Inventory Maps, the project site has a
soil designation of Developed. The proposed facility will utilize a 180-square foot area of
the subject property. This does not constitute a direct or indirect loss of soils designated
Prime, Statewide Importance, Unique or Local Importance.
agricultural soils as a result of the proposed project have no impacts.
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5A-2. The proposed project does not involve a General Plan Amendment that will result
in the loss of agricultural soils.

5A-3. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 5a of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 1.6.1-1, and Resources Policies 1.6.2-1 &
-4. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the
applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 5a of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines, agricultural soils.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|[ts|psm|[Ps| N][LsS[PsmM]| PS

5B. Agricultural Resources - Land Use Incompatibility (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

1) If not defined as Agriculture or Agricultural
Operations in the zoning ordinances, be
closer than the threshold distances set forth | X X
in Section 5b.C of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 5b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

5B-1. The proposed project is not defined as Agriculture or Agricultural Operations in the
zoning ordinances and is located farther from any agricultural operations than the
threshold distances set forth in Section 5b.C of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.
The proposed project is a wireless communication facility located within an existing
commercial development site and would not have any adverse effect on nearby farming
operations.

5B-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for Item 5b of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines. The proposed facility will
not result in a loss of soils designated Prime, Statewide Importance, Unique or Local
Importance. The proposed project is compatible with its adjacent uses and the
development of the character of the area.
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Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no impact on land use
incompatibility.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|[pPsm|[Ps| N | Ls [PsMm]| Ps

6. Scenic Resources (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

a) Be located within an area that has a scenic
resource that is visible from a public viewing
location, and physically alter the scenic
resource either individually or cumulatively X X
when combined with recently approved,
current, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects”?

b) Be located within an area that has a scenic
resource that is visible from a public viewing
location, and substantially obstruct, degrade,
or obscure the scenic vista, either individually X X
or cumulatively when combined with recently
approved, current, and  reasonably
foreseeable future projects?

¢) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 6 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

B6a and 6b. The proposed project site is not located in a Scenic Resource Protection
overlay zone and no scenic resources exist onsite. The site is located approximately 170
feet east from State Route 33. The roadway is designated as Eligible State Scenic
Highways. Although the antenna tower included in the proposed facility is currently
designed as a 40-foot tall mono eucalyptus, this tower may ultimately be constructed at
a height of 60 feet above ground level. The additional 20 feet of tower height will be
allowed under a Federal exemption. With the federal exemption, the proposed 60-foot
tall faux eucalyptus tree will be visible from State Route 33. However, the faux eucalyptus
tree will not be prominently visible as other types of trees ranging in height from 22 feet
to 88 feet are located in the vicinity. The equipment and facility will be located behind a
commercial building and adjacent to a restaurant. The proposed lease area and the
equipment cabinets are located at the base of the mono-eucalyptus tower and will be
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screened by an existing fence. The proposed lease area and the equipment cabinets will
not be visible from public viewing areas.

Viewshed analysis was also added (see diagrams at the end of the MND) to demonstrate
that from a 30-foot segment of Orchard Drive (a lightly traveled public residential street)
which provides a viewshed corridor of mountains, a 40-foot tall mono-eucalyptus would
have neagligible or minimal visual impact on the viewshed because it would be screened
by existing trees. A 60-foot tall facility would mostly be screened by existing trees, but
some of the faux branches would be visible; however, the facility would not be prominently
visible, nor would it cause a significant alternation of the viewshed.

6c. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 6 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 1.7.1-1 and 1.7.1-2, and 1.7.2-3 and
Resources Policies 1.7.2-1. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be
consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 6 of the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than
significant impact on scenic resources.

Based on the above discussion, the project would result in less than significant impacts
on scenic resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
E N[Ls[pPsm[pPs| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps
7. Paleontological Resources
Will the proposed project:
a) For the area of the property that is disturbed
by or during the construction of the proposed X X

project, result in a direct or indirect impact to
areas of paleontological significance?

b) Contribute to the progressive loss of exposed
rock in Ventura County that can be studied | X X
and prospected for fossil remains?

c) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 7 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:
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7a and 7b. The project site is located in a developed commercial area that has not been
previously mapped for paleontological resources as per the County UMS maps. In the
unlikely event that paleontological resources are uncovered during ground disturbance
activities, the proposed project will be conditioned to require that construction be
suspended until the find can be evaluated, recovered, and curated. This condition will
cause a temporary cessation of all ground disturbances, notification of the Planning
Director, and assessment of the find by a paleontological consultant or professional
geologist. The Planning Director will review the recommendations of the consultant and
decide on the disposition of the resources. With this standard condition of approval, the
proposed project will create no impacts related to paleontological resources.

7c. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 7 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 1.8.1-1, 1.8.1-2, and Resources Policies
1.8.2-1, 1.8.2-2, and 1.8.2-3. Based on the discussion provided under items 7a and 7b
above, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals
and Policies for Item 7 of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no impact on
paleontological resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|pPssm|Ps| N | Ls |Psm]| PS

8A. Cultural Resources - Archaeological

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N |LS|PSM | PS| N LS | PS-M PS

1) Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics that
account for the inclusion of the resource in a X X
local register of historical resources pursuant
to Section 5020.1(k) requirements of Section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code?

2) Demolish or materially alter in an adverse

manner those physical characteristics of an
archaeological resource that convey its
archaeological significance and that justify its X X
eligibility for inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources as
determined by a lead agency for the
purposes of CEQA?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 8A of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

8A-1 and 8A-2. The County’s Archeological Report database indicated that there are no
archeologically important sites within one mile of the proposed project site. The proposed
project will not affect any known cultural resources.

8A-3. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 8a of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 1.8.1-1 and 1.8.1-2, and Resources Policy
1.8.2-1. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the
applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 8 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have no impact on archeological
resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect™*
N|[LS|[PSM|[PS| N | LS |[PSM| PS

8B. Cultural Resources — Historic (PIng.)
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

z

N|LS|PSM]|Ps | Ls | Psm | Ps

Will the proposed project:

1) Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of an
historical resource that convey its historical

e A S X X
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or
eligibility for, inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources?

2) Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics that
account for its inclusion in a local register of
historical resources pursuant to Section X X
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or
its identification in a historical resources
survey meeting the requirements of Section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code?

3) Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its eligibility for | X X
inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources as determined by a
lead agency for purposes of CEQA?

4) Demolish, relocate, or alter an historical
resource such that the significance of the X X
historical resource will be impaired [Public
Resources Code, Sec. 5020(q)]?

Impact Discussion:

8B-1 through 8B-3. Nicole Doner, Ventura County Cultural Heritage Board (CHB)
Planner, has reviewed and determined that no historic resources are recorded within the
Project's Area of Potential Effect. Therefore, the project will have no impact on cultural
resources.

8B-4. The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CCR § 15064.5, including those
resources defined in the Ventura County Cultural Heritage Ordinance.

Based on the above discussion, impacts on historic resources will be less than significant.
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect™

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N | LS| PsM|Ps

9. Coastal Beaches and Sand Dunes

a)

Will the proposed project:

N|[Ls|[pPsm]| Ps

Cause a direct or indirect adverse physical
change to a coastal beach or sand dune,
which is inconsistent with any of the coastal
beaches and coastal sand dunes policies of
the California Coastal Act, corresponding
Coastal Act regulations, Ventura County
Coastal Area Plan, or the Ventura County
General Plan Goals, Policies and Programs?

When considered together with one or more
recently approved, current, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects, result
in a direct or indirect, adverse physical
change to a coastal beach or sand dune?

Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 9 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

9a and 9b. The proposed project site is located in the Ventura County unincorporated
area of Ventura and is approximately 10 miles from the nearest coastal beach or sand
dune. The project does not include any activities that could lead to degradation, erosion
or destruction of coastal dunes. Therefore, the proposed project will have no impacts on
coastal beaches and sand dunes.

9c. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 9 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 1.10.1, and Resources Policies 1.10.2-1,
1.10.2-2, 1.10.2-3, and 1.10.2-4. Based on the discussion under Impact 9a above, the
proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies
for Item 9 of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project
will not result in a significant impact on coastal beaches and sand dunes.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™* Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls[pPsm[Ps| N[ Ls |[PsM] Ps

10. Fault Rupture Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Be at risk with respect to fault rupture in its
location within a State of California X
designated Alquist-Priolo Special Fault Study
Zone?

b) Be at risk with respect to fault rupture in its
location within a County of Ventura | X
designated Fault Hazard Area?

¢) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 10 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

10a through 10c. There are no known active or potentially active faults extending through
the proposed lot based on State of California Earthquake Fault Zones in accordance with
the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Ventura County General Plan
Hazards Appendix —Figure 2.2.3b. Furthermore, no proposed habitable structures are
within 50 feet of a mapped trace of an active fault. There is no impact (N) from potential
fault rupture hazard.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
N[Ls[Psm[Ps| N] LS [PSM]| Ps

%11. Ground Shaking Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect™

N | LS | PS-M | PS

N | Ls [PsM]| PS

a) Be built in accordance with all applicable
requirements of the Ventura County Building
Code?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for item 11 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

i

i
S

A

Impact Discussion:

11a and 11b. The property will subject to moderate to strong ground shaking from seismic
events on local and regional fault systems. The County of Ventura Building Code adopted
from the California Building Code, dated 2010, Chapter 16, Section 1613 requires the
structures be designed to withstand this ground shaking.
structures associated with this application. The effects of ground shaking are considered

to be less than significant.

There are no habitable

The hazards from ground shaking will affect each project individually; and no cumulative
ground shaking hazard will occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or probable

projects.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

IN|Ls|PsM | Ps

N | Ls [PsMm][ Ps

12. Liquefaction Hazards (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving liquefaction
because it is located within a Seismic
Hazards Zone?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 12 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?
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Impact Discussion:

12a and 12b. The site is not located within a potential liquefaction zone based on the
Ventura County General Plan Hazards Appendix — Figure 2.4b. This map is a compilation
of the State of California Seismic Hazards Maps for the County of Ventura and was used
as the basis for delineating the potential liquefaction hazards within the County.
Consequently, liquefaction is not a factor for the proposed project and the site is not within
a State of California Seismic Hazards zone for liquefaction. There is no impact from
potential hazards from liquefaction.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect*
N[Ls|[PsM|PS| N | LS |PSM] PS

13. Seiche and Tsunami Hazards (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Be located within about 10 to 20 feet of vertical
elevation from an enclosed body of water | X
such as a lake or reservoir?

b) Be located in a mapped area of tsunami .
hazard as shown on the County General | X L
Plan maps?

c¢) Be consistent with the applicable General Plan
Goals and Policies for Iltem 13 of the Initial | X X
Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

The hazards from seiche and tsunami will affect each project individually. No cumulative
seiche and tsunami hazard would occur as a result of other projects.

13a. The site is not located adjacent to a closed or restricted body of water based on
aerial imagery review (photos dated December 2013, aerial imagery is under the
copyrights of Pictometry, Source: Pictometry®, December 2013) and is not subject to
seiche hazard.

13b. The project is not mapped within a tsunami inundation zone based on the Ventura
County General Plan, Hazards Appendix Figure 2.6. There is no impact from potential
hazards from tsunami.
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13c. The site is not located adjacent to a closed or restricted body of water based on
aerial imagery review (Aerial imagery is under the copyrights of Pictometry, Source:
Pictometry©, December 2011) and would not be subject to seiche hazard. The project is
also not mapped within a tsunami inundation zone based on the Ventura County General
Plan, Hazards Appendix Figure 2.6. There is no impact from potential hazards from
seiche and tsunami.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
|N|Ls|Psm|Ps| N ]| LS [PSM]| PS

14. Landslide/Mudflow Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Result in a landslide/mudflow hazard, as
determined by the Public Works Agency
Certified Engineering Geologist, based on
the location of the site or project within, or | X
outside of mapped landslides, potential
earthquake induced landslide zones, and
geomorphology of hillside terrain?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 14 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

The hazards from landslides/mudslides will affect each project individually. No
cumulative landslide/mudslide hazard would occur as a result of other projects.

14a and 14b. The project site is not located on a mapped landslide, on a hillside, or in a
potential seismically-induced landslide zone based on analysis conducted by the
California Geological Survey as part of California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, 1991,
Public Resources Code Sections 2690 2699.6. The project does not include any
excavations into a hillside. The proposed project would not cause or be affected by a
landslide hazard.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls[Psm[Ps| N[ Ls [Psm] Ps

15. Expansive Soils Hazards (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving soil expansion
because it is located within a soils expansive
hazard zone or where soils with an
expansion index greater than 20 are
present?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 15 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

The hazards from expansive soils will affect each project individually. No cumulative
expansive soils hazard would occur as a result of other projects.

15a and 15b. Future development of the site will be subject to the requirements of the
County of Ventura Building code adopted from the California Building Code, dated 2013,
Section 1803.5.3 that require mitigation of potential adverse effects of expansive soils.
The hazard associated with adverse effects of expansive soils is considered to be less

than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|psm|[Ps| N[ Ls |[PsM]| PS

16. Subsidence Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N [Ls [ PsM|[Ps

N | Ls |Psm]| Ps

a)

Expose people or structures to potential
adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving subsidence
because it is located within a subsidence
hazard zone?

Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 16 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

The hazards from subsidence will affect each project individually. No cumulative
subsidence hazard would occur as a result of other projects.

16a and 16b. The subject property is not within the probable subsidence hazard zone as
delineated on the Ventura County General Plan Hazards Appendix Figure 2.8 (October
22, 2013) and the project is not for ail, gas or groundwater withdrawal, the project is
considered to have no impact on the hazard of subsidence.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS|PSM|PS

N | Ls[Psm]| Ps

17a. Hydraulic Hazards — Non-FEMA (PWA)

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|pPsm|[pPs| N[ Ls [pPsm][ Ps

1) Result in a potential erosion/siltation hazard
and flooding hazard pursuant to any of the

following documents (individually,
collectively, or in combination with one
another):

e 2007 Ventura County Building Code
Ordinance No0.4369

e Ventura County Land Development
Manual

e Ventura County Subdivision Ordinance

e Ventura County Coastal Zoning
Ordinance

e Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance

e Ventura County Standard Land
Development Specifications

e Ventura County Road Standards

e Ventura County Watershed Protection
District Hydrology Manual

e County of Ventura Stormwater Quality
Ordinance, Ordinance No. 4142

o Ventura County Hillside Erosion Control
Ordinance, Ordinance No. 3539 and
Ordinance No. 3683

e Ventura County Municipal Storm Water
NPDES Permit

e State General Construction Permit

o State General Industrial Permit

¢ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES)?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 17A of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

17A-1 and 17A-2. No substantial increase in impervious area is proposed as a part of this
project and no additional grading is proposed. Should any building or increase in
impervious area be proposed in the future, construction will be completed according to
current codes and standards. Therefore the project is consistent with the applicable
General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 17a of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[LS[PsM]|Ps

N | Ls [PsMm [ Ps

17b. Hydraulic Hazards — FEMA (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

1)

2)

Be located outside of the boundaries of a
Special Flood Hazard Area and entirely
within a FEMA-determined ‘X-Unshaded'
flood zone (beyond the 0.2% annual chance
floodplain: beyond the 500-year floodplain)?

Be located outside of the boundaries of a
Special Flood Hazard Area and entirely
within a FEMA-determined ‘X-Shaded' flood
zone (within the 0.2% annual chance
floodplain: within the 500-year floodplain)?

Be located, in part or in whole, within the
boundaries of a Special Flood Hazard Area
(1% annual chance floodplain: 100-year),
but located entirely outside of the boundaries
of the Regulatory Floodway?

Be located, in part or in whole, within the
boundaries of the Regulatory Floodway, as
determined using the ‘Effective’ and latest
available DFIRMs provided by FEMA?

5) Be consistent with the applicable General

Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 17B of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

17B-1 through 17B-4. The project site is not located in or adjacent to a Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 1% annual chance (100-year) floodplain as
evidenced the effective Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM) 06111C0566E
(January 20, 2010). The site is located in an “X Unshaded (500-year flood zone). The
nearest floodplain is on Happy Valley Drain South which is located approximately 911.4
feet northerly of the site. A Floodplain Development Permit and a Floodplain Clearance
are therefore, not required. The proposed project will not result in project-related impacts
related to flooding, or contribute to cumulative impacts related to flooding.

17B-5. The proposed development complies with the Ventura County Floodplain
Management Ordinance and Ventura County General Plan policies 2.10.2 2 and 2.10.2

<
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Based on the above discussion, impacts of the project related to flood hazards will be
less than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls[pPsm]|Ps| N | LS [PSM]| PS

18. Fire Hazards (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:

a) Be located within High Fire Hazard
Areas/Fire Hazard Severity Zones or X X
Hazardous Watershed Fire Areas?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 18 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

18a. The project site is located within a Hazardous Fire Area. The project will comply
with all applicable Federal, State regulations and the requirements of the VCBC and the
Fire Code.

18b. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies.

Based on the above discussion, there will be no impact related to fire hazards.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect™*
N|[Ls|[pPsm|[Ps| N | LS |[PSM]| Ps

19. Aviation Hazards (Airports)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect™*

N | LS | PS-M | PS

N LS | PS-M PS

a) Comply with the County's Airport
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and pre-
established federal criteria set forth in
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77
(Obstruction Standards)?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 19 of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

19a. The proposed project is not located within the sphere of influence of Oxnard,
Camarillo, Santa Paula or Naval Base Ventura County airports. Therefore, the proposed
project will be in compliance with the County’s Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan and
Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77. Thus, there will not be any impact of the proposed

project related to aviation hazards.

19b. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 19 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 2.14.1-1, and Resources Policy 2.14.2-2.
Based on the discussion under Impact 19a above, the proposed project will be consistent
with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 19 of the Initial Study

Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|Psm|Ps

N | Ls |Psm]| Ps

20a. Hazardous Materials/Waste — Materials (EHD/Fire)

Will the proposed project:

1) Utilize hazardous materials in compliance
with applicable state and local requirements
as set forth in Section 20a of the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines?
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N | LS| PS-M|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 20a of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

20A-1 and 20A-2. The proposed project includes the use of hazardous materials typically
associated with backup power supply. Improper storage, handling, and disposal of these
material(s) could result in the creation of adverse impacts to the environment.
Compliance with applicable state and local regulations will reduce potential project
specific and cumulative impacts to a level considered less than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|pPsm|[Ps| N[ Ls [PsM]| Ps

20b. Hazardous Materials/Waste — Waste (EHD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Comply with applicable state and local
requirements as set forth in Section 20b of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 20b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

20b-1 and 20b-2. The proposed project is not considered an activity that generates
hazardous waste. The project will not have any project specific or cumulative impacts
relative to hazardous wastes.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N |Ls [Psm]|Ps|

21. Noise and Vibration

N[Ls[Psm][ Ps |

Will the proposed project:

a) Either individually or when combined with

other recently approved, pending, and
probable future projects, produce noise in
excess of the standards for noise in the
Ventura County General Plan Goals, Policies
and Programs (Section 2.16) or the
applicable Area Plan?

b)

Either individually or when combined with
other recently approved, pending, and
probable future projects, include construction
activities involving blasting, pile-driving,
vibratory compaction, demolition, and drilling
or excavation which exceed the threshold
criteria provided in the Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment (Section
12.2)?

Result in a transit use located within any of
the critical distances of the vibration-
sensitive uses listed in Table 1 (Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines, Section 21)7?

Generate new heavy vehicle (e.g., semi-
truck or bus) trips on uneven roadways
located within proximity to sensitive uses that
have the potential to either individually or
when combined with other recently
approved, pending, and probable future
projects, exceed the threshold criteria of the
Transit Use Thresholds for rubber-tire heavy
vehicle uses (Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines, Section 21-D, Table 1, ltem No.
3)?
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N |LS | PSM|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

e) Involve blasting, pile-driving, vibratory
compaction, demolition, drilling, excavation,
or other similar types of vibration-generating
activities which have the potential to either
individually or when combined with other
recently approved, pending, and probable X X
future projects, exceed the threshold criteria
provided in the Transit Noise and Vibration
Impact Assessment [Hanson, Carl E., David
A. Towers, and Lance D. Meister. (May
2006) Section 12.2]?

f) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 21 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

21a. Under normal operation, the proposed project will not generate any noise that would
be perceptible from offsite locations. Some noise will be temporarily generated from the
infrequent operation of the emergency generator. This temporary noise would not exceed
the standards for noise in General Plan Policy 2.16. Therefore, the proposed project will
have a less than significant impact on noise and vibration.

21b. The proposed project will include construction activities. However they will be
temporary in nature. By restricting the noise-generating activities to the days and times
during which residential uses are not "noise-sensitive", noise impacts would be less than
significant. To ensure this, the project will be subject to standard conditions of approval
that limit noise-generating construction activities to the daytime (i.e., 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM,
Monday through Friday, and 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Saturday, Sunday, and local holidays),
which is the time during which residential uses typically are not noise sensitive (County
of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, July 2010, page 5,
Figure 3).

21c. The proposed project does not include any transit use. Therefore, the proposed
project will have no impact on noise and vibration.

21d. The proposed project does not include any long-term heavy vehicle traffic trips.
Therefore, the proposed project will have no impact on vibration.

21e. The proposed project will include construction activities. However they will be
temporary in nature. By restricting the noise-generating activities to the days and times
during which residential uses are not "noise-sensitive”, noise impacts would be less than
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significant. To ensure this, the project will be subject to standard conditions of approval
that limit noise-generating construction activities to the daytime (i.e., 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM,
Monday through Friday, and 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM, Saturday, Sunday, and local holidays),
which is the time during which residential uses typically are not noise sensitive (County
of Ventura Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan, July 2010, page 5,
Figure 3).

21f. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 21 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 2.16.1, and Resources Policies 2.16.2-1,
2.16.2-2, and 2.16.2-3. Based on the discussion provided under items 21-a through 21b
above, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals
and Policies for Item 21 of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will have a less than significant
impact related to noise and vibration.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|PsMm|[Ps| N|[Ls |Psm]| Ps

22. Daytime Glare

Will the proposed project:

a) Create a new source of disability glare or
discomfort glare for motorists travelling along X X
any road of the County Regional Road
Network?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 22 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

22a. The proposed faux eucalyptus tower would not have reflective surfaces that could
create a new source of disability glare or discomfort glare for motorists or persons
travelling along any road of the County Regional Road Network, such as State Route 33.
Therefore, the project will not have any project-specific or cumulative impacts relative to
daytime glare.

22b. The applicable General Plan Policy for Item 22 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines is Policy 3.4.2-4. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be
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consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 22 of the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|[Psm[Ps| N | LS |[PsM]| PS

23. Public Health (EHD)

Will the proposed project:

a) Result in impacts to public health from

environmental factors as set forth in Section X X
23 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 23 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

23a and 23b. The proposed project may have impacts to public health associated with
hazardous materials. Compliance with applicable state and local regulations will reduce
potential project specific and cumulative impacts to a level considered less than
significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|[PSM[PS| N | LS [PSM | PS

24. Greenhouse Gases (VCAPCD)

Will the proposed project:

a) Result in environmental impacts from
greenhouse gas emissions, either project
specifically or cumulatively, as set forth in X X
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(h)(3), 15064.4,
15130(b)(1)(B) and ~(d), and 15183.57?

Impact Discussion:

39

81



24a. The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District has not yet adopted any approach
to setting a threshold of significance for land use development projects in the area of
project greenhouse gas emissions. Furthermore, the amount of greenhouse gases
anticipated from the project will be a small fraction of the levels being considered by the
APCD for greenhouse gas significance thresholds and far below those adopted to date
by any air district in the state.

Therefore, the project specific and cumulative impacts to greenhouse gases are less than
significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect™*
N|[Ls|[PsM[PS| N ]| LS |[PsM| PS

25. Community Character (Ping.)

Will the proposed project:

a) Either individually or cumulatively when
combined with recently approved, current,
and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects, introduce physical development X X
that is incompatible with existing land uses,
architectural form or style, site design/layout,
or density/parcel sizes within the community
in which the project site is located?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for item 25 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

25a. The project site is located at 11570 North Ventura Avenue, within the unincorporated
Mira Monte area of Ventura County, adjacent to State Route 33. The proposed project
site is currently developed with a retail feed store. The proposed project will not be out
of character with the Ceommercial and Urban Residential Ojai Valley Area Plan land use
designations rural-residentialuses which surrounding the site.

The project would not be incompatible with the existing land uses. The WCF will be
designed as a stealth facility with a 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree and lease area
containing equipment cabinets. The overall height of the mono eucalyptus within the
proposed WCF may be have a maximum height of 60 feet under the federal exemption
pursuant to Section 6409(a) (40 feet under the County of Ventura’s jurisdiction and 20
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feet under the federal exemption). The antenna components of the proposed WCF will
be mounted at 34 feet above ground on the proposed 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree.
Should the applicant seek and obtain the federal exemption, the antenna components
would be mounted at 54 feet above the ground on a 60-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree. The
proposed project site is surrounded by various species of trees ranging in height from 22
feet to 84 feet. The faux eucalyptus tree will not be prominently visible. The proposed
lease area and the equipment cabinets are located at the base of the mono-eucalyptus
tower and will be screened by an existing fence. The proposed lease area and the
equipment cabinets will not be visible from public viewing areas. Therefore, based on the
design and location of the proposed project, project-specific and cumulative impacts
related to community character would be less than significant.

25b. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 25 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: General Land Use: Goals 3.1.1-2 through -5 , and Policies
3.1.2-2, -3, -5, -6, -7, -8, -10, & -11; Land Use Designations: Goals 3.2.1-1 through -7,
and Policies 3.2.2-1, -2, -3, -5, -6, & -7; Population and Housing: Goals 3.3.1-6 through -
8, and Policy 3.3.2-6(2); Employment and Commerce/Industry: Goals 3.4.1-1, -2, -3, -4,
& -6, and Policies 3.4.2-1, & -3 through -7. Based on the above discussion, the proposed
project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 25
of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|LS|PSM|[PS| N | LS |PSMm]| PS

26. Housing (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N[Ls[PsM[Ps| N[ Ls [PsM] Ps

a) Eliminate three or more dwelling units that
are affordable to:
e moderate-income households that are | X X
located within the Coastal Zone; and/or,
e lower-income households?

b) Involve construction which has an impact on
the demand for additional housing due to X X
potential housing demand created by
construction workers?

c) Resultin 30 or more new full-time-equivalent X X
lower-income employees?

d) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 26 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

26a. The project does not include the elimination of any existing dwelling units. The
project will not create a demand for new housing. Therefore, the project will not have any
impacts related to housing.

26b. As stated in the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (146), any project that involves
construction has an impact on the demand for additional housing due to potential housing
demand created by construction workers. However, construction worker demand is a
less than significant project-specific and cumulative impact because construction work is
short-term and there is a sufficient pool of construction workers within Ventura County
and the Los Angeles metropolitan regions.

26¢. The proposed project will not result in 30 or more new full time equivalent lower
income employees. The project site is unmanned. Therefore, the proposed project will
have no impact on housing.

26d. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for Item 26 of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, regarding housing.

Based on the above discussion, impacts on housing will be less than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS|Psm]|Ps

N|[Ls |Psm]| Ps

27a(1). Transportation & Circulation - Roads a

nd Highways - Level of Service (LOS) (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Will the proposed project cause existing roads
within the Regional Road Network or Local
Road Network that are currently functioning at
an acceptable LOS to function below an
acceptable LOS?

Impact Discussion:

27a(1)-a. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility. The project will
not generate substantial additional traffic on the County of Ventura Regional Road
Network and local public roads. The only traffic will be an occasional maintenance visit.
Therefore, the project does not have the potential to alter the level of service (LOS) of
County roads near the project. Therefore, adverse traffic impacts relating to LOS will be

less than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls | Psm]Ps

N|[Ls |[pPsm]| Ps

(PWA)

27a(2). Transportation & Circulation - Roads and Highways - Safety and Design of Public Roads

Will the proposed project:

a) Does the existing Public Road or intersection
comply with current County Road Standards,
and would the proposed Public Road or
intersection improvement or encroachment
associated with the project or required by the
CEQA lead agency also comply with County
Road Standards?

Impact Discussion:
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27a(2)-a. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility. The project will
not generate substantial additional traffic on the County of Ventura Regional Road
Network and local public roads. Therefore, the project does not have the potential to alter
the level of service (LOS) of County roads near the project. Therefore, adverse traffic
impacts relating to safety/design will be less than significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect*” Degree Of Effect**
B N|Ls|Psm[PS| N]LsS|[Psm]| Ps

27a(3). Transportation & Circulation - Roads & Highways — Safety & Design of Private Access
(VCFPD)

a) If a private road or private access is proposed,
will the design of the private road meet the
adopted Private Road Guidelines and access | X X
standards of the VCFPD as listed in the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines?

b) Will the project be consistent with the
applicable General Plan Goals and Policies
for ltem 27a(3) of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

27a(3)-a. The project site already has adequate access for fire protection provided by
existing private roads.

27a(3)-b. The project meets the goals and policies of the general plan guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|[PsmM|Ps| N[ LS |[PsM] Ps

27a(4). Transportation & Circulation - Roads & Highways - Tactical Access (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

N|LS|PSM|PS| N LS PS-M PS
a) Involve a road or access, public or private,
that complies with VCFPD adopted Private | X X
Road Guidelines?
b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 27a(4) of the | X X

27a(4)-a. There are public and private roads serving the project site. All roads are in
compliance with either the County Public Road Standards or VCFPD Private Road

Guidelines.

27a(4)-b. This project meets the goals and policies of the general plan guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS|PsMm]|Ps

N

| LS [ PsM | Ps

27b. Transportation & Circulation - Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities (PWA/PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

1) Will the proposed project cause actual or
potential barriers to existing or planned
pedestrian/bicycle facilities?

2) Will the proposed project generate or attract
pedestrian/bicycle traffic volumes meeting the
requirements for protected highway crossings
or pedestrian and bicycle facilities?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27b of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:
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27b-1 and 27-2: The proposed project is comprised of an un-manned communications
facility. This facility will not generate any additional bicycle or pedestrian fraffic.
Therefore, impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle uses will be less than significant.

27b-3. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27b of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are;: Resources Goals 4.2.1-1, 4.2.1-6, 4.2.1-8, 4.2.1-9 and
4.2.1-10, and Policies 4.2.2-2,4.2.2-8, and 4.2.2-9. Based on the above discussion under
items 27b-1 and 27b-2, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27b of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|LS|PsM|PS| N[ Ls |PsM]| Ps

27c. Transportation & Circulation - Bus Transit

Will the proposed project:

1) Substantially interfere with existing bus
transit facilities or routes, or create a X X
substantial increase in demand for additional
or new bus transit facilities/services?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27c of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

27c-1. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility. Other than an
occasion maintenance visit, the project will not generate additional traffic. Thus, the
proposed project will not substantially interfere with existing bus facilities or routes, or
create a substantial increased demand for additional or new bus transit facilities/services.
Therefore, the proposed project will have no impacts on bus transit.

27c¢-2. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policy for Item 27¢ of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.2.1-1, 4.2.1-6, 4.2.1-7, 4.2.1-8 and
4.2.1-9, and Policy 4.2.2-8. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be
consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 27c¢ of the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than
significant impact on Transportation & Circulation — Bus Transit.
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|Psm|[PS| N | LS |[PSM| PsS

27d. Transportation & Circulation - Railroads

Will the proposed project:

1) Individually or cumulatively, substantially
interfere with an existing railroad's facilities or | X X
operations?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 27d of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines”?

Impact Discussion:

27d-1. The project is an unmanned wireless communication facility. The project will not
generate substantial additional traffic or the need for railroad transport. The project site is
not located in the vicinity of any railroad. Thus, the proposed project is not anticipated to
interfere with an existing railroad’s facilities or operations. Therefore, the proposed
project will have no impacts on railroads.

27d-2. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policy for ltem 27d of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.2.1-1,4.2.1-11, and 4.2.1-12, and Policy
4.2.2-9. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the
applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 27d of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
~ |[NJis[pPsm[Ps| N[ LS [PsMm] Ps

27e. Transportation & Circulation — Airports (Airports)

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N |[LS | PSM|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

1) Have the potential to generate complaints and
concerns  regarding interference  with | X X
airports?

2) Be located within the sphere of influence of
either County operated airport?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for [tem 27e of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

27e-1 and 27e-2. The proposed project site is not located within 12 miles of any public
airport. Therefore, the proposed project will not have the potential to interfere with airport
operations. Thus, the proposed project will have no impacts on airports.

27e-3. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 27e of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.2.1-1, 4.2.1-13, and 4.2.1-14, and
Policies 4.2.2-10, and 4.2.2-11. Based on the above discussion provided for items 27e-
1 and 27e-2, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan
Goals and Policies for Item 27e of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™* Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|[PsM|PS| N | LS |[PSM]| Ps

27f. Transportation & Circulation - Harbor Facilities (Harbors)

Will the proposed project:

1) Involve construction or an operation that will

increase the demand for commercial boat X X
traffic and/or adjacent commercial boat
facilities?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27f of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?
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Impact Discussion:

27f-1. The proposed project is not adjacent to any harbor, will not affect the operations of
a harbor, and will not increase the demands on harbor facilities. Therefore, the proposed
project will not have any impacts related to harbors.

27f-2. The applicable General Plan Goal for Item 27f of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines is Resources Goal 4.2.1-1. Based on the above discussion, the proposed
project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and Pohmes for ltem 27f
of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect*™ Degree Of Effect**
N[Ls[PsM[Ps| N[ LS |PsM][ PS |

27g. Transportation & Circulation - Pipelines

Will the proposed project:

1) Substantially interfere with, or compromise the
integrity or affect the operation of, an existing | X X
pipeline?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27g of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

27g-1. There are no major pipelines located near the subject property. The proposed use
will not create additional impacts to surrounding oil facilities. Thus, the proposed project
will not interfere with, or compromise the integrity or affect the operation of, an existing
pipeline.

27g-2. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27g of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 2.14.1-2, and Policy 2.14.2-4. Based on
the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27g of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines,
pipelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N | LS |PSM|PS

28a. Water Supply - Quality (EHD)

N [1s[Psm| Ps |

Will the proposed project:

1) Comply with applicable state and local

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

requirements as set forth in Section 28a of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 28a of the | X X

28a-1 and 28a-2. The proposed project will not require a supply of domestic water and
will not involve sewage disposal. The increase in the area of impervious surfaces will be
negligible. Thus, the proposed project will not have any project specific or cumulative

impacts related to water quality.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|PsM]|Ps

N | Ls |PsMm]| Ps

28h. Water Supply — Quantity (WPD)

Will the proposed project:
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™* Degree Of Effect**

N | LS |PSM]|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

1) Have a permanent supply of water? X X

2) Either individually or cumulatively when
combined with recently approved, current,
and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects, introduce physical development | X X
that will adversely affect the water supply -
quantity of the hydrologic unit in which the
project site is located?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 28b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

28b-1 through 28b-3. The proposed project is comprised of an unmanned wireless
communication facility that does not require water service. Thus, no impact related to
water supply will occur with the proposed project. Therefore the proposed project will not
either individually or cumulatively when combined with recently approved, current, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects, introduce physical development that
would adversely affect the water supply quantity of the hydrologic unit in which the project
site is located.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|LS|PsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

28c. Water Supply - Fire Flow Requirements (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Meet the required fire flow? X X

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 28c of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?
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Impact Discussion:

28c-1. The project is served by a water purveyor that can provide the required fire flow in
accordance with the VCWWM and VCFPD Fire Code. Thus, no impact related to the
adequacy of fire flow will occur with implementation of the project.

28c-2. The project meets the goals and policies of the general plan guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect™
N|Ls|[Psm|[Ps| N ]| LS |Psm]| PS

29a. Waste Treatment & Disposal Facilities - Individual Sewage Disposal Systems (EHD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Comply with applicable state and local
requirements as set forth in Section 29a of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 29a of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

29a-1 and 29a-2. The proposed project will not require the use of an individual sewage
disposal system. The proposed project will not create any project specific or cumulative
impacts relative to individual sewage disposal.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect™
N|LS[PsM|[Ps| N | Ls |[PsmMm]| Ps

29b. Waste Treatment & Disposal Facilities - Sewage Collection/Treatment Facilities (EHD)

Will the proposed project: ,
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect*™* Degree Of Effect**

N [LS | PS-M|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

1) Comply with applicable state and local
requirements as set forth in Section 29b of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 29b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

29b-1 and 29b-2. The proposed project will not require sewage disposal. The project will
not have any project specific or cumulative impacts to a sewage collection facility.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|[Ls|[Psm[Ps| N ]| Ls|[Psm]| Ps

29c. Waste Treatment & Disposal Facilities - Solid Waste Management (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

1) Have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a
landfill such that the project impairs the

o . e X X

landfill's disposal capacity in terms of

reducing its useful life to less than 15 years?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 29c¢ of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

29c-1. As required by California Public Resources Code (PRC) 41701, Ventura County’s
Countywide Siting Element (CSE), adopted in June 2001 and updated annually, confirms
Ventura County has at least 15 years of disposal capacity available for waste generated
by in-County projects. Because the County currently exceeds the minimum disposal
capacity required by state PRC, the proposed project will have less than significant project
specific impacts, and will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant
cumulative impacts related to Ventura County’s solid waste disposal capacity.
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29c-2. Ventura County Ordinance 4421 requires all discretionary permit applicants whose
proposed project includes construction and/or demolition activities to reuse, salvage,
recycle, or compost a minimum of 60% of the solid waste generated by their project. The
IWMD’s waste diversion program (Form B Recycling Plan/Form C Report) ensures this
60% diversion goal is met prior to issuance of a final zoning clearance for use inauguration
or occupancy, consistent with the Ventura County General Plan’s Waste Treatment &
Disposal Facility Goals 4.4.1 1 and 2 and Policies 4.4.2 1, 2, 4, and 6. Therefore, the
proposed project will have less than significant project specific impacts, and will not make
a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts, related to the
Ventura County’s General Plan goals and policies for solid waste disposal capacity.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect*

N|[Ls|Psm[PsS|[ N[ LS |PSM]| Ps

29d. Waste Treatment & Disposal Facilities - Solid Waste Facilities (EHD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Comply with applicable state and local
requirements as set forth in Section 29d of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 29d of the | X X
[nitial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

29d-1 and 29d-2. The proposed project does not include a solid waste facility. The
proposed project will not have any project specific or cumulative impacts relating to solid
waste facilities.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect™

N|[LsS]|Psm]|Ps

N | s |[pPsm]| Ps

30. Utilities

Will the proposed project:

a) Individually or cumulatively cause a

facility?

b) Individually or cumuiatively increase demand

for secondary environmental impacts?

c) Be consistent with the applicable General

disruption or re-routing of an existing utility X X
on a utility that results in expansion of an X X
existing utility facility which has the potential

Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 30 of the X X

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

30a and 30b. The project site is located in an area in which electrical, gas, and telephone
services are available. No facility will need to be re-routed or expanded to serve the
proposed project. Thus, the proposed project will not cause a disruption or re-routing of
an existing utility facility or cause an increased demand on a utility. Therefore, the
proposed project will have less than significant impacts related to utilities.

30c. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 30 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 4.5.1, and Policies 4.5.2-1, 4.5.2-2, and
4.5.2-3. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the
applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 30 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on

utilities.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[LS|PsM|[Ps

N | LS | PS-M | PS

31a. Flood Control Facilities/Watercourses - Watershed Protection District (WPD)
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|pPsMm|[Ps| N |[Ls [PsM]| Ps

Will the proposed project:

1) Either directly or indirectly, impact flood
control facilities and watercourses by
obstructing, impairing, diverting, impeding, or
altering the characteristics of the flow of X X
water, resulting in exposing adjacent
property and the community to increased risk
for flood hazards?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 31a of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

31a-1. The project site is not located adjacent to District jurisdictional red line channels,
the nearest being Happy Valley Drain South which is approximately 911.4 feet northerly
of the site. No direct drainage connections to District jurisdictional red line channels or
facilities are indicated on any of the Applicant's submitted Project materials. It is
understood that impacts from increases in impervious area will be required to be mitigated
to Less than Significant under conditions imposed by the Engineering Services
Department, Development and Inspection Services, by reference to Appendix J of the
Ventura County Building Code requiring that runoff from the site will be released at no
greater than the undeveloped flow rate and in such a manner as to not cause an adverse
impact downstream in velocity or duration. District staff determines that the project design
with the conditions mentioned above mitigates the direct and indirect project specific and
cumulative impacts to flood control facilities and watercourses. Therefore the
environmental assessment is Less than Significant on red line channels under the
jurisdiction of the Watershed Protection District.

31a-2. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals
and Policies for Item 31a of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines, flood control
facilities/watercourses.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**

N|LS[Psm]Ps | Ls [ PsMm | Ps

=

31b. Flood Control Facilities/Watercourses - Other Facilities (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

1) Result in the possibility of deposition of
sediment and debris materials within existing | X X
channels and allied obstruction of flow?

2) Impact the capacity of the channel and the
potential for overflow during design storm | X X
conditions?

3) Result in the potential for increased runoff
and the effects on Areas of Special Flood X X
Hazard and regulatory channels both on and
off site?

4) Involve an increase in flow to and from natural
and man-made drainage channels and | X X
facilities?

5) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 31b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

31b-1. The project runoff will be by sheetflow along the existing topograpy of the site and
will enter natural areas. The project and subsequent runoff leaving existing impervious
surfaces will not create an obstruction of flow in the existing drainage as and runoff will
be similar to the present conditions and not concentrate flow and allow erosion and
subsequent deposition within existing channels.

31b-2. The project will not substantially increase the impervious surface that presently
exists in the area of the project. Runoff will be returned to sheetflow conditions along
existing topography will not impact the capacity of any existing drainage improvements
and overall drainage patterns will be unaltered. The project will not result in an increase
in the potential for deposition of sediment and debris materials within existing channels
and allied obstruction of flow from the existing conditions.

31b-3. The project runoff will be returned to existing natural conditions that will be similar
to the present offsite flow and no increase in effects on Areas of Special Flood Hazard
than the pre project condition.
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31b-4. The project will not result in an increase in flow due to the impervious surface area
presently existing in the area of this project, as it is similar to the present conditions. There
is no impact to the natural and man-made channels and facilities due to the existing and
proposed conditions being similar and runoff will be returned to natural sheet flow
conditions.

31b-5. The project will not result in an increase in flow due to the impervious surface area
of this project, as the impervious area is similar to the present conditions.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N[Ls[Psm[Ps| N[Ls[PsM][PS

32. Law Enforcement/Emergency Services (Sheriff)

Will the proposed project:

a) Have the potential to increase demand for X X
law enforcement or emergency services?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 32 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

32a. The proposed communications facility is not a use that could generate a potentially
significant increase in demand for law enforcement or emergency services. In addition,
the project includes certain security measures to address potential increases in crime
(e.g. theft, vandalism). A 6-foot high chain link fence would surround the facility lease
area. The proposed communications facility is located on private property that is
surrounding by an existing fence and not accessible to the public. Therefore, the
proposed project has no project-specific impacts, and will not contribute to cumulative
impacts, related to law enforcement and emergency services.

32b. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 32 of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.7.1-1 through -7, and Policies 4.7.2-1
through -5. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with
the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 32 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines.
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS|PsM|PS

b4

| Ls | Psm | Ps

33a. Fire Protection Services - Distance and Response (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:

1)

Be located in excess of five miles, measured
from the apron of the fire station to the
structure or pad of the proposed structure,
from a full-time paid fire department?

Require additional fire stations and
personnel, given the estimated response
time from the nearest full-time paid fire
department to the project site?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General

Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 33a of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

33a-1. The project is located within five miles of the nearest full time fire station and has
a response time not exceeding seven minutes in urban areas from the nearest full time
fire station.

33a-2. The proposed project will not require additional fire stations and personnel.

33a-3. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals
and Policies.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|[Psm]|Ps

N|Ls [PsM]| Ps

33hb. Fire Protection Services — Personnel, Equipment, and Facilities (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:

1) Result in the need for additional personnel?

2) Magnitude or the distance from existing
facilities indicate that a new facility or
additional equipment will be required?

3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 33b of the
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

33b-1 and 33b-2. The proposed project will not result in the need for additional personnel,
new facilities or equipment. A new facility or additional equipment will not be required.

33b-3. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals

and Policies.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|Psm|Ps

N | Ls [PsM | PS

34a. Education - Schools

Will the proposed project:

1) Substantially interfere with the operations of

an existing school facility? g %
2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 34a of the | X X

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?
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Impact Discussion:

34a-1. The Ojai Unified School District serves the project area. The proposed project
does not involve a residential use. Thus, the proposed use will not substantially interfere
with the operations of an existing school facility. Therefore, there would not be any impact
on the proposed project as a result of schools.

34a-2. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 34a of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goal 4.9.1-1, and Policies 4.9.2-1 and 4.9.2-2.
Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable
General Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 34a of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|LS|PSM|PS| N |[Ls [PsM ]| Ps

34b. Education - Public Libraries (Lib. Agency)

Will the proposed project:

1) Substantially interfere with the operations of
an existing public library facility?

2) Put additional demands on a public library
facility which is  currently deemed | X
overcrowded?

3) Limit the ability of individuals to access public
library facilities by private vehicle or | X
alternative transportation modes?

4} In combination with other approved projects
in its vicinity, cause a public library facility to |
become overcrowded?

5) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 34b of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

34b-1. The closest County Library is the Ventura County Library, which is located more
than 1.5 miles from the project site. Thus, the proposed project will not substantially
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interfere with the operations of an existing public library facility. Therefore, the proposed
project will have no impact on education — public libraries.

34b-2. The proposed project will not put additional demands on a public library facility
which is currently deemed overcrowded. Therefore, the proposed project will have no
impact on education — public libraries.

34h-3. The proposed project will not limit the ability of individuals to access public library
facilities by private vehicle or alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the proposed
project will have no impact on education — public libraries.

34b-4. The proposed project in combination with other approved projects in its vicinity,
will not cause a public library facility to become overcrowded Therefore, the proposed
project will have no impact on education — public libraries.

34b-5. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 34b of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.9.1-1 and 4.9.1-5, and Policy 4.9.2-3.
Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with the applicable
General Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 34b of the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

None
Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™* Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|[Psm|[Ps| N | LS |Psm]| Ps

35. Recreation Facilities (GSA)

Will the proposed project: ‘
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N |LS|PS-M|PS| N LS | PS-M PS

a) Cause an increase in the demand for X X
recreation, parks, and/or trails and corridors?

b) Cause a decrease in recreation, parks, and/or
trails or corridors when measured against the
following standards:

e |local Parks/Facilities - 5 acres of
developable land (less than 15% slope)
per 1,000 population; X X

e Reqgional Parks/Facilities - 5 acres of
developable land per 1,000 population;
or,

¢ Regqional Trails/Corridors - 2.5 miles per
1,000 population?

c) Impede future development of Recreation
Parks/Facilities and/or Regional | X X
Trails/Corridors?

d) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 35 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

Impact Discussion:

35a through 35c. The proposed use would not result in an increase in population within
the Ventura area. The project is expected to have no adverse impacts on current and
future recreation, parks, and/or trails or corridors.

35d. The applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for ltem 34b of the Initial Study
Assessment Guidelines are: Resources Goals 4.10.1-1 through -7, and Policies 4.10.2-1
through -6. Based on the above discussion, the proposed project will be consistent with
the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 35 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed project will have a less than significant impact on
Public Libraries.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
None

*Key to the agencies/departments that are responsible for the analysis of the items above:

Airports - Department Of Airports AG. - Agricultural Department VCAPCD - Air Pollution Control District

EHD - Environmental Health Division VCFPD - Fire Protection District GSA - General Services Agency

Harbors - Harbor Department Lib. Agency - Library Services Agency PIng. - Planning Division

PWA - Public Works Agency Sheriff - Sheriff's Department WPD - Watershed Protection District
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**Key to Impact Degree of Effect:
N — No Impact
LS — Less than Significant Impact
PS-M — Potentially Significant but Mitigable Impact
PS — Potentially Significant Impact
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Section C — Mandatory Findings of Significance

Based on the information contained within Section B:

Yes No

1. 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 X
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?

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to
the disadvantage of iong-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term impact on the environment is one that occurs in a X
relatively brief, definitive period of time while long-term impacts
will endure well into the future).

3. 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 X
past projects, the effect of other current projects, and the effect
of probable future projects. (Several projects may have
relatively small individual impacts on two or more resources,
but the total of those impacts on the environment is significant.)

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

Findings Discussion:

1. As stated above in Section B, Item 4, the proposed project may cause significant
impacts on biological resources. However, mitigation measures have been
identified that would avoid or reduce those impacts to less than significant levels.
Therefore, the proposed project will not pose any threat to fish and wildlife, degrade
the quality of the environment, nor will it cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly.

2. As stated above in Section A, the proposed use of wireless communications facility
will not create any significant impacts that would affect long term environmental
goals.

3. As stated in Sections A and B, the proposed project will not create any impacts that
are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
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4. As stated in Section B, the proposed project does not involve the use of hazardous
materials in a manner that pose any unusual risks. The proposed project does not
involve noise that will interfere with surrounding uses, traffic hazards, adverse
impacts to water bodies located on or around the project site, and will not generate
any hazardous wastes. Therefore, the proposed project will not create any
environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects, either directly or
indirectly on human beings.

Section D — Determination of Environmental Document

Based on this initial evaluation:

[1] | find the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment,
and a Negative Declaration should be prepared.

X] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measure(s) described in Section B of the Initial Study will be applied to the project.
A Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared.

[] | find the proposed project, individually and/or cumulatively, MAY have a significant
effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

[1] | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An Environmental
Impact Report is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.

[] | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
Negative Declaration, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

ﬁmv»\ /ﬁfmﬁfb ‘_///77/ .00 &

Hai-Nguyen-Aaron ENCIS’[YO(‘EI,' Case Planner Date

Attachments:

Attachment 1 — Aerial Location Map

Attachment 2 — Project Plans (40-Foot Height Plans and 60-Foot Height Plans)

Attachment 3 — List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Projects Used in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Attachment 4 — Staff's Visual Impact Analysis
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(BTATE HwY g3)

VENTURA AVENE

FOSHOm OF SIOUENT CODMDINAIES
LATTULE 38 347 a3 %Y nSATi (wabal)
LomaEL v 1 3 -csrm:;
[ASUND ELSwR TN

SCHEDULE "B" NOTI

azsznch: 1S MADE TC THE TITLE REPORT ORDER JOB024069, (SSUED BY COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE COMPANY. DATED
282014 ALL EASEMENTS CONTANED WITHIN SAID TITLE REPORT AFFECTING THE IMMEDIATE AREA

sunnnuunwc THE LEASE HAVE BEEN PLOTTED

P BT W e tiin T AN 3B ARE MOT SUMVEY (10N MO ARE MOT BLOTTSELE

(2) EASEUENT(S) FOR THE PURPOSE(S) SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETO, AS GRANTED IN A
DOCUMENT

GRANTED To MIRA MONTE MUTUAL WATER COMPANY
PURPOSE: PIPE LINES

RECORDING DATE AUGUST 18, 1930

RECORDING NO: IN_BOOK 324 PAGE 242 OFFICIAL RECORDS

STRIPS OF LAND 5 AND 10 FEET IN WIDTH SHOWN AND DELINEATED ON THE
PARCEL MAP

NO AFFECT-
(3) COVENANTS, CONDITIONS ANO_ RESTRICTIONS BUT OMITTING ANY COVENANTS OR RESTRICTIONS, IF ANY
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO_THOSC BASED UPON RACE COLOR, RELIGION, SEX, SEXUAL ORIENTATION,
PAVILIAL STATUS. MARITAL STATUS, DISABILITY. HANDICAP, NATIONAL ORIGIN, ANGESTRY. SOURCE OF INCOME

PERMITIED BY APPLICABLE LAW AS SET FORTH IN THE DOCUMI

JANUARY 25 1943

RECORDING DATE
IN 800K 665 PAGE 48 OFFICIAL RECORDS

RECORDING NO:

SAD COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS PROVIDE THAT A VIOLATION THEREQF SHALL NOT DEFEAT THE
LEN OF ANY MORTGAGE OR DEED OF TRUST MADE IN COOD FAITH AND FOR VALUI

ND AFFECT-RLOTTED
(&) EASEMENT(S) FOR THE PURFOSE(S) SHOWN BELOW AND RIGHTS INCIDENTAL THERETO. AS GRANTED IN A
DOCUMENT

GRANTED TO: MEINERS OAKS SANITARY DISTRICT
PURPOSE: A SEWER PIPELINE AND APPURTENANT FACLITES
RECORDING DATE MAY 20,
RECORDING NO: IN BOOK 2732 PAGE 18, OFFICIAL RECORDS

NO AFFECT-MLOTTED

THE SURVEYORS OPINION 15 THAT NO SCHEDULE "B” JTEMS PROVIDED BY SAID REPORT AFFECT THE PROPOSED LEASE
AREA PREMISES SMOWN HEREON

VE Y OTE
SURVEYOR HAS NOT PERFORMED A SEARCH OF PUBLIC RECORDS TO DETERMINE ANY DEFECT IN THLE ISSUED
THE BOUNDARY SHOWN HEREON IS PLOTIED FROM RECORD INFORMATION AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A BOUNDARY
SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY

GRAPHIC SCALE

IRECTIl
FROW THE VERIZON OFFICES N IRVINE TAKE |
NORTH TAKE I-405 NORTH
STATE ROUTE 101 NORTH TO STAYE HIGHWAY 33 IN
VENTURA TAKE STATE HWY 33 NORTH TOWARDS DJAl
THE SITE IS ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE ROAD JUST
NCRTH OF VILLANOVA ROAD

TO _SITI
D STATE AOUTE \m TAKE

LA TASLT |
L [ o | omectow
v 1500 [ sesoa2ae |
L2 | 1oy | smrariorw |
i | o | sesoraw
| er | semver
SURVEY DATE
Y1/12/200a
RK

PROJECT ELEVATIONS ESTABLISHED FROM GRS DERIVED
ORTHOMETRIC HEIGHTS BY APPLICATION OF NGS 'GEOID
12A' MODELED SEPARATIONS TO ELLIPSQID HEIGHTS
DETERUINED BY OBSERVATIONS OF THE SMARTET.
REAL TIME NETWORK ALL ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON
ARE REFERENCED TO NAVDBS.

ASI F ARIN:
BEARINGS SHOWN HEREON ARE DASED UPON U'S STATE
PLANE NADB3 COORDINATE SYSTEM CALIFGRNIA STATE
PLANE CDORDINATC ZONE FIVE. DETERMINED BY CPS
OBSERVATIONS

TILITY NQTES

SURVEYOR DOES NOT GUARANTEE THAT ALL UTILITES
ARE SHOWN OR THEIR LOCATIONS ARE DEFINITE 1T IS
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR AND
DEVELOPER TO CONTACT BLUE STAKE AND ANY OTHER
wvowzu ABENC\ES m LOCATE ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO
CONSTRI OVAL RELOCATION AND/ OR
H[PLACEMEN' 5 VHE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE

CONTA.

4 £ LRI
ALL THAT CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY SITUATED IN THE
COUNTY OF VENTURA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA. DESCRIBED
AS FOLL

PARCEL D, IN THE COUNTY OF VENIURA STATE OF
CALIFORNIA. AS SHOWN ON A PARCEL MAP FILED N
BODK 25, PAGES 75 AND 76 OF PARCEL MAPS, IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY

EXCEPT ONE-HALF OF THE MINERALS OIL, GAS AND
QTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES. AS EXCERTED BY
S GRAHAM AND GLADYS H GRAHAM, HUSBAND

AN WFE. B¢ DEED AECONDED. m BOBK B85 FAGE 44
OFFICIAL RECORDS

235
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CHAIN LINK FENCE
CONCRETE MASONRY LNIT
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ACCESS DRIVEWAY

FACE OF CURE

NATURAL GRADE

RIGHT DF WAY

POINT OF BEGINNING
PUNT IF COMMERTIMNY
ELECTRIC TASEMENT
WATER EASEMENT

SEWER EASEMENT
PARCEL AP

R GUY WIRC

b4 FIRE HYDRANT

T, POWER POLE

@& POSITON OF

GEODETIC COORDINATES
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Po  meith cawe, vaud
PINE TREES

— e GELTT FROFERTY LN
CENT MAGECETY LsE
= EASEMENT LINES

= TE LINES

— e e (EANE AMEA ITY

hEASE_AREA_LECAL DESCRIFT

A PORTION OF PARCEL D. IN THE COUNTY OF VENTURA STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS SHOWN ON THAT CERTAIN PARCEL
AP FILED IN BOOK 25 PAGE 75 OF PARCEL MAPS, IN THE QFFICE OF THE CQUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY BEING
VORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING THE NORTHERLY MOST CORNER OF SAID PARCEL D:

THCNCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE THEREOF. SOUTH 12554 EAST 29,03 FEET
THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH LINE. SOUTH 2B°34'D5” WEST. 44 21 FEET TQ THE POINT OF BEGINNING:

THENCE SOUTH 85DB'23° EAST, 150D FEET,
THENCE SOUTH 04'S1'37' WEST 1500 FEET

THENCE NORTH BSTE'23" WEST, 1500 FEET,

THENCE NORTH 0451°37° EAST, 1500 FEET T THE POINT OF BEGINNING

CEnTAMNG 215 SAUANC FEET. NONE ON LCSE

RESERVING NONCKCLUSIVE RIGHT OF USE ACROSS LESSOR'S PROPERTY FOR NECESSARY APPURTENANCES 10 CONSTRUCT,
OPERATE AND MAINTAIN A COMMUNICATION FACILITY FOR ITEUS SUCH AS, BUT NDT LIMITED TO INGRESS EGRESS,
PRRING. VELICULAR MANEUVERING, EQUIPMENT. AND UTILITIES

FLOQD ZONE

THIS PROJECT APPEARS TO BE LOCATED WITHIN FLOOD 20ME "X AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 02X ANNUAL
CHANCE FLOODPLAIN AGCORDING TO FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP(S), MAP ID
#05111COSE6E, DATED D1/20/2010
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15505 SAND CANYON AVE
BUILDING "D, FIRST FLOOR
IRVINE, CA 92618
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NOTE:
¥ RNy SO O s G0
NOT SCALE CORRECTLY, CHECK FOR
REDUCTION OR ENLARCEMENT FROM
ORIGINAL FLANS

[?m.rrvuore

UTILITY DESIGN AND RUNS ARE PRELIMINARY
PENDING FINAL DESIGNS FROM UTILITY PROVIDERS.
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SCALE NOTE:
IF_DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON PLAN 0O
NOT SCALE CORRECTLY CHECK FOR
REDUCTION GR ENLARGEMENT FROM
ORGNAL PLANS
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NO' e NEPLIANT
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SCALE NOTE: r
IF_DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON PLAN DG
NOT SCALE CORRECTLY, CHECK FOR
REDUCTION OR ENLARGEMENT FROM
ORIGINAL FLANS.
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SCALE NOTE:
¥ DIMENSIONS SHOWN ON PLAN DO
NOT SCALE CORRECTLY. CHECK FDR
REOUCTION QR ENLARGEMENT FROM
ORIGINAL FLANS
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ALL WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL BE PERFORMED AND INSTALLLD N
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT [DITIDNS OF THE FOLLOWING CODES AS
ADOPTED BY THE LOCAL GOVER AUTHORMES  NOTHING IN THESE
LANS |5 TO BE CONSTRUCTED TO PLRMI] WORK NOT CONFORMING TO
THESE CODES

2013 CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING co E

2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC

2013 CALIFORNIA MECHAM ODE

2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBlNG CODE

2013 CALIFORNW FIRE L

ANY LOCAL BUILDING CODL AMENDMFNTS TO THE ABOVE
CITY/COUNTY ORDINANCES

HANDICAP REQUIREMENTS:

FACILITY (S UNMANNED AND NOT FOR HUMAN HABITATION
HANDICAPPED ACCESS NOT REQUIRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
CALIFORNIA ADMINISTRATVE STATE CODE PART 2. TITLE 24
CHAPTER 11B, SECTION 11038

@

VerizoNvireless
LA LUNA

11570 N. VENTURA AVENUE
OJAI, CA 93023

(NCD)

CODE COMPLIANCE
ST AQDRISS 11570 N VENTURA AVENUE
DUAl CA 93023
APN; 033-0-020-385
LAND OWNER: CIARLES & UEYREDA SEOUR
11570 N VENTURA AVENLE
OJM_CA 93 iy
CONTACT CHARLES SEYMDUR
PHONE: (805) 798-4003
LATITUDE 34" 25 435 N (NAD a3y
LONGITUDE: 118" 17 1717 W (NAD 83)
GROUND ELEVATION: 6397 AMSL
HEIGHT OF STRUCIURE 60-07 AGL

—
FROM: VERIZON WIRELESS OFFICE, IRVINE, CA

HEAD SOUTHEAST TOWARD SAND CANYDN IRAIL

1

2 TURN LEFT ONTO SAND CANYON Al

$TORN CEFT 70 Aot oD 103 A

< KELP LEFT AT THL FOR T0 CONTNUE DN I=30/SANTA UDNICA/
1=5/SACRAMENTO

5 KEED RIGHT AT TME FOR T0 STAY ON US=101 N, FOLLOW SIGNS
FOR VENTURA FWY/VENTURA

§ TAKE THE CALFORNIA 33 W EXIT TOWARD VA

7. CONTINUE_ONTO TA

& ARRWE AT 11870 N VENTURA AVE.. Cual, CA 93023

INSTACLATION OF VERIZON WIRELLSS TELECOMMUNICATION EQUIFMENT
CABINFTS WITHIN A NEW 13 0' x 12 U LEASE AREA @ GRADL.

ARGREAEl B I ki

INSTALLATION OF TWELVE (12) 8’ PANEL ANTENNAS ON PROPOSEQ
MONO-LUCALYRTUS

INSTALLATION OF TWCLVE (12) RRUS ON FROPOSED MONO—EUCALYPTUS

INSTALLATION OF FOUR {¢) SUNGE PROTECTION UNITS 14O (2) © GRADE
AND TWQ (2) ON PROPOSED MONO-ELCALYPIUS

INSTALLATION OF ONE (1) POLAR 10KW DIESEL STAND BY CENtRATOR WITH
GALLON FUEL TANK @ GRADC

INSTALLATION OF NEW 200 414P ELECRICAL SERVICE
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Exhibit 4

Response to Public Comments
on the
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

VERIZON WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY

Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. PL14-0197

A Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed Verizon Wireless
Communication Facility in the Mira Monte area of the Ojai Valley (CUP Case No. PL14-
0197) was made available to the public for comment from June 25, 2015 to July 16,
2015 and September 10, 2015 to September 30, 2015. The public comments (emails
and letters) on the Draft MND received by the County are listed below.

Reference No. Date Author
A - July 30, 2015 Kathy Smith
B July 6, 2015 Elsa M Romp
C August 3, 2015 Ralph J. Steele
D | September?29, 2015 Ralph J. Steele
E September 30, 2015 Ron Yost
F October 12, 2015 Tracy Reynolds,
Petition with 30 signers
G | October19, 2015 Tracy Reynolds
H November 2, 2015 Tracy Reynolds
| November 23, 2015 | Ron Yost
J | December 15, 2015 | Ray and Silvia Faulstich
K December 21, 2015 Ralph J. Steele
Ron Yost
| Tracy Reynolds
L March 15, 2016 Ralph J. Steele
Ralph J. Steele
Ron Yost
M March 10, 2016 Tracy Reynolds
N March 30, 2016 Ralph J. Steele

The County’s responses to the submitted comments are provided in the table below.
Marked copies of the e-mails and letters received are included in this exhibit.
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Verizon WCF, Case No. PL14-0197
Responses to Comment on the MND
Page 2 of 12

Response to Public Comments on the Draft MND

Comment No.

| Response to Comment

A. Letter by K

athy Smith, June 30, 2015

A-1

Regarding: Private Views

Response: Private views are not protected in the Ventura County
General Plan, Ojai Valley Area Plan, Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, or
other land use regulations. Similarly, the obstruction of private views
does not constitute an environmental impact pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The finding in the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) circulated for public review that visual
impacts of the project are less than significant is based on the views of
the facility from public viewing locations, such as State Highway 33 and
Orchard Drive.

To minimize visual impacts, the WCF has been designed as a stealth
“mono-eucalyptus” tree. This faux tree will be surrounded by other
types of trees ranging in heights up to 88 feet.

B. Letter by E

B-1

B-2

Isa M. Romp, July 6, 2015

Regarding: Private Views

Response: Refer to Response to Comment A-1 above.

Regarding: Alternate Site Analysis

Response: Section 704(a) of the 1996 federal Telecommunications Act
prohibits local government from unreasonable discrimination among
providers of functionally equivalent services. Local governments cannot
prohibit personal wireless services and cannot prohibit the siting of
wireless facilities on the basis of potential health effects of radio
frequency emissions to the extent the regulated services and facilities
comply with regulations of the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC).

The applicant demonstrated that there is a gap in wireless service,
which, according to the federal Telecommunications Act, the local land
use authority (Ventura County) must allow to be filled. The Planning
Division and the Ojai Municipal Advisory Council requested an alternate
site analysis to determine if the gap could be filled on an alternative site.
No suitable collocation opportunities were found within a 2-mile radius of
the project site. Nine alternative locations were also eliminated from
consideration due to insufficient capacity to satisfy technical or coverage
objectives, lack of vegetation for screening, or because a property
owner declined to discuss a lease agreement.
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Verizon WCF, Case No. PL14-0197
Responses to Comment on the MND
Page 3 of 12

B-3

| there is no basis to require additional review.

The alternate sites analysis has been reviewed in a manner which is
consistent with other WCF applications processed by the County and

Regarding: Radio Frequency Emissions

Response: As stated in Response to Comment B-2 above, it is illegal
under federal law for the County to prohibit the siting of wireless facilities
on the basis of potential health effects of radio frequency emissions to
the extent the regulated services and facilities comply with regulations of
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).

B-4

Regarding: Property Values

Response: The potential effects of a proposed project on property
values are not addressed by the Ventura County General Plan, Ojai
Valley Area Plan, Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance, or other land use
regulations. A potential change in property values that may result from a
proposed development does not constitute an environmental impact
according to the Section 15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. This section
states: “... economic and social changes resulting from a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”

C. Letter by R

alph J. Steele, August 3, 2015

C-1

Regarding: Moratorium

Response: In recent legislation (Assembly Bill 57), the State declared
that wireless telecommunications facilities have a significant economic
impact on California and are not municipal affairs, but are a matter of
statewide concern. As a result of this legislation, local governments
must decide on a WCF application within a reasonable period of time or
else the facility could be “deemed approved” by the State of California.
Thus, a local moratorium cannot be imposed and the County is
obligated to process WCF applications in a timely manner.

C-2

Regarding: Alternative sites analysis review for Board of Supervisors’
review

Response: Please refer to Response to Comment B-2 above. The
Board of Supervisors would not review the proposed project unless
decisions of the Planning Director and Planning Commission are
appealed.

C-3

Regarding: Why is a 40’ project proposed when the applicant’s public
statements indicate a higher facility is needed?

Response: The applicant requests that a conditional use permit (CUP)
be granted to authorize a WCF with a 40-foot tall antenna structure. The
application was deemed complete and the 40-foot tall facility is the

project under County review. See response D-9 below regarding
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f)otential modifications to the project which could occur after the
proposed WCF is built and operational.

C-4

Regarding: The need for a potential increase in tower height from 40
feet to 60 feet should be substantiated.

Response: Please see Responses to Comment B-2 and C-3 above, as
well as D-9 below.

C-5

Regarding: Potential increase in tower height from 40 feet to 60 feet.

Response: Please see Response to Comment C-3 above.

C-6

Regarding: The project is being developed in a “piecemeal” fashion
which is prohibited by CEQA.

Response: Based on the anticipated future expansion of the WCF, the
potential environmental effects of a 60-foot mono-eucalyptus were
evaluated in the revised MND. Since the entire potential 60-foot tall
facility is evaluated in the CEQA document, piecemeal review was
avoided.

C-7

Regarding: The CEQA analysis should have concluded that a 60-foot
mono-eucalyptus is a potentially significant aesthetic impact on the
environment and an EIR should be required.

Response: Due to the fact that there are trees ranging up to 88 feet in
height within the vicinity of the WCF site, and the WCF would be
designed as a faux tree which would blend in with the surrounding trees,
it would not stand-out as a noticeable feature in the environment from
public viewpoints. For these reasons the MND concluded that aesthetic
impacts on the environment are less than significant.

C-8

Regarding: The County should hire qualified consultants to review
Verizon’s technical analysis demonstrating a need for this site.

'Response: Please see Response to Comment B-2 above.

C-9

Regarding: Moratorium

Response: Please see Response to Comment C-1 above.

D. Letter by Ralph J. Steele, September 29, 2015

D-1

D-2

Regarding: Analysis of potential 60-foot height of facility.

Response: Please refer Response to Comment C-7 above.

Regarding: Plans for 40-foot and 60-foot mono-eucalyptus WCFs

Response: The plans and photo simulations for the proposed WCF with
both the 40-foot and 60-foot mono-eucalyptus tree were included in the
revised MND dated September 3, 2015. Both heights were evaluated in
the initial study and found not to result in a significant environmental
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from public viewpoints.

D-3

Regarding. Evaluation of the potential views of the 60-foot tall facility.

Response: Please refer to Response to Comments C-6, C-7 and D-2
above.

D-4

Regarding: Evaluation of the potential views of the 60-foot tall facility.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-7 and D-2
above.

D-5

Regarding. Three of the conclusions in the Initial Study are “simply
wrong.”

Response: This comment does not identify which conclusions in the
Initial Study (i.e. the MND) are wrong. Thus, no specific response is
possible. Staff has reviewed the draft MND and considered all public
comment received. Staff recommends that the decision-makers find
that this document be adopted as satisfying the environmental review
requirements of CEQA.

D-6

Regarding: Detailed edits are suggested for the Initial Study Project
Description to clarify that the WCF may be 60 feet in height.

Response: The project description accurately describes the proposed
project, which is a WCF with a 40-foot tall mono-eucalyptus antenna
structure. It also described that the facility may subsequently be

modified pursuant to a federal preemption to be 60 feet in height. |
Regarding: The CEQA analysis should have concluded that a 60’ mono-
eucalyptus will be inconsistent and out of character with the surrounding
land uses.

Response: According to the NCZO, WCFs are allowed in all zones,
including the CPD (Commercial Planned Development) zone in which
the project is proposed. Within proximity of the project, existing trees
range up to 88 feet in height, and since the WCF would be designed as
a faux tree which would blend in with the surrounding trees, it would not
be prominently visible or stand-out as a noticeable feature as seen from
public viewpoints.

Refer also to Response to Comment A-1 above.

D-8

D-9

Regarding: Evaluation of the potential views of the 60-foot tall facility.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment D-2, and D-7
above.
Regarding: Potential modifications for additional height would be a

_cumulative impact.
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Response: Please see Responses to Comment C-7 and D-7 which
consider the potential 60-foot WCF height in the CEQA analysis.

If the project is approved, constructed, and placed in operation, it will
become potentially eligible for modification in accordance with Federal
law. Any modification (including an increase in height) granted in
accordance with Federal law is not subject to discretionary review
(including review under CEQA) by local agencies such as the County of
Ventura. A WCF project cannot be denied by the County on the basis
that a future modification may be authorized by Federal law.

Furthermore, the County could not require engineering/technical reports
to justify the need for the facility modifications (including an increase in
height) requested in accordance with Federal law. Such actions by the
County would violate the regulations set forth by the Federal preemption
regarding WCF modifications. (See Section 6409(a) of the Middle Class
Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (47 U.S.C. § 1455(a) (2013))
which includes key terms defined by the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) on October 22, 2014 and became effective on April
9, 2015. The FCC codified its rules to interpret Section 6409(a) at 47
C.F.R §§ 1.40001 et seq.).

Regarding: Due to unsupported conclusions in the Initial Study and new
information provided herein, an EIR should be required.

Response: Staff has reviewed the Initial Study and determined that the
exhibits are accurate, the findings and determinations included in
Section E of the Staff Report are adequately supported, and that no new
information has been provided which would alter the environmental
analysis. The only potentially significant impact identified was on
nesting birds, and this impact will be mitigated through conditions
imposed on the project. Substantial evidence (as defined in Section
15064(f)(5) of the CEQA Guidelines) of a potentially significant and
unavoidable impact has not been provided or identified. Thus, an EIR is
not required to satisfy the environmental review requirements for the
proposed project.

Refer also to Responses to Comment C-7, D-6, and D-7 above.

" E. Letter by Ron Yost, September 30, 2015

E-1

Regarding: The proposed WCF would be located in a Scenic Resource
Area and the existing trees which serve to blend the facility into the
surrounding environment are in poor health and may perish, therefore
the WCF would be prominently visible.

Response: The project site is not located within the Ventura County
Scenic Resources Protection Zone and the WCF would not obstruct
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views of scenic resources from Highway 33 (an Eligible Scenic
Highway).

The CUP would be granted for a time period of 10 years. Should the
permittee request to renew the CUP, the project will be reevaluated for
aesthetic impacts based on the surrounding conditions at that time. This
review would include analysis of the height of surrounding trees to
determine if the facility would stand out as an obvious and noticeable
feature in the existing setting.

F. Letter and Petition by Tracy Reynolds and 30 signers, October 12, 2015

F-1

Regarding: A clarification should be included in the Community
Character section of the Initial Study to state that the Land Use
designation along Orchard Drive is UR-1-2 (Urban Residential 1-
2DU/AC) instead of “rural’.

Response: The commenter is correct that the Ojai Valley Area Plan
Land Use Map designates the parcels along Orchard Drive as Urban
Residential 1-2 DU/AC. These parcels are also assigned a zoning
designation of RE-20,000 sq. ft. (Rural Exclusive, 20,000 square foot
minimum lot size). The zoning is consistent with the Area Plan
designation. The MND was clarified to note that the parcels on Orchard
Drive are designated Urban Residential in the Ojai Valley Area Plan.

F-2

Regarding: Planning staff has not confirmed the need for the proposed
antenna tower in accordance with the Ojai Valley Area Plan (policies
1.6.3, No. 3 a, b, ¢ &d).

Response: The federal government has determined that wireless
service provides a substantial public benefit. The need for universal
access to broadband network services (including wireless service) was
supported by President Obama and Congress when they authorized
section 6409(a) of the federal Spectrum Act.

The State of California Public Utilities Commission is the regulatory
authority within the state, and as noted in Response to Comment C-1
above, the state has determined that wireless service is a matter of
statewide concern.

Please refer to response B-2 above regarding the alternate sites
analysis.

F-3

Regarding: Staff should advise the applicant to withdraw and refile the
application to include the publicly-stated desire to subsequently modify
the 40-foot WCF to be 60 feet.

Response: Please see response C-3 and D-9 above. A potential future
modification (including an increase in facility height) that may be allowed
by Federal law is not under consideration by the County at this time.
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Should such a request be made in the future, it would involve a
ministerial action that would not be subject to discretionary review by the
County. The proposed project currently under review by the County is a
WCF that includes a 40-foot tall mono-eucalyptus.

F-4

Regarding: The visual representations in exhibit A-5 and A-6 were
barely legible and did not include the 60’ WCF and either the application
should be deemed incomplete or an EIR should be prepared.

Response: The visual representations included in the MND are detailed
site plans which describe the potential 60-foot tall facility. Enlarged
copies of the site plans can be obtained from the County Planning
Division.

Refer also to Response to Comment C-7 regarding the application and
the suggestion that an EIR be prepared.

F-6

Regarding: Project description is incomplete and does not reflect the
applicant’s desire for a 60-foot tall facility.

Response: The language in the MND project description regarding a
6409(a) modification was revised. Please refer to Responses to
Comment C-3, C-6, and D-2 above.

'Regarding: A mitigated Negative Declaration is not the proper type of

environmental document.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-7 and D-2 above.

F-7

Regarding: The need for an EIR.

Response: Piease refer to Response to Comment C-6 and C-7 above.

F-8

Regarding: Project description should reflect the ease at which an
additional 20-feet in height can be authorized to result in a 60-foot tall
facility.

Response: The language in the MND project description regarding a
6409(a) modification was revised. Please refer to Responses to
Comment C-3, C-6, C-7, D-2 and D-9 above.

F-9

Regarding: The applicant has not provided information to support the
need for the proposed facility at the proposed location.

Response: Please refer to Response to Comment B-2 above.

F-10

Regarding: There has not been a response to the Ojai Valley Municipal
Advisory Council’s (MAC) request for additional alternative sites
analysis.

Response: Please refer to Response to Comment B-2 above. The
applicant evaluated additional alternatives in response to the request of
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the Ojai MAC. None of the alternatives were found to satisfy project
coverage objectives.

Regarding: Summary of comments.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment F-1 through F-10
above.

G. Letter by Tracy Reynolds, October 21, 2015

G-1

Regarding: Project has expanded such that an EIR is required.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-3, C-6 and C-7
above.

G-2

Regarding: Additional residents to be included on notification list.

Response: The requested residents have been added to the notification
list for any upcoming public notices regarding the PL14-0197
application.

H. Letter by Tracy Reynolds, November 2, 2015

H-1

Regarding: The fotality of the project must be evaluated under CEQA.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-3, C-6, C-7, D-9
and D-10 above.

Regarding: The review of the project is being piecemealed.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-6, C-7 and D-7
above.

H-3

H-4

Regarding: Consistency with the Ojai Valley Area Plan, and eligible
scenic highway provisions of the Ventura County General Plan.

Response: The Initial Study (MND) evaluates physical changes in the
environmental, such as potentially significant effects on scenic
resources. The analysis included in the MND did not identify a
potentially significant impact on scenic or visual resources. The one
potentially significant impact identified in the MND (on biological
resources) is subject to feasible mitigation. No inconsistencies with
County land use policies related to environmental issues were identified
in the MND. A detailed evaluation of project consistency with applicable
land use policies and ordinances is provided in the decision-maker staff
report.

Refer also to Responses to Comment E-1 and F-2 above.

Regarding: Concerns over the adequacy of the analysis of visual
impacts.

Response: Please refer to Response to Comment C-6 and C-7 above.
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I. Letter for a Records Request by Ron Yost, November 23, 2015

Note: This letter does not make any specific comments on the adequacy of the draft
MND prepared for the project. Thus, no response is required.

J. Letter by Ray and Silvia Faulstich, December 15, 2015

J-1

Regarding: Request that the proposed project be denied.

Response: The letter does not provide any comments on the adequacy
of the MND. Thus, no specific response is required.

K. Letter by Ralph J. Steele, Ron Yost, and Tracy Reynolds, December 21, 2015

K-1

Regarding: Public need as related to the proposed project.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2 and F-2 above.

K-2

K-3

K-4

Regarding: The evaluation of the impacts of a 60-foot tall tower.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-6, C-7 and D-9
above.
Regarding: The county should hire a consultant to verify public need,
review Verizon’s plans for the next five years, a report on changes to the
cell phone system to improve service without building additional towers.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2, C-1, C-6, C-7,
D-9, E-1, and F-2 above. A master plan for deployment of Verizon’s
facilities over the next five years, and a report on how to maximize
existing cell sites to reduce the need for additional facilities, are both
beyond the scope of County review of the proposed project. The County
has offered to work with Verizon or other carriers to develop a 5-year
master plan for the deployment of WCFs, but no such plan is currently
“under development.

Regarding: The totality of the project must be evaluated under CEQA.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-3, C-6, C-7, D-9
and D-10 above.

Regarding: Applicant has not offered technical information to support the
need for the proposed project.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2, D-9, and F-2
above.

K-6

Regarding: Public need of the proposed project.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2, D-9, and C-1
above.
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K-7

Regarding: Final statement requesting denial because applicant has not
demonstrated public need for the proposed facility.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-1, C-3 and F-2
above.

L. Letter by Ralph J. Steele, March 16, 2016

Response: The additional contacts were added to the notification list.

available for public review in accordance with State law and Ventura
County procedures. It will be available on the Planning Division Website
(http://www.ventura.org/rma/planning/) at least one week before the

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2, D-9, and F-2

Regarding: The proposed 60-foot tall antenna is not compatible with

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-6, C-7, D-7 and

positive, including cooling effects during warm weather, or negative,
such as the loss of natural light for solar energy purposes or the loss of
warming influences during cool weather. The shadow of the 40-foot
antenna structure under County review would not completely shade any
area as it would move with the sun. Also, the offsite areas are already
subject to intermittent shadows due to the existing trees in the area. In

addressed or otherwise regulated in the Ventura County Initial Study

| Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2 and B-3 above.

L-1 Regarding: Additional Contacts for Notification

L-2 Regarding: Request for 30 days to review revised environmental
document, staff report, and statements of compliance.
Response: The Staff Report and proposed final draft MND will be
public hearing for the PL14-0197 application.

L-3 Regarding: The evaluation of public need for the proposed facility.
above.

L-4
surrounding development.
D-10 above.

L-5 Regarding: Shadows created by the project
Response: The consequences of shadows on land uses may be
any case, shadows created by project-related structures are not
Assessment Guidelines, NCZO or any other applicable County

- regulatory document. -
L-6 Regarding: Exposure to high levels of radio frequency energy.
L-7

Regarding: The proposed antenna would be obnoxious.

Response: Please refer to responses B-4, D-7 and D-10 above.
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L-8 Regarding: Exposure to high levels of radio frequency energy.
Response: Please refer to response B-2 and B-3 above.

L-9 Regarding: The evaluation of public need for the proposed facility.
Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-2, D-9, and F-2
above.

L-10 Regarding: The proposed project would not be compatible with existing
and potential land uses in the general area.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment C-7 and D-7 above.

L-11 Regarding: Issues of setback from property lines, radio frequency

emissions and shadows.

Response: Please refer to Responses to Comment B-3 and L-5 above.
The property line setback of the proposed facility is in compliance with
NCZO requirements.

M. Letter by Ralph J. Steele, Ron Yost, and Tracy Reynolds, March 10, 2016

M-1

Regarding: This is a letter addressed to the City of Ojai Planning
Commission Chair.

Response: The Planning Division sent a letter to the City of Ojai,
requesting review and comment on the proposed project. A copy of the
transmittal is attached to this exhibit. To date, the City of Ojai has not
commented on the project.

N. Letter by Ra

Iph J. Steele, March 30, 2016

N

Regarding: This is a letter requesting to review case files.

Note: This letter does not make any specific comments on the
adequacy of the draft MND prepared for the project. Thus, no response
is required.
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Nguyen, Hai

From: Kathy Smith <KSmith@OJAIUSD.ORG>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2015 2:22 PM

To: Nguyen, Hai; Prillhart, Kim

Ce: karlaandtan@gmail.com; theorchardhouse@outlook.com
Subject: Public records request - proposed cell tower Mira Monte
Attachments: view of proposed cell tower.pdf; tower notice.pdf

Dear Mr. Nguyen,

Public Notice Request - Please email any and all documents regarding this project and/or notify me as to when | can

pick them up. | also request a proposed timeline for this project.

On June 26 | received a notice regarding the proposed project, a Verizon cell tower that has been in the works since

December 2014. I'm certainly glad we haven’t yet begun our summer vacation or we could have missed this life-

changing project. A cell tower is just that it is not a “40ft faux eucalyptus tree” and said tower is proposed to be placed
directly in our mountain view. We have owned our property at 1656 Orchard Drive since 1984. My view of 31 years is
about to be significantly compromised with the installation of this proposed tower. The above referenced card reads
“this project would not have a significant effect on the environment. Apparently no one considered the homes on our
street, and given the height of the hill our homes rest on, this tower will be in direct conflict with our view. Not to
mention the fact that it is just feet away from the backyards of our neighbors. Why would such a project be considered

in such a densely populated area?

Please add me to every mailing on this project and | expect to be noticed of any meeting regarding same.

Sincerely, Kathreen Smith

1656 Orchard Drive, Ojai, CA 93023
805-798-3919

ksmith@ojaiusd.org

Fondly,

Kathy Smith

Executive Assistant to the Superintendent
Ojai Unified School District
http://www.ojai.k12.ca.us

Bus. 805-640-4300 Ext. 1011

Fax. 805-640-4419

ksmith@ojaiusd.org
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Dear Mr. Nguyen,

On June 26 | received a notice regarding the
proposed project, a Verizon cell tower that has
been in the works since December 2014. I'm
certainly glad we haven’t yet begun our summer
vacation or we could have missed this life-
changing project. A cell tower is just that it is not
a "“40ft faux eucalyptus tree” and said tower is
proposed to be placed directly in our mountain
view. We have owned our property at 1656
Orchard Drive since 1984. My view of 31 years is
about to be significantly compromised with the
installation of this proposed tower. The above
referenced card reads “this project would not
have a significant effect an the environment.
Apparently no one considered the homes on our
street, and given the height of the hill our hames
rest on, this tower will be in direct conflict with
our view. Not to mention the fact that it is just
feet away from the backyards of our neighbors.
Why would such a project be considered in such a
densely populated area?

Please add me to every mailing on this project
and | expect to be noticed of any meeting
regarding same.

Sincerely, Kathreen Smith

1656 Orchard Drive, Ojai, CA 93023

805-798-3919

ksmith@ojaiusd.org

149




== - ———

COUNTY OF VENTURA -
PUBLIC REVIEW NOTICE

. F A‘i‘“ ‘.“ T Al
County of Ventura "' & 4’3‘1——' ——
RMA-Planning Division L #174C = R
e > § 1
800 S. Victoria Avenue 4 ﬁ: ‘ztwa $ 000.48
Ventura, CA 93009-1740 “ & Q0UI3SIF IS e 33 7018
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Tre County of Ventura Planning Division, as the designated Lead
Agency, has reviewed the following proposed project, conducied an
envircnmental review and prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration
Case Number: L14-0197
Date Application Filed: 12/31/2014
Applicant: Verizon Wireless
Address: 11573 VENTURA AV, QJAI
Assessor Parcel Number: 033-0-020-385
Project Description; The applicant reguests that a Conditional Use
Perm be granted te authorize the installation and operzatior: of a new
wireless communication facility (WCF). The WCF 1s designed as 2
4C-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree with a 180-square foot lease area
located bening ex:sting commercial building, Ventura Hay Company. SMITH BRIAN D-KATHREEN J
1656 ORCHARD DR
List of Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts: OJAI CA 93023

Biological Resources: Avoidance of Nesting Birds, Mitigatian
m=asures are included in the MND to address thls |ssu L

o B Ao p i p iy d bt i isigyied;
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County of Ventura -
RMA-Planning Division L #1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1740
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02050 § 000.48"

FHRRT AN

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The County of Ventura Planning Division, as the designated Lead
Agency, has reviewed the following proposed project, conducted an
environmental review and prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Case Number: PL14-0197
Date Application Filed: 12/31/2014
Applicant: Verizon Wireless

Address: 11570 VENTURA AV, QJAI
Assessor Parcel Number: 033-0-020-385

Project Description: The applicant requests that a Conditional Use
Permit be granted to authorize the installation and operation of a new
wireless communication facility (WCF). The WCF is designed as a
40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree with a 180-square foot lease area

located benind existing commercial building, Ventura Hay Company. SMITH BRIAN D-KATHREEN J
1656 ORCHARD DR
List of Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts: OJAI CA 93023

Biological Resources: Avoidance of Nesting Birds, Mitigation
measures are included in the MND to address this issue.

N R ST U E T U R R U R IRHUB I
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Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of August 3, 2015
Ventura County Planning Division HAND DELIVERED
Resource Management Agency L#1740

800S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Subject: Comments and Recommendations Pertaining to a Proposed Cell Phone
Tower at 11570 Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley (PL 14-0197) Including a Request to
Recommend Adopting a Moratorium on Approving New Cell Phone Antennas.

The purpose of this letter is to add information related to some issues that were
identified during the public review held before the Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory
Council (MAC) on Monday, July 20 and request a moratorium on approving new

cell phone antennas in the Mira Monte area until certain studies are conducted
and reviewed by the Ventura County Board of Supervisors.

Concerning alternative sites, it was reported in the July 22 Ojai Valley News that
the MAC “...voted four-to-one to advise Verizon Wireless to consider alternative
sites in the area....” Related to this suggestion, | would like to add that the County
Board of Supervisors should adopt and, if necessary, extend a moratorium (for the
time allowed by law) so that Verizon can prepare a report substantiating the need
for a cell phone tower in the Mira Monte area in the first place and, also, identify
alternative places to put it. In addition, adequate time must be provided for the

County to hire qualified consuiltant(s) to review the reports prepared by Verizon
and, then, submit their report to you so it can be reviewed by staff and forwarded

to the Board of Supervisors.

With respect to the Verizon representative’s statement, as reported in the July 22
Ojai Valley News, “1 will tell you that 40’ is not what is needed for this project—it
should go another 20 feet [higher],” | would like to mention some topics for
future consideration if Verizon wants to amend its current application or file a
new application and pursue a 60’ tower height, as follows:

1. The current Project Description includes references to “...twelve 8-foot
paddle antennas [being] mounted 34 feet above the ground [along with)] b
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twelve remote radio units... mounted 34’ above the ground.” Asis
obvious, each of these height references is far below the new 60’ total
height requested by Verizon’s representative (Mr. Ambrose) during the
July 20 Ojai Valley MAC meeting--so Verizon should be asked to explain in

detail why the 34’ heights selected by them in the first place were C-3 (cont.)
subsequently referred to by Mr. Ambrose as inadequate in relation to the

40’ tower height originally requested.

2. Verizon should be required to prepare an engineering report
substantiating the need for an additional 20" in tower height above the
40’ they originally requested. Also, as | suggested above, the County
should hire a qualified consultant to review Verizon’s reports and the
consultant should submit their report to you so they can be reviewed by

staff and, then, forwarded to the Board of Supervisors in an appropriate C-4
and timely manner.

3. For reference, | was quite surprised at the reported statement from
Verizon's representative (Mr. Jerry Ambrose) related to needing
“...another 20 feet because, in contrast, the project description in the
Notice of Availability legal ad clearly states “40 foot tall” and the Notice
of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration that

was posted June 30, 2015 states “40- foot tall” and the Ojai Valley MAC C-5
agenda for the July 20 meeting states “40’ high.”

4, Also, in the commercial business realm, Verizon’s proposed change from
the original 40’ that was referenced in the /nitial Study (No. 6, Line 5, “40
foot”), MND (No.9, cited above) and Notice of Availability and, then,
claimed by Verizon to be inadequate during the Ojai Valley MAC meeting
held July 20 (with a demand for another 20’ for a total of 60)’ could
constitute bait and switch! In California this type of change (involving a 50%

increase in height) could gualify as “piecemealing the project” and it is not C-6

allowed per the California Environmental Quality Act or State Guidelines.
5. Verizon's last minute demand made to the MAC on July 20 for an additional
20’ (which would result in a total tower height of 60’) actually constitutes a
significant change in the project description —in fact, a 50% increase in
height! Due to the upward slopes extending easterly of the proposed

project area, the 60 foot tower could be significantly visible from along the

-7
southerly half of Orchard Drive. After taking these facts into account and ¢

comparing them with the criteria set forth in Section D of the initial Study
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for the Verizon Tower (WCF), it has been concluded, as stated in choice
number four (down from the top), that a proposed 60’ tower project may
have a “potentially significant impact” on the environment and while at
least one effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document and
has been addressed by mitigation measures based upon earlier analysis “An
Environmental Impact Report is required....” In other words, if Verizon
wants to change their currently evaluated 40’ tower to a 60’ tower, a
focused EIR should be prepared along with additional studies concerning
alternative sites and the need for a 60 foot tower vs. a 40 foot tower in
view of the documented fact that Verizon first proposed a 40’ cell tower
and allowed this proposal to be conveyed (without challenge) in all
documents prepared by County staff. In addition, all legally required

references (i.e., project description, potential impacts, proposed C-7 (cont.)
mitigations and legal notices for any proposed change in height above 40’)

should be revised and published again.

6. As my own opinion, | do not feel that Verizon needs 20’ more height
which would result in a total height of 60’ (40°+20’=60’). My conclusion,
is based upon my experience of living next to the proposed project area
(while using three different cell phones with Verizon as the service
provider) and also using the cell phones while walking on Orchard Drive,
Villa Nova Road, and Ventura Avenue and never having any problems
with sending or receiving calls over the last 15 years. Also, | am
wondering if Verizon just wants more height so they will have more
vertical space to rent to other cell phone companies.

If, Verizon decides to pursue a tower height greater than 40’ they should
provide sufficient deposits to the County of Ventura so that the County can
hire consultants who are qualified to review Verizon’s reports and help the
County review its antenna locational criteria so that real communication

needs can be met on the one hand without certain parts of the Qjai Valley o8
being turned into an antenna farm on the other.

In conclusion, | would like to emphatically request that you give every

possible consideration to recommending to the Ventura County Board of

e
Supervisors that they adopt a moratorium on permitting cell phone &4

antennas in the Mira Monte area and extend it for the time allowed by
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state law to review the situation and, also, consider the need for revising
current land use policies to be fair to all potentially impacted parties.

Ratph ). Steele

1579 Orchard Drive, Ojai CA 93023

¢: First District Supervisor Steve Bennett
Brian R. Baca, Manager
Commercial & Industrial Permits
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner

Attachments:

1. Public Notice Ad from the Ventura County Star referring to 40’

2. Ojai Municipal Advisory Council Agenda, Monday, July 20, 2015 referring
to 40’

3. Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (p.1.) referring to 40’

4. Excerpt from Ojai Valley News of July 22, 2015, pages 1&3.
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MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA
THE OJAI VALLEY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

WILL HOLD A PUBLIC MEETING:

Monday, July 20th, 2015, at 7:00 PM
At the Oak View Community Ceriter, 18 Valley Road, Oak View

AGENDA:
1. Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

I

Public Comments and Announcements (regarding items not on the agenda)
5. Report from Ojai Planning Commission Liaison

6. Approval of Summary of April 20t~ OVMAC/Hwy 33 Committee meeting

7. Planning Division presentation on cellular antenna regulations.

8. Review of PL 14-0197, a new CUP to allow a new cell phone antenna. Location:
11570 N. Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte (behind Wendy’s on premises of Ventura Hay
Company). Applicant: Verizon. The antenna would be a 40-foot high faux Eucalyptus
tree with antenna panels mounted at 34 feet. A small equipment shed would be
constructed. A Mitigatec Negative Declaration has been prepared and is available on
the Planning Division webpage:
htto.//www.ventura.org/rma/planning/ceqa/mitigated.htmi

9. Review of PL14-0107, Minor Modification of a CUP for continued operation of
Qjai Valley Muffler. Location: 501 Ventura Ave., Oak View (corner of Hwy 33 and
Kunkle St). A 20-year time extension and various minor alterations of the premises are
proposed.

10. Items for Future Agendas

11. Adjournment

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION and for persons who require accommodation for any audio,
visual or other disability in order to review an agenda, or to participate in a meeting of the Municipal
Advisary County per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), may obtain information or assistance by
contacting Steve Offerman of Supervisor Steve Bennett's Office at 654-2703 or e-mail

steve offerman@ventura.org Any such request for disability accornmodation must be received at
least 48 hours prior to the scheduled meeting for which assistance is requested.

Additional Qjai Valley MAC infarm ation is available on line: www.countyofventura org\ovmac
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

@

Planning Division

Kimberly L. Prillhart

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The County of Ventura Planning Division, as the designated Lead Agency, has reviewed
the following project:

Entitlement: Conditional Use Permit No. PL14-0197

Applicant: Verizon Wireless . JUN—.-3 U—-ZI'HS
Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Ojai area AT LR LS
Assessor Parcel Number: 033-0-020-385

Parcel Size: 0.38 acre

General Plan Designation: Existing Community
Zoning Designation: CPD (Commercial Planned Development)

Responsible and/or Trustee Agencies: N/A

Project Description:

The applicant requests that a Conditional Use Permmit be granted to authorize the
installation and operation of a new wireless communication facility (WCF). The
WCF and equipment would be owned and operated by Verizon Wireless. The site
name is La Luna. The WCF is designed as a stealth facility with a 180-square foot
lease area located at the base of a 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono-
eucalyptus). The WCF is located adjacent to an existing commercial building,
owned and operated by Ventura Hay Company. The lease area is enclosed with
a gated 6-foot high chain link fence and contains equipment cabinets and ancillary
equipment. The Verizon Wireless equipment on the mono-eucalyptus includes:

©® NSO LE LN

« . Twelve 8-foot panel antennas are mounted at 34 feet above the ground:
Four panel antennas mounted in each of the three sectors (Sectors A, B,
and C); and,

« Twelve Remote Radio Units (RRUs) are mounted at 34 feet above the
ground.
The WCF will be unmanned and operate 24 hours a day for 365 days per year.

In accordance with Section 15070 of the California Code of Regulations, the RMA
Planning Division determined that this proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment, however mitigation measures are available that would reduce the
impacts to less than significant levels. As such, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has
been prepared and the applicant has agreed to implement the mitigation measures.

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-2509

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Ojai Valley News of July 22, 2015, pages 1&3.

Verizon wants to install
cell tower in Mira Monte

Tiobe Barron
Ojai Valley News correspondent

Verizon Wireless is seeking
permission to install a new
wireless communication
facility (WCF) on a Mira
Monte property owned b
Ventura Hay Co., behin
Wendy's. The commercially
zoned parcel is uniquely situ-
ated to provide service fo a
cell phone service coverage
ga around the intersection of

afdvﬂn Road and La Luna
Avenue, asserts Verizon repre-
sentative Jerry Ambrose.
While nearby residents voiced
dissent at this location selec-

doesn't regulate for private
viewshed.”

That patchwork of regl.ﬂa-
tions includes a 1996 Federal
Communications Commis-
sion (FCC) ruling forbidding
local governments from
considering radio frequency
(RF) emissions when regu-
lating WCFs — effectively
forbidding these agencies
from addressing any health
concerns brought up by local
residents. It also includes a
WCF ordinance for the unin-
corporated Ojai Valley that the
Ventura County Board of
Supervisors adopted last
March; this ordinance under-
scores a preference for
“stealth” WCF and limits theix

tion, ultimately their input .

may not affect the Ventura Seght i feet1—1¢w\|»¢31.m=.;1-, new
Cpuntg_ﬁglaq- FCC regulations
ning Division’s - in
decision. I will tell you Noverber 2014
_ “Thisisgoing  that 40 feet is allow carriers to
in right in front not what’s modify existing

of my house.

WCFs without a

Its going to  needed for public review
segkmpien tisprojec  proces " IS
Nordstrom, it should go gi)cnlslo?’ilpia 26
whose property  another 20 feet”  feet, or 10
Ventura_iay e etk
Co. He spoke at _—Jerry Ambrose, o (whicheve;
Verizon sentative

ﬁe‘u g}?ic Y;u:yl erzo I‘Bpl'e entati .;Asmb osg[ea‘;ealgi
Advisory Commissions  verizon alreadyr plans to
Monday meeting. “It doesn't exploit this provision for its
matter, does it, that there are

five or six houses affected, that
this will kill my resale value?”
“It's a complicated patch-
work of state and local laws to
regulate these facilities,”
explained Ventura County
Assistant Planner Aaron
Engstrom. “Our zoning code

proposed Mira Monte WCE

“T will tell you that 40 feet is
not what’s needed for this
project. It should go another
20 feet (higher),” said
Ambrose. “We will explore
these new FCC regulations,

Ses WCF, Page A3

r
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WCF:

Continued from Page Al

and our options with
that. There is a real need
for that higher heﬁht."

Ambirose also said Ver-
izon identified about
nine commercially zoned
properties in the area to
address the Baldwin

" Road-La Luna Avenue

coverage gap.

The Ventura Hay Co.
property at 11570 N. Ven-
tura Ave. was unique,
Ambrose said, because it
is set back from Highway
33, and is bordered by
numerous trees, aiding
the concealment of a fu-
ture WCF on that prop-
erty. A 40-acre
county-owned parcel on
Baldwin Road is “too far
west” to address the cov-
erage gap, according to
Ambraose,

Likewise, while federal
and local law both ex-
press preference - for
adding new WCF equip-
ment on to already-exist-
ing structures to further
protect views and tourist
econormies, that’s not al-
ways possible. Collocat-
ing on the closest WCE,

an AT&T faeility at North
Ventura Avenue and
Woadland Avenue would
apparently not work for
is Verizon application,
as T-Mobile has already
filed an application for
collocation on that site,
Ambrose also claimed
this site lies too far sotith
to aid on the Verizon cov-
erage gap.
er hearing residents’
concerns, the Ojai Valley
Municipal Advisory
Committee (MAC) voted
four to one to advise Ver-
izon Wireless to consider
alternative sites in the
ares, including a long-va-
cant former nursery two
parcels south of the pro-
posed site.

“We're only advisory,”
MAC Member Todd Wil-
son congoled a visibly ag-
itated Ambrose.

Ventura Hay Co. did
not return calls request-
ing comment.

MAC will not have an
August meeting, Visit
www.ventura.org/rma/pl
a;'lﬂning for project de-

S.

14



September 29, 2015
HAND DELIVERED

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of

Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency, L#1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Subject: Comments and Recommendations Pertaining to a Revised Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study (Posted September 3, 2015) and
a proposed Cell Phone Antenna Tower (PL14-0197) at 11570 Ventura Ave. in the
Ojai Valley.

| would like to begin by thanking you and staff for taking some of the issues into
account that were included in my letter of August 3 and revising the draft MND
presented to the Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) last July 20 to
include mention of the applicant’s desire to seek a total antenna pole height of
60’ right next to an 80 plus year old neighborhood with dozens of homes that
extend for hundreds of yards along Orchard Drive in the Mira Monte area of the
Ojai Valley.

Summary of Findings

1. Clarification needs to be added to emphasize that the applicant’s stated
desire for a 60’ antenna pole height was actually used by staff for

evaluating all height-related environmental topics included in the initial -
Study.

D-1

2. Critical Exhibits (A-5 & A-6) should be revised to include a potential

maximum antenna height of 60.’

D-2

3. Perspective drawings must be prepared to show the full impact of the 60’
antenna tower desired by the applicant on the adjacent neighborhood from
at least nine different viewpoints. Also, photos of a captive balloon (at least
three feet in diameter and 60’ above the ground at the proposed antenna

foundation site) should be taken from the same nine viewpoints referred to -

D-3

in this letter and they should be included in the revised /nitial Study and

1/8
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environmental document before it is recirculated for public review and
comment.

4, The proposed 60’ antenna pole would be three-to-four times higher than
most surrounding roof lines and 50 to 100% higher than most surrounding
tree lines, and would stand out like a tall fat headed industrial mushroom!

5. While it would be impossible to mitigate the height-related visual impacts
of a 60’ antenna pole on the surrounding neighborhood, it might be
possible to mitigate the height-related visual impacts of an antenna pole
that is 40’ or less in height.

6. Three of the major conclusions that are presented in the Initial Study and
quoted in this letter are without foundation and simply wrong!

Findings

A statement should be included in the revised Initial Study (dated 9/3/15) to
inform the reader (and clearly establish in the written record) that the applicant’s
desired antenna height of 60’ was actually used for reference by Planning Staff
throughout the review of each height-related topic identified in Sections A, B, C
and D of the /nitial Study. For example, the last paragraph of No. 6, { p.2, Initial
Study), Project Description, could be amended (as shown below in bold): “Thus,
the overall height of the mono eucalyptus antenna tower included in the
proposed WCF* may ultimately have a maximum height of 60’ (40’ approved
under the County of Ventura’s jurisdiction and 20 * under the Federal exemption)
[In addition, as part of the investigation of potential impacts related to each
height-related topic identified in the /nitial Study, the potential maximum
height of 60’ was used for reference along with the original 40’ ].” *Wireless
Communication Facility

Specific comments related to some sections and individual topics of concern
included in the Initial Study dated Sept.3, 2015 are presented below, as follows:

1. Itis not possible to tell from the text of the /nitial Study’s Project
Description (No. 6, pgs. 1-2) which height reference was used when
evaluating topics that could have height-related impacts. For reference,
please see the Initial Study, p. 1, No. 6, par.1, line 5, with reference to 40’
and p.2, No. 6, last par., line 2, with reference to 60’. This problem is
magnified by barely legible notes on Exhibits A-5 and A-6 that specify only

2/8
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40’ instead of 60°. So, questions remain related to the height reference
which was actually used by County Staff for evaluating each height related
topic for potential impacts (i.e., 40’ which was initially applied for or the 60’
that the applicant wants). In conclusion, related to this issue, it is felt that
this would be an easy issue to resolve with the suggested wording that has
been offered above. Also, a note stating that “The ultimate antenna pole
height may range from 40’ to 60’ should be included on each height related
exhibit (i.e., A-5 and A-6).”

2. With respect to the evaluation of /nitial Study topic No. 25, Community
Character, paragraph “a” concerning “Either [the] individual or cumulative
... introduction [of] physical development that is incompatible with existing
tand uses [and] architectural form or style...within the community in which
the project is located,” the boxes marked LS (Less Than Significant Impact)
should be changed to PS (Potentially Significant Impact) for both Project
and Cumulative Impacts for all the reasons set forth in this letter.

Related to the discussion of impacts for topic 25 a, Community Character, it is
stated that “The proposed project site is currently developed with a retail feed
store.” Comment: The store has evolved from a feed and hobby animal care
store into a feed and general merchandise store that provides many kinds of
rentals for the surrounding urban population. It is also stated that, “The
proposed project will not be out of character with the commercial and rural
residential uses surrounding the site.” Comments: There is no structure within
direct line of sight to or from the proposed 60’ antenna site that is even remotely
similar to the ultimate 60’ height and the 18’ width dimensions (across the 12
high mounted 8’ x 1’ panels) of the proposed antenna project so it would be
totally out of character with the adjacent urban strip commercial and surrounding
low-density residential uses. In support of this conclusion, the area is not rural at
all and is actually a low-density residential (urban) area lying between Ventura
Avenue and Orchard Drive that has all of the same services found within a city
(and across the highway to the west is a mobile home park with hundreds of
units). Also, the potentially impacted area lies well within the Urban Limit Line
that is recognized in the currently adopted Ojai Valley Area General Plan. In
addition, the proposed antenna tower would be three-to-four times higher than
most surrounding roof lines and 50 to 100% higher than most surrounding tree
lines. With respect to the stated conclusion that “The project would not be

3/8
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incompatible with the existing land uses,” it is felt that this comment is based
largely on the poor quality of the visual exhibits (A-5 & A-6) provided by the
applicant, which were not revised to include the applicant’s desire for an
additional 20’ of antenna pole height, and the lack of perspective drawings that
could show the proposed 60’ antenna tower’s true impacts in relation to the
surrounding residential community’s roof lines and tree tops. By the way, to avoid
getting bogged down in definitions of urban vs. rural, it might be easier to use the
MBR (Management by Results) guideline, which after being applied to the
proposed antenna pole constructed up to a height of 60’( with 12 eight foot high
panels extending from 52 to 60’ in height and 18’ across), clearly reveals that both
the pole top and top-mounted panels will dwarf surrounding residences and be
well above most all trees in the area—in other words, the antenna pole and
antenna array will stand out like a tall fat headed industrial mushroom!

Finally, related to the statement on page 41 that “The faux [artificial] Eucalyptus
tree will not be prominently visible,” it can be said with confidence that after
accurate perspective drawings are prepared, including a 60’ antenna pole (with a
dozen large panels) towering up to three times higher than nearby homes and
twice the average height of surrounding trees, just the opposite will be found to
be true!

3. Itis impossible to accurately assess visual impacts of the resulting 60’
antenna pole based upon exhibits (A-5 & A-6) provided by the applicant
because: a. The total 60’ height of the antenna pole is not shown in the
exhibits. b. The view angles typically taken by drivers and pedestrians on
Ventura Avenue and Orchard Drive, as well as residents and visitors in the
areas around the proposed 60’ tower are not shown at all. ¢. The height
notes on the two critical exhibits A-5 and A-6 are barely legible. d. In
addition, the diagrams tend to present visual characteristics in a simple
close-in or fore-shortened manner which minimizes the actual height
relationships and visual impacts local residents will be subjected to by a 40
or 60’ antenna tower in the middle of their neighborhood. e. Finally, while
there is little difference in elevation between the downhill side of Orchard
Drive and the flat area where it is intended to place the antenna tower, the
uphill side of Orchard rises steeply and residents have more expansive
views. To fully evaluate the changing grade situation, perspective
drawings should prepared to show at least six viewpoints along Orchard

4/8
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Drive with three from below street grade and three from above street
grade. Also, after the additional perspective diagrams requested in
paragraph 4 (a, b and c) are prepared and examined, it will be found that
the conclusion stated on p.41 (par.1, line 6) “That the “faux” (artificial)
Eucalyptus tree will not be prominently visible” is grossly in error!

4.1n addition, since the current height exhibits (A-5 and A-6) do not portray
heights in context of neighborhood view sheds (i.e., building roof lines and tree
lines), the proposed project site including the 60’ high pole (plus the 12 eight foot
high antenna panels), must be shown from different neighborhood view points
related to Ventura Avenue, as follows:
a. Atright angle from the easterly right-of-way boundary line of North
Ventura Avenue directly to the proposed pole location shown within
the project site shown in drawing A-2.
b. Atan angular distance of 45 degrees less than the right angle
intersection described in 2.A (above).
c. Atan angular distance 45 degrees greater than a right angular direction

described in 2.4. (above).
Section C -Mandatory Findings or Significance.

Related to information included in the /nitial Study, | concur with the “yes”
response to question No. 1 indicating that “...the project [would] have the
potential to degrade the quality of the environment....”

Related to information included in the Initial Study and this letter (i.e., with
reference to both proposed 40’ & 60’ antenna pole heights), | feel that a much
more accurate response to question No.3 (Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?) would be “yes” instead of
“no” because even if the County of Ventura approved only a 40’ tower (with the
possibility of mitigating some impacts) the applicant could obtain another 20’ by
using a Federal exemption (for a total height of 60’) and this total height could not
be mitigated by any conceivable means. By the way, the concept of cumulative
impact can be applied to combined pole heights (i.e., 40" plus 20" equals 60’).

5/8
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Section D — Determination of Environmental Document.

After taking into account the inaccurate exhibits (A-5 and A-6) supplied by the
applicant, unsupported conclusions presented in the Initial Study and the new
and relevant information presented in this letter, a fair argument has been
presented that “... the proposed project individually and/or cumulatively, MAY
have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) is required [and, therefore, the third box from the top should have
been checked instead of the second which concludes that only a Mitigated
Negative Declaration should be prepared.])”

Requests and Suggestions for
applying some alternative approaches to environmental impact evaluation
and permitting:

1. Apply all of the suggestions made above, pertaining to preparing
perspective drawings for an antenna pole height of 40’ that will show
the upper portion of the pole (with the 12 eight foot high panels) in
relation to the surrounding building elevations (roof lines) and
landscapes (tree tops) as may be viewed from both downhill and uphill
sides of Orchard Drive and along Ventura Ave.

2. Apply all of the suggestions made above, pertaining to preparing
perspective drawings for an antenna pole height of 60’ that will show
the upper portion of the pole (with the 12 eight foot high panels) in
relation to the surrounding building elevations (roof lines) and
landscapes (tree tops) as may be viewed from both downhill and uphill
sides and along Ventura Ave.

3. Taking into account that it might not be possible to mitigate an antenna
pole height of 40’ and would definitely not be possible to mitigate a pole
height of 60, at least one alternative might remain and this would be
based upon the conclusion (after adequate exhibits are prepared and
examined) that the impacts of a 60’ antenna pole could be both
significantly adverse and impossible to mitigate. Subsequently, it might
be assumed that if the applicant reduced their initial height request to
20’ and, if it is approved by the County, the applicant could

subsequently apply for an additional 20’ (that is reportedly allowed by
Federal exemption) and, thus, a total height of only 40’ could be
permitted instead of 60’.

6/8
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At this point, | would like to suggest very clearly that you direct your staff to
request the applicant to supply adequate perspective drawings (as described
herein) so that your staff, County Counsel’s staff, interested members of the
public and potentially impacted residents of the surrounding community can
make informed decisions.

In addition to providing adequate perspective drawings, consideration should be
given to asking the applicant to provide a captive balloon that would be
maintained at a height of 60’ (over the exact proposed construction site) for
several weeks. Before closing, | would like to emphasize that the only way you
might survive the coming backlash that will be tied to height-related impact issues
already associated with the proposed 60’ antenna pole project, is to satisfy the
principle intent of the above suggestions so that your staff, impacted local
residents and the County Counsel’s Office can have adequate information upon
which to base their decisions and recommendations to the Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors, if necessary.

In conclusion, The Initial Study does not adequately identify, present or evaluate
significant impacts of the proposed 40’ or 60’ antenna tower (particularly related
to Section 25, Community Character) and, therefore, the draft Initial Study and
accompanying MND is not useable, adequate or defensible and must be revised
to meet or exceed the intent of the suggestions made above in this letter which
presents a fair argument that the Mitigated Negative Declaration is not sufficient
to comply with the Intent of CEQA and the County’s adopted Environmental
Guidelines.

Sincerely,

’

Ralp¥l ), Steele, 1579 Orchard Drive, Ojai CA 93023

C's:

First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office

Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial Industrial Permits
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
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Attachments:

1. Exhibits A-5 and A-6 from the MMD and Initial Study posted September 3,
2015 with barely legible notes pertaining to a 40’ maximum antenna pole height.
2. Exhibits A-5 and A-6 with the additional 20’ of height desired by the applicant
shown for a total antenna pole height of 60’.
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Eguyen, Hai

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Hai,

Ron Yost <rytracman@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 30, 2015 11:52 AM
Nguyen, Hai

Public Comment On PL-14-0197

Public Comment PL14-0197 (Yost).pdf

When you have an opportunity, please confirm receipt of this e-mail.

Thanks,

Ron Yost (805)-794-8637
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Hai Nguyen September, 30 2015
County of Ventura

RMA - Planning Division

800 S. Victoria Ave

Ventura, Ca. 93009

RE: ADOPTION OF MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
INSTALLATION OF VERIZON WCF (CASE # PL14-0197)

Mr. Nguyen,

I respectfully disagree with the Initial Study Checklist impact ratings of LS (less than significant)
applied to the following sections. The proposed project has the potential to result in a significant
impact towards both of the below stated issues.

* Scenic Resources (6a./6b.)
* Community Character (25a./25b.)

As the property owner and current resident on the parcel (APN 033-002-44) immediately north of
and adjacent to the proposed project I feel that I can provide additional input and insight regarding
potential adverse impacts that the planning commission may have previously been unaware of.

One of Verizon’s main arguments for the selection of the Ventura Hay Co. parcel (APN 033-002-
38) is that the site is surrounded by numerous trees, which will provide blending and aid in the
concealment of the proposed wireless communication facility/tower. This is evidenced by the below
impact discussion quotes contained in scenic resources and community character sections of the
project review:

"With the federal exemption, the proposed 60-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree will be visible from
State Route 33. However, the faux eucalyptus tree will not be prominently visible as other types of
trees ranging in height from 22 feet to 88 feet are located in the vicinity "

[scenic resources pg.19]

“The proposed project site is surrounded by various species of trees ranging in height from 22 feet
to 84 feet. The faux eucalyptus tree will not be prominently visible "
[community character... pg.41]

Four of the prominent pine trees referenced on the Verizon site plan are located on my parcel: these
pines range in height from 67.5° to 88" and are undoubtedly the trees used as a justification for the
above claims that the tower "will not be prominently visible’ Regarding these trees; as you are well
aware of, we are currently experiencing historic drought conditions. Five consecutive years of
drought have stressed pine trees throughout the state making them more susceptible to disease and
attack from pine bark beetles. During this period [ have lost and two large pines on my property and
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a third is currently exhibiting signs of stress. As you can see from the photos contained in this letter,

the compromised pine is in a critical area relative to the proposed tower and will result in a high
visual impact should it die; without this particular tree present the tower will be prominently visible
from Highway 33 which is designated as an eligible scenic state highway.
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[ urge the planning commission to reconsider the proposal by Verizon for a WCF at this location.
The tower is located within a potential scenic resource area (SR 33) and given the current status of
pines in the vicinity has the potential to significantly impact community character and substantially
degrade the vista for the public and nearby residents.

At the July 20th Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Committee meeting I attended at the Oak View
Community Center a Verizon representative (Ambrose) stated that nine properties were identified in
the area that could address the cell coverage gap. He further stated that the Ventura Hay location
was chosen because of its potential for “concealment”. Given the possible impacts I presented
above, it would be prudent to re-examine those alternate options.

Thank you for your time and consideration, should you wish, I am available to speak further on the
matter and can be contacted by phone at 805-794-8637.

Sincerely,
A /a/pL——‘

[Ron Yost]
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October 12, 2015

HAND DELIVERED

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of the Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency L#1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Subject: A Petition to determine that the Application for a 40’ Cell Phone
Antenna Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley (PL 14-0197)should be
found incomplete because the project has been expanded to 60’ or that an
Administrative Finding should be made that a Focused EIR is required because
known negative height-related impacts on a contiguous residential community
cannot be mitigated for either a 40’ or 60 Antenna tower.

Before getting into some of the details supporting the above subject, we would
like to take the opportunity to extend our thanks to the Planning staff, along with
staffs of County Counsel’s and Supervisor Bennett’s offices, for listening to our
concerns and partially revising the Mitigated Negative Declaration after it was
before the MAC on July 20. By the way, toward the close of the MAC’s hearing on
the subject antenna tower, the applicant’s representative reportedly said that “I
will tell you that 40’ is not what'’s needed for this project. It should go another
20 feet.” In addition, after searching for a discussion of height impacts associated
with the applicant’s stated desire for more antenna tower height (that could go
up to 60’) nothing was found in the text of the revised /nitial Study posted
September 3 related to the significant and adverse impacts that could result from
constructing a 40’ or 60’ tower (including an 8-10’ high head on the antenna that
would be almost 20’ wide), in the visual middle of our residential neighborhood!

Now, to proceed with some detailed comments, suggestions and requests, as
follows:
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1. Our first request is to recognize that the currently adopted Ojai Valley Area
Plan designates the entire area along both sides of Orchard Drive (including
the area that is next to the proposed antenna tower site) as UR 1-2 (URBAN
RESIDENTIAL 1-2DU/AC.) and, thus, this reference should have been used in
the /nitial Study posted September 3 in place of the reference to “rural”

that was repeatedly stated in the Community Character section of the F1
Initial Study (Sec. 25a).

2. Our second request is to recognize that the project applicant and the
County Planning staff has not actually confirmed the need for the proposed
antenna tower project in accordance with the Ojai Area Plan’s adopted

policies (Ojai Valley Area Plan, 1.6 Scenic Resources, Policies 1.6.2, No.3

a,b.c &d.).

3. Ourthird request is to recognize that the Ventura County Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (ORD 4470-3/24/15) should be viewed as applicable to
the proposed antenna tower even though the original application was
made several months before the ordinance was approved last March
because it became obvious during the MAC meeting of July 20 that the
applicant wanted more height and this would result in significantly
changing the proposed project description and piecemealing the project
which is not permitted under the California Environmental Quality Act.
Thus, the applicant actually amended the project description in public
during the July 20 MAC meeting by stating the desire to increase the
potential size of the project by as much as 20’ or 50% in height and,
therefore, staff should be directed to advise the applicant to withdraw and
refile the application to represent the ultimate size and intent of the

proposed antenna project (i.e., 60’) and prepare a suitable environmental L F-3

document.

4. Our fourth request is to recognize that the visual representations made in
drawings A-5 & A-6 accompanying the /nitial Study were barely legible and
absolutely did not portray the applicant’s desire for a tower height of more
than 40’. For these reasons, the project application should be deemed
incomplete and no further action should be taken by Planning Division staff

F-4

until the applicant submits an application that satisfies the intent of
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Ventura County Ordinance 4470, Sec.8107-45.1 through Sec. 8107-45.16.
On the other hand, if it is determined after (consultation with the County
Counsel) that the application cannot be deemed incomplete, then all of the
provisions included in Ordinance 4470 (pertaining to Wireless
Communication facilities) that are related to the applicant providing
information (i.e., Sec.8107-45.3, Application Submittal Requirements and
Sec,8107-45.4, Development Standards) should be included for reference in
the Notice of Preparation and Scope of Work for preparing a focused EIR. In
retrospect, when it is taken into consideration that the visual impacts of
either a 40’ or 60’ antenna tower cannot be mitigated in relation to the
much lower height of the neighborhood’s residential roof lines and
surrounding tree tops, it is obvious that a Mitigated Negative Declaration
was not the appropriate environmental document to choose and the only
viable option remaining is either a full or focused EIR.

. Our fifth request is to recognize that the project description provided by
the applicant and included in the revised Initial Study’s exhibits is
incomplete, only describes part of the project, and does not represent the
applicant’s desire (as stated in the July 20 MAC meeting) for 20’ more
height above 40'. Also, the applicant did not submit revised height
exhibits (i.e., A-5 and A-6) to include in the revised MND and Initial Stud);
(posted September 3) to show the actual height desired (60’) in contrast
with the 40’ originally requested .

. Our sixth request is to recognize that the visual impacts of an antenna
tower extending above the peaks of surrounding residential roofs and the
tops of existing trees (when viewed from different angles) cannot be
mitigated and, thus, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is not the proper
type of environmental document to use for the proposed project. In
addition, one or more of the existing tall trees that may have provided
partial visual screening will have to be removed due to a known infestation
with bark beetles.

. Our seventh request is to recognize that when a proposed project is not
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act and it can be
reasonably predicted that significant adverse impacts may occur, an
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Environmental Impact Report(EIR) or Focused EIR must be prepared before
the project can be considered for approval by a public decision making
body.

. Our eighth request is to recognize that it is relatively easy to obtain public
agency permissions to convert a cell phone antenna tower from a locally
approved 40’ height to an ultimate 60’ in height. As an example, if the
applicant initially applies for and obtains a Conditional Use Permit (including
an approval for 40') they could subsequently apply for an additional 20’
pursuant to a Federal Exemption and the applicant has already stated that
“Verizon already plans to exploit this provision [Att. No. 1, par. 5].” Thus,
the cumulative height impact could increase 50 % over the originally
approved 40’ for a total of 60’ and this possibility should have been
included in the original project description.

. Our ninth request is to recognize that the applicant has not provided any
technical information (prepared by qualified radio communication
engineers) that would support the need for a proposed cell phone antenna
tower at the proposed location. As an example, a written report of the
number of dropped calls could have been submitted for the preceding 12
months plus diagrams of coverage deficiencies and alternate antenna
tower heights and locations. Also, there has not been a comprehensive
and/or authoritative written response to the MAC's request made last July
20 to review alternative cell phone antenna tower sites.

10. Summary of issues related to the proposed cell phone tower application.

A.The applicant did not provide legible height-related exhibits of visual
impacts for a 40’ antenna tower and no exhibits for a 60’ tower and, thus,
the application was and still is factually incomplete. B. Planning staff
misclassified a contiguous and well established residential neighborhood as
rural and this (along with the incomplete antenna height exhibits) probably
led staff to conclude that the visual impacts of the proposed 40’ antenna
tower would not be significant and that a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) would suffice as an appropriate environmental document. In
contrast, the Orchard Drive neighborhood is designated as Low Density
Urban in the Ojai Area Plan and even the originally proposed 40" tower
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could easily be 2-3 times higher than most residential roof lines and twice
as high as the vast majority of surrounding vegetation. Stated succinctly, it
would not be possible to mitigate the visual impacts of either a 40’ or 60’
antenna tower and, thus, trying to use an MND does not comply with the
intent of the California Environmental Quality Act and only a complete EIR
or a focused EIR will satisfy the requirements of CEQA. C .Stated another
way, when known or projected impacts cannot be mitigated, the only
allowable types of environmental documents remaining are a complete EIR
or a focused EIR that includes evaluations of specific issues (i.e., wild life
and negative height impacts, along with conformance with adopted
General Land Use Plan policies and related Ventura County Ordinance
requirements).

Based upon all of the information stated above, it is respectfully requested that
the Planning staff not continue to process the incomplete application for the
antenna tower project. In contrast, the clearest and fairest way to proceed might
be for the applicant to withdraw their current application (without prejudice)
and, if the applicant desires to proceed at a later date, they can file a new
application that reflects the true nature, dimensions and height-related impacts
of the proposed antenna tower project.

Sincerely,

(Please see the attached list for the names of local residents who have reviewed
and concur with this petition).

C's: First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office
Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrial Permits
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
Attachments:

1. Excerpt from the Ojai Valley News, July 22, 2015, p.A-1.
2. Exhibits A-5 and A-6 showing 40" and 60’ antenna heights.
3. List of signatories for this letter of Oct. 12, 2015.
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Verizon wanfs fo install
cell tower in Mira Monte

Tiobe Barron
Qjai Valley News correspondent

 Yavainide: Cell tnwer Mici Manto:
it \.',w ,di-"'gB" LUNRR

Verizon Wireless is seeking
permission to install a new
wireless communication
facility (WCF) on a Mira
Monte property owned by
Ventura Hay Co., behind
Wendy’s. The commercially
zoned parcel is uniquely situ-
ated to provide service to a
cell phone service coverage
gap around the intersection of
Baldwin Road and La Luna
Avenue, asserts Verizon repre-
sentative Jerry Ambrose.
While nearby residents voiced
dissent at this location selec-

doesn't regulate for private
viewshed.” .

" That patchwork of regula-
tions includes a 1996 Federal
Communications Commis-
sion (FCC) ruling forbidding
local governments from
considering radio frequency
(RF) emissions when regu-
lating WCPs — effectively
forbidding these agencies
from addressing any health
concerns bml;fht up by local
residents. It also includes a
WCF ordinance for the unin-
corporated Ojai Valley that the
Ventura County Board of
Supervisors adopted last
March; this ordinance under-
scores a preference for
“stealth” WCF and limits their

tion, ultlmatEIY their input tt t,

may not affect the Ventura Beigh o40feeH0wwer' new
C&ug.ntgmgi!;lrrl{; FCC r tions
ning “ adopte in
de“c131pn_. T will tell you Nnvgmber 2014
- ‘[ghﬁst: is gf‘r}oi?l% that 40 feet is allow carriers to
1 right in modify existin
of my house. not what's WCFs without g
]Iatls kgmng’ to needed for public  review

ock my view, ;
said  Chailes this project. RS, odit

incl ddi-
Nordstrom, It should go gocn:%?upiozlo
whose property  another 20 feet”  feet, or 10

abuts the

percent of the

Ventura Hay existing struc-
Co. He spoke at ~ Jerry Ambrose, ture (whichever
the Ojai Valley Verizon representative is greater),

Municipal
Advisory Commission's
Monday meeting. “It doesn't
matter, does it, that there are
five or six houses affected, that
this will kill my resale value?”
“It's a complicated patch-
work of state and local laws to
regulate these facilities,”
explained Ventura County
Assistant Planner Aaron
Engstrom. “Our zoning code

. R e O e TV it il T

Ambrose said
erizon already plans to /

exploit this provision for its
roposed Mira Monte WCE
“I Lv?ﬂl tell you that 40 feet is
not what's needed for this
project, It sho o_another
20 feet igher),” sal
Ambrose. “We explore
these new FCC regulations,

Soo WCF, Page A3
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List of signatures for the attached October 12, 2015 letter to the
Ventura County Planning Director concerning a proposed 40’ or 60’ Cell
Phone Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley

Name Address

1. (\)‘hmﬂ ( ftf@g, 1 ‘u_'l{j 1708 Occdhaed De, O, (4,.43023

2. N{é‘,\,umf_ b L@‘CKL ) I/l'jl-} 9 X/ L'\.,Q’" \"Z,"{ —,D@'* ) 6,"\'][?[ ;éﬂ 4347.}%

3( 52 f.y 7[ ( tb\ — / 7’2’/\/ (f"’-’/\'gv HoAS i~/ B‘: /_ 19//,-'/,: (4 /4 2'5' 027/_")

4, /”M...j M lan 1707 prefad Do 05 (p 3033

A //7/1..5 Vaid\( /ﬂb :/ /)f" (f/}\f L CA, 9?(’:23

6. Lura Shorl (647 Orohard By VY u% (!’bl)??

- 7 5 -
7. “"7?,7;/)/// /L“f,%«f/m ///{/j e #/7/7///’ g3z

5"

2

8. Km’\_& _'f‘;km DA \bu\% O ( (‘\mu rﬁAT D¢ D“\;ﬁl C{BO'ZS

39

185



List of signatures for the attached October 12, 2015 letter to the
Ventura County Planning Director concerning a proposed 40’ or 60’ Cell
Phone Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley

Address
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List of signatures for the attached October 12, 2015 letter to the
Ventura County Planning Director concerning a proposed 40’ or 60’ Cell
Phone Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley

Name Address
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List of signatures for the attached October 12, 2015 letter to the
Ventura County Planning Director concerning a proposed 40’ or 60’ Cell
Phone Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley

Name Address
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ocT 21 2015

October 19, 2015

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of

Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency, L#1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms.Prillhart:

Subject: Addendum to Petition dated October 12, 2015 to determine that the
Application for a 40’ Cell Phone Antenna Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai
Valley (PL 14-0197) should be found incomplete because the project has been
expanded to 60’ or that an Administrative Finding should be made that a Focused
EIR is required because known negative height-related impacts on a contiguous
residential community cannot be mitigated for either a 40’ or 60’ Antenna tower.

During distribution of the subject petition within the County Government Center,
on Tuesday, October 12, 2015, we were asked for the name of a contact person
by staff of the Ventura County’s Counsel Office. After review by our neighborhood
team members, it was decided that | should serve as the contact person to
receive all responses to our letters and petitions beginning with our petition of
October 12.

In adldlitioN, it is requested that the residents along the westerly side of Ventura
Avenue, pposite the proposed antenna tower site and living within the Ojai Villa
MobH Estates located at 70 W. Baldwin Rd., Ojai, CA. 93023 spaces 42,43,44,
45,46,47,48,49,51,52,53,54,55,56,57,59,60,66 and 67 be sent individual public
notices concerning any intended actions (i.e., anticipated or actual approval of
PL14-0197 and/or public notices concerning any future public meetings pertaining
to the proposed 40’-60’ cell phone tower proposed at 11570 N. Ventura Avenue
in the Ojai Valley.

Smcereh[L

/ =3
,///Lﬂ/“ ~ /\/ N Z//{
Ms. Tracy eynolds 7
1621 Ofchard Drive
Ojai, CA 93023
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C’s: First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrlal Permits
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
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November 2, 2015
HAND DELIVERED

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of the Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency L#1740

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Subject: Addendum No. 2 to a Petition Dated October 12, 2015 to determine
that the Application for a 40’ Cell Phone Antenna Tower at 11570 N. Ventura
Avenue, Ojai Valley (PL14-0197) should be found incomplete because the
project has been expanded to 60’or that an Administrative Finding should be
made that a Focused EIR is required because known negative height-related
impacts on a contiguous residential community cannot be mitigated for either a
40’ or 60’ Antenna Tower.

In the Notice of Availability and Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
dated 9-3-15, it is stated:

A. On p.1 that “the applicant has expressed their intention to ... seek a
federal exemption to modify the WCF’s [Wireless Communication Facility]
overall height.”

B. On p.2 that “Thus, the overall height of the mono Eucalyptus antenna
tower included in the proposed WCF may ultimately have a maximum
height of 60 feet (40 feet under the County of Ventura’s jurisdiction and 20
feet under the federal exemption).”

C. Also, on p.2 (par.2, in the list of Potentially Significant Environmental
Impacts Identified) avoidance of nesting birds is identified, but there is
absolutely no reference at all to the visually related height impacts
associated with either a 40’ or 60’ antenna tower!

Significant deficiencies related to the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration are as

follows:
A. Per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) it is required that the
totality of a proposed project be described and evaluated and just because
another governmental agency may approve an exemption to a local
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agency’s height limits (i.e., Ventura County’s height limit of 40" ) does not
mean that the other agency’s exemption related to permitting provides a
concurrent exemption to the requirements of CEQA for conducting a
review of the total project, identifying significant impacts and
recommending effective mitigating measures.

. The proposed 60’ antenna tower project is clearly being proposed on a
fragmented (piecemeal) basis and therefore, the proposed project should
be withdrawn and refiled by the applicant, while including a reference to
maximum proposed height in the project description (i.e., 60') or
immediately processed by the County Planning Division for quick denial
because the possible significant height impacts (of 40’ or 60’) of the
proposed project on the contiguous residential urban neighborhood have
not been identified, evaluated or mitigated in the Initial Study and MND
dated 9/3/15. Also, for immediate reference, there were many erroneous
conclusions stated in Section 25 (Community Character) of the Initial Study
and they are repeated on page 3 of this letter following the headings of A,
B and C. For reference herein, comments on the erroneous conclusions
were described at length in a letter of comment to you dated September
29, 2015 and, subsequently supported in the original Petition letter dated
October 12, 2015. Also, the currently adopted Ojai Valley Area Plan
includes at least one section that is relevant to antenna towers and it is
titled Scenic Resources (Ch. 1.6). At this point, it is requested that the
proposed antenna tower project be reviewed for consistency with the
intent of the Ojai Plan’s adopted goals (1.6.1), policies (1.6.2) and the
height related policy (par. 1.6.2.3.b) which provides in part that “the height
of such facilities...shall be limited to 40’ where technically feasible.” It is
also requested that the proposed project be reviewed for consistency with
the designation of Highway 33 as an “Eligible State Scenic Highway” as
portrayed in Figure 1.7.2a of the Ventura County General Plan.

ADDITIONAL VISUAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

To help illustrate the visual impacts of a proposed 40’ or 60’ antenna tower,
photos were taken of tethered (and free floating balloons) anchored next
to property line fences located right next to the proposed antenna site at
11570 North Ventura Ave. As assembled, the group of balloons measured
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4 to 5’ in diameter (depending upon which side they were viewed from). 1
To approximate the visual width of the proposed tower top with the 12

antenna panel array mounted on a triangle framework, it is necessary to

magnify the width of the balloons (as seen in the photos) 4 to 5 times—an

easy way to do this is to use a scale in either metric or English units and

(after measuring the approximate width multiply the measurement by 4

or S) then, lay the scale back on the surface of each photo (in the same

place as the balloons that were just measured) and look at the total

distance. For reference, a copy of the four photos is shown on Attachment

No. 1 and a complete set of 21 photos is included on a CD with an

accompanying comment sheet. As can be clearly seen, the proposed

ultimate 60’ antenna tower (with its approximate 20’wide head) would be

well above all surrounding buildings and almost all vegetation—in

addition, the owner of the contiguous northerly property has publically

stated that he may have to cut down one of the highest pine trees that is

closest to the antenna tower footing in one to two years if the bark beetle

infestation associated with the drought continues o. After reviewing each

of the photos it can be readily determined that the impacts will be

significant for an antenna height of either 40-60’ and, thus, a Mitigated

Negative Declaration is not an appropriate environmental document per

the requirements of CEQA because the visual height impacts cannot be

mitigated on the surrounding residences in the surrounding low density

urban area! In view of the preceding discussion of height related impacts

and the dramatic height relationships of the proposed antenna tower to

surrounding buildings and vegetation, it can be unequivocally stated that

the principal conclusions in the Community Character section of the Initial

Study (25a and 25b) are without foundation and absolutely wrong. For H-4
reference, the principle and wrongly stated conclusions are included
herein for immediate reference, as follows:

A. “The proposed project will not be out of character with the
commercial and rural residential uses surrounding the site [p.40,
par.25al.”

B. “The project will not be incompatible with the existing land uses
[p.40, par.25a, lower].”
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C. The proposed project site is surrounded by various species of
trees ranging in height from 22 to 84 feet [and] the faux [antenna
tower] will not be prominently visible [p.41, par.25a, top].”

As a final comment pertaining to the /nitial Study, the conclusion in Section
25a that the Cumulative Impact (Degree of Effect) of the proposed project
will be “Less than Significant (LS)” is in error as the visual impacts are
obviously very significant, as can be seen in all the photos and, therefore,
the box labeled “PS (Potentially Significant)” should have been checked.

In closing, please take all of the information presented above (along with
the significant height impact relationships presented in the attached photos
taken Oct. 23 and 24) and consider the sum total of it in support of the
original Petition dated October 12, 2015.

Sincerely,
//'z_ LE
Ms. Tr;ev/R ynolds, 1621 chard Drlve, Ojal CA 93023

C’s: First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office
Resource Management Agency Director,
Christopher Stephens
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrial Permits
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner

Attachments:

1. Four photos portraying significant height-related impacts of the
proposed antenna tower on the surrounding urban residential
neighborhood(on COVER).

2. Description of the characteristics of the four photos (referred to above)
and 21 photos on the accompanying CD.

3. Original letter of Petition to the Director of the Ventura County Planning
Division dated October 12, 2015 with 38 signatures (not attached) and an
Addendum of October 19 requesting that additional parties be notified of
any scheduled future actions re: the proposed cell phone antenna tower
(PL14-0197).
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Attachment No. 2, Descriptions of Antenna Height Simulation
Conducted on October 23 and 24, 2015 In the Mira Monte area of the
Ojai Valley.

Background:

1. Groups of Helium filled balloons were launched separately at the
northerly and westerly sides of the proposed antenna tower site
located at 11570 N. Ventura Ave. and at the boundary of
commercially and residentially zoned properties.

2. Almost all photos were taken with the camera held level at eye
height (about 5’ above ground level). Only a few shots were taken
with the camera pointed up toward the balloons.

3. As assembled, the group of balloons measured 4 to 5’ feet in
diameter (depending upon which side they were viewed from).

To approximate the visual width of the proposed tower top with
the 12 panel antenna array mounted on a triangular framework, it
is necessary to magnify the width of the balloons (as actually seen
in each photo) 4 to 5 times—an easy way to do this is to use a
scale in either metric or English units and (after measuring the
approximate width multiply the measurement by 4 or 5) then, lay
the scale back on the surface of each photo in the same place as
the balloons that were just measured.

4, For reference, the dimensions of the antenna head have been
increased slightly (both vertically and horizontally) to allow for the
addition of artificial vegetation—thus, the antenna head could be
estimated at 10’ high by 20’ wide. Under the antenna head, a
false antenna trunk with widths greater or less than 20’ could be
installed for a maximum of 50’ in height. Thus, it is important to
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realize that the completed antenna project will not look like a
simple lollypop sitting on top of a stick, but will appear more like a
huge mushroom sitting on top of a tall grain silo and, therefore,
will significantly impact the views to and from the center of a long
established residential urban community.

Comments on individual photos are as follows:

1. Photo Sheet of Four (upper left)—looking east from Ventura Ave.--expand
the balloons 4-5 times to estimate the visual impact of the antenna head
and tower and extend this width (20’) down to the tops of the existing trees
to get an impression of the antenna head on top of the artificial tree trunk .

2. Photo Sheet of Four (upper right)—looking southwest, it is obvious that
both the top and body of the antenna tower will be visible through some of
the tallest trees on several lots while the observer is at ground level.

3. Photo Sheet of Four (lower right)—looking northwest from Orchard Drive—
expanding the width of the balloons 4 to 5 times will reveal that one of two
of the most notable views in the Ojai Valley (views of White Ledge Peak or
Topa Topa) will be significantly impacted or almost totally obliterated for
some residents and passersby on Orchard Drive.

4. Photo Sheet of Four (lower left)—this photo includes the same tethered
group of balloons plus 10 others floating free—the total distance from the
most extreme upper-left balloon to the lower right balloon is about 4 times
the width of the tethered group and, thus, constitutes a distance that is still
smaller in diameter than an approximate 20’ wide antenna tower head with
camouflage foliage!

Comments on Some of the Characteristics of the 21 photos
on the enclosed CD are as follows:

1. (001) Wendy’s looking N.E. from Ventura Ave.
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(014) Looking north westerly of Orchard Drive toward the antenna
site and over the tops of long established single family and single
story homes.

(015) Same comment as for No. 14 (above).
(016) Same comment as for No.14 (above).

(017) Looking southerly from the lot next to the antenna tower
site.

(018) Same comment as for No. 17 (above).

(019) Looking south east at the balloons above Wendy’s—try and
imagine an antenna tower head 4-5 times wider than the balloons
and 60’ above ground level just in back of Wendy’s (and soon to
be Starbucks).

(020) Same comment as for No. 8 and No. 9 (above).
(021) Same comment as for No. 17 (above).

END OF COMMENTS ON PHOTOS
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October 12, 2015

HAND DELIVERED

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of the Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency L#1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Subject: A Petition to determine that the Application for a 40’ Cell Phone
Antenna Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai Valley (PL 14-0197)should be
found incomplete because the project has been expanded to 60’ or that an
Administrative Finding should be made that a Focused EIR is required because
known negative height-related impacts on a contiguous residential community
cannot be mitigated for either a 40’ or 60 Antenna tower.

Before getting into some of the details supporting the above subject, we would
like to take the opportunity to extend our thanks to the Planning staff, along with
staffs of County Counsel’s and Supervisor Bennett’s offices, for listening to our
concerns and partially revising the Mitigated Negative Declaration after it was
before the MAC on July 20. By the way, toward the close of the MAC’s hearing on
the subject antenna tower, the applicant’s representative reportedly said that “I
will tell you that 40’ is not what’s needed for this project. It should go another
20 feet.” In addition, after searching for a discussion of height impacts associated
with the applicant’s stated desire for more antenna tower height (that could go
up to 60’) nothing was found in the text of the revised /nitial Study posted
September 3 related to the significant and adverse impacts that could result from
constructing a 40’ or 60’ tower (including an 8-10’ high head on the antenna that
would be almost 20’ wide), in the visual middle of our residential neighborhood!

Now, to proceed with some detailed comments, suggestions and requests, as
follows:
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1. Our first request is to recognize that the currently adopted Ojai Valley Area
Plan designates the entire area along both sides of Orchard Drive (including
the area that is next to the proposed antenna tower site) as UR 1-2 (URBAN
RESIDENTIAL 1-2DU/AC.) and, thus, this reference should have been used in
the Initial Study posted September 3 in place of the reference to “rural”
that was repeatedly stated in the Community Character section of the
Initial Study (Sec. 25a).

2. Our second request is to recognize that the project applicant and the
County Planning staff has not actually confirmed the need for the proposed
antenna tower project in accordance with the Ojai Area Plan’s adopted
policies (Ojai Valley Area Plan, 1.6 Scenic Resources, Policies 1.6.2, No.3
a,b.,c &d.)

3. Our third request is to recognize that the Ventura County Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (ORD 4470-3/24/15) should be viewed as applicable to
the proposed antenna tower even though the original application was
made several months before the ordinance was approved last March
because it became obvious during the MAC meeting of July 20 that the
applicant wanted more height and this would result in significantly
changing the proposed project description and piecemealing the project
which is not permitted under the California Environmental Quality Act.
Thus, the applicant actually amended the project description in public
during the July 20 MAC meeting by stating the desire to increase the
potential size of the project by as much as 20’ or 50% in height and,
therefore, staff should be directed to advise the applicant to withdraw and
refile the application to represent the ultimate size and intent of the
proposed antenna project (i.e., 60’) and prepare a suitable environmental
document.

4. Our fourth request is to recognize that the visual representations made in
drawings A-5 & A-6 accompanying the Initial Study were barely legible and
absolutely did not portray the applicant’s desire for a tower height of more
than 40’. For these reasons, the project application should be deemed
incomplete and no further action should be taken by Planning Division staff
until the applicant submits an application that satisfies the intent of
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Ventura County Ordinance 4470, Sec.8107-45.1 through Sec. 8107-45.16.
On the other hand, if it is determined after (consultation with the County
Counsel) that the application cannot be deemed incomplete, then all of the
provisions included in Ordinance 4470 (pertaining to Wireless
Communication facilities) that are related to the applicant providing
information (i.e., Sec.8107-45.3, Application Submittal Requirements and
Sec,8107-45.4, Development Standards) should be included for reference in
the Notice of Preparation and Scope of Work for preparing a focused EIR. In
retrospect, when it is taken into consideration that the visual impacts of
either a 40’ or 60’ antenna tower cannot be mitigated in relation to the
much lower height of the neighborhood’s residential roof lines and
surrounding tree tops, it is obvious that a Mitigated Negative Declaration
was not the appropriate environmental document to choose and the only
viable option remaining is either a full or focused EIR.

Our fifth request is to recognize that the project description provided by
the applicant and included in the revised /nitial Study’s exhibits is
incomplete, only describes part of the project, and does not represent the
applicant’s desire (as stated in the July 20 MAC meeting) for 20’ more
height above 40’. Also, the applicant did not submit revised height
exhibits (i.e., A-5 and A-6) to include in the revised MND and Initial Study
(posted September 3) to show the actual height desired (60’) in contrast
with the 40’ originally requested .

. Our sixth request is to recognize that the visual impacts of an antenna
tower extending above the peaks of surrounding residential roofs and the
tops of existing trees (when viewed from different angles) cannot be
mitigated and, thus, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is not the proper
type of environmental document to use for the proposed project. In
addition, one or more of the existing tall trees that may have provided
partial visual screening will have to be removed due to a known infestation
with bark beetles.

. Our seventh request is to recognize that when a proposed project is not
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act and it can be
reasonably predicted that significant adverse impacts may occur, an
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could easily be 2-3 times higher than most residential roof lines and twice
as high as the vast majority of surrounding vegetation. Stated succinctly, it
would not be possible to mitigate the visual impacts of either a 40’ or 60’
antenna tower and, thus, trying to use an MND does not comply with the
intent of the California Environmental Quality Act and only a complete EIR
or a focused EIR will satisfy the requirements of CEQA. C .Stated another
way, when known or projected impacts cannot be mitigated, the only
allowable types of environmental documents remaining are a complete EIR
or a focused EIR that includes evaluations of specific issues (i.e., wild life
and negative height impacts, along with conformance with adopted
General Land Use Plan policies and related Ventura County Ordinance
requirements).

Based upon all of the information stated above, it is respectfully requested that
the Planning staff not continue to process the incomplete application for the
antenna tower project. In contrast, the clearest and fairest way to proceed might
be for the applicant to withdraw their current application (without prejudice)
and, if the applicant desires to proceed at a later date, they can file a new
application that reflects the true nature, dimensions and height-related impacts
of the proposed antenna tower project.

Sincerely,

(Please see the attached list for the names of local residents who have reviewed
and concur with this petition).

C’s: First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office
Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrial Permits

Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
Attachments:
1. Excerpt from the Ojai Valley News, July 22, 2015, p.A-1.
2. Exhibits A-5 and A-6 showing 40’ and 60’ antenna heights.
3. List of signatories for this letter of Oct. 12, 2015.
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October 13, 2615

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of

Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency, L#1740
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms.Prillhart:
Subject: Addendum to Petition dated October 12, 2015 to determine that the

Application for a 40’ Cell Phone Antenna Tower at 11570 N. Ventura Ave., Ojai
Valley (PL 14-0197) should be found incomplete because the project has been

expanded to 60’ or that an Administrative Finding should b e made that a Focused
EIR is required because known negative height-related imp acts on a contiguous
residential community cannot be mitigated for either a 40’ or 60’ Antenna tower.

During distribution of the subject petition within the County Government Center,

on Tuesday, October 12, 2015, we were asked for the name of a contact person

by staff of the Ventura County’s Counsel Office. After review by our neighborhood

team members, it was decided that | should serve as the contact person to

receive all responses to our letters and petitions beginning with our petition of
October 12.

In addition, it is requested that the residents along the westerly side of Ventura
Avenue, opposite the proposed antenna tower site and living within the Ojai Villa
Mobil Estates located at 70 W. Baldwin Rd., Ojai, CA. 93023 spaces 42,43,44,
45,46,47,48,49,51,52,53,54,55,56,57,59,60,66 and 67 be sent individual public
notices concerning any intended actions (i.e., anticipated or actual approval of
PL14-0197 and/or public notices concerning any future public meetings pertaining
to the proposed 40’-60’ cell phone tower proposed at 11570 N. Ventura Avenue
in the Qjai Valley.

Since rely,

e / ‘_F_:? "" /-7'

Ao A K cﬁ'(/}--'cz’% LT

Ms. Tracy-fdyno ’;’ ®
e

1621 @é v
Ojai3083

C’s: First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett
Ventura County Counsel’s Office
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrial Permits

Hai Nguyen, Case Planner 59
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Mr. Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
Planning Division L#1740
County of Ventura

800 S. Victoria Avenue
Ventura, CA 93009-1740

Dear Mr. Nguyen:

Subject: Request to Obtain Copies of Information from the PL 14-0197 File
Pertaining to a Proposed Cell Phone Antenna Tower at 11570 North Ventura
Avenue.

| would like to obtain one legible copy of each of the following and have them
available for pick up during the week of November 30. The subject items include:

1. The original application with any attachments provided by Verizon and/or
their consultants.

2. Letters from the Ventura County Planning Division staff to the applicants.

3. Reponses to letters from the Ventura County Planning Division staff by the
applicants.

4. Any memoranda between Ventura County Planning Division staff members
concerning public need for the proposed project. For reference, the Scenic
Resources Element of the Ojai Valley Area Plan provides in part (Polices
1.62,3) that “Discretionary development for antenna...facilities shall be
prohibited unless public need has been adequately demonstrated.”

5. Any letter or reports submitted by the applicants that were intended to
demonstrate “Public Need” as provided for in Section 1.6.2,3 (policies) of
the Scenic Resources Element of the Ojai Valley Area Plan (11-15-2005).

Please let me know by both phone 805-794-8637 (with a message) and e-mail
(rytracman@gmail.com) if payment for the copies is required in advance and, if
so, what forms of payment would be acceptable. Also, please let me know what
the established copying rate is per page.

Sincerely, /
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Mr. Ron Yost
1599 Orchard Dr.
Orchard Dr., Ojai, CA 93023

C's

First District Supervisor, Steve Bennett

Ventura County Counsel’s Office

Mr. Christopher Stephens, RMA Director

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Planning Director

Mr. Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial and Industrial Permits
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Nguyen, Hai —————— —

From: ray <venturadoc@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2015 2:07 PM
To: Nguyen, Hai

Subject: Tower

We wish to express our strong disapproval of Verizon Wireless' proposed 40-foot tower near our home. This is a purely
profit-driven proposal which would not improve cellphone communications but would be another Highway 33 eyesore
in the unincorporated portion of the Ojai Valley, where we live. Too often the County approves needless commercialism

within the unincorporated Ojai Valley.
Please deny this request. J-1
Ray & Silvia Faulstich
12339 MacDonald Dr
Mira Monte
1
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December 21, 2015

Hand Delivered

Mr. Michael G. Powers, Chief Executive Officer
County of Ventura

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA. 93009

Dear Mr. Powers:

Re: Public Need as Related to a Proposed Cell Phone Tower In the Mira Monte area of the QOjai Valley.

We would like to alert you to the prospect of the topic of Public Need being braught before the Board of
Supervisors in the near future. For reference, a brief discussion of Public Need and the implications of
not hiring qualified consultants is included on page 3 (paragraphs 2 and 3)of a letter to the Ventura
County Planning Director dated December 21, 2015. Please take the time to review the information

included in the letter so that you can be in a better position to advise the Board when issues related to

Public Need arise. - K-1
Sincerely,

ya - /{ 2 /

. % ./(e%,_,(-(/.y

1599 Orchard Dr., Ojai rchard Dr., Ofdi
C: Steve Bennett, First District Supervisor
Attachment: Letter of December 21, 2015 to Ms. Kim Prillhart, Directar of the Ventura County Planning
Division
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December 21, 2015
Hand Delivered

Ms. Kim Prillhart, Director of

Ventura County Planning Division
Resource Management Agency, L#1740
800 S. Victoria Ave

Ventura, California 93009-1740

Dear Ms. Prillhart:

Re: Report Including Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations Pertaining to a Cell Phone
Tower (PL14-0197) Proposed at 11570 Ventura Ave. in the Ojai Valley.

Based upon a review of the case file conducted last Thursday, Dec. 10, we have verified
previous findings, solidified some conclusions and prepared several recommendations that we
would like to share with you and the Ventura County Discretionary Land Use Management
team before the year’s end.

Findings based upon Supplemental Application Material recently found in file and hand dated
9/9/2015, are as follows:

1. Project Description: The proposed cell phone tower project will include a 60’ high (to
top of branches} “Mono- Eucalyptus” for the purpose of supporting and screening
antennas.

2. Site Selection: Verizon claims that it currently has a significant gap in coverage in the
area generally surrounding the intersection of Baldwin Road and North Ventura Ave. as
portrayed on Verizon’s RF coverage maps.

Initial Comments:

1. Praject Descriptian: As of the date of this letter, the undersigned are not aware of any
evaluation prepared by the Planning Division describing the significant visual impacts from
the proposed 60’ cell phone tower on the adjacent residential neighborhood. For
reference, the proposed tower will be 3 to 4 times the height of most adjacent structures
in our urban neighboarhood and 2 to 3 times the height of surrounding vegetation (with
only a few exceptions). Also, all comments and conclusions in the Planning Division’s
previous reports (i. e, MNDs) stating or implying that visual impacts of the antenna tower
on the adjacent residential neighborhood would be minimal or insignificant are simply not
supported by any evidence in the written record! In view of this, it is felt that the only
procedurally correct ways to process Verizon’s application would be for them to lower the
requested height to 10’ (then, obtain a 20’ bonus from the FCC for a total of 30’) or
proceed to prepare a focused EIR since the significant height impacts could not be
mitigated in relation to the surrounding structures with an MND and, thus, an EIR would
be the only defensible document for meeting the intent of CEQA and the County’s
adopted environmental guidelines.

2. Site Selection:
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Maps: While cell phone service coverage maps have been provided by Verizon these maps
are simply a picture of conclusions and no supporting studies (at the technical or
engineering levels) have been provided by Verizon or their consultants to support the
service area deficiencies (conclusions) partrayed on the maps.

Gaps in Cell Phone Coverage: While there may be a gap in coverage for Verizon, this does
not necessarily constitute a significant Public Need as there are other service providers
within the area and a large new cell antenna, just as has been proposed by Verizon, was
recently constructed about one-half mile southerly of the site currently selected by
Verizon. In other words, while Verizon may have a need related to their individual
company this should not automatically be interpreted as a broad based Public Need.

Before a determination of Public Need is made, the County should hire a qualified cell
phone system consultant to review the coverage (effectiveness) of each company
currently providing service within a one mile radius of the intersection of Baldwin Road
(Highway 150) and Ventura Ave. (Highway 33) to provide evidence in the record that such
a need actually exists. In addition, the consultant should review each company’s plans for
improvements over the next five years. Along with this, the consultant should identify and
report on changes to the cell phane system that can be made by all companies to improve
service without building more antenna towers!

Conclusions:

1. The information provided by Verizon (hand dated 9/9/15) describes a proposed cell
antenna tower (with a total height of 60’) to be located in back of Wendy’s (along with
four alternative sites).

2. The information provided by Verizon {hand dated 9/9/15) includes a claim of a
“Significant Gap” in coverage (as shown on their Coverage Maps), but does not include
any technical or engineering information supporting their claim of a coverage gap.

3. While Verizan, as an individual company, might have a coverage gap within a limited
area, this does not automatically translate into a general “Public Need” for more
coverage especially since a large new cell phone antenna was just recently constructed
about a half mile to the south by another company.

4. The Ojai Area Plan’s Scenic Resources Element (Sec. 1.6.2, Policies , No.3) provides in
part that “Discretionary development for Antenna...Facilities shall be prohibited
unless Public Need has been adequately demonstrated. [Also,] when it can be
demonstrated that antenna facilities are necessary for public safety or to provide a
substantial public benefit, they shall be conditioned to minimize visual impacts to the
maximum extent feasible.”

Recommendations:

1. Recognize that an environmental document prepared under the provisions of CEQA or
NEPA must describe and evaluate the total project — in this case a 60’ tower with an
approximate 20’ wide head.

2. Recognize that while Verizon has claimed that they have a need for more coverage
they have not offered any technical or engineering information supporting either their
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need or Public Need! Let’s be clear about what Public Need really means—Public

Need must relate directly to the needs of the populace in general—Public Need is not — K-5(cont.)
just the need or want of an individual business!
3. Give some thought to suggesting to Verizon that, related to their current application,
they should provide information demonstrating Public Need directly to your Planning
staff along with their own site planning consultant. Also, since County staff are not
experts in the field of cell phone radio transmission, please recommend to the Board
of Supervisors that a qualified cell phone system engineer be hired to help the County
evaluate Public Need and, in addition, suggest system improvements that may obviate
the need for a new cell phone antenna tower in the Mira Monte area. By the way, in
the event you elect to not recommend to the Board that a qualified cell phone system
engineer be hired as a consultant then, you, the Planning Commission and Board will
be left in the unenviable position of having to make a decision related to determining
Public Need without verified facts coming from a neutral third party. In addition a
very bad precedent will have been set and as the new style huge antennas are
subsequently proposed throughout the County individual supervisors and the Board as
a whole will have to fight the same visual impact and “taking” battles over and over _{ K-6
due to a lack of reliable information.
4. In the event Verizon does not want to proceed, as described in No. 3 (above), Verizon’s
application should be deemed incomplete and/or recommended for denial because
they have not provided the information required to demonstrate Public Need per the
provisions of the adopted Ojai Area Plan’s Scenic Resources Element (Sec.1.6.2, No.3, 4‘ K-7
et. seq).
In conclusion, we hope that you will find the above findings, comments, conclusions and
recommendations helpful. For information, the above points should be considered In addition
to and as part of all correspondence beginning August 3, 2015 and extending through
December 21 (and emanating from addresses including 1579, 1599 and 1621 Orchard Drive,
Ojai, California).
Smcerely, //
/Q/ //2 é / ~=4 /__..«;.c/ %W/&f/d
1579%chard Dr., Ojai 1599{Jrchard Dr., Ojai 1621 Oreharcl Dr., Oja
C's: Steve Bennett, First District Supervisor
Michael G. Powers, Chief Executive Officer
Leroy Smith, Ventura County Counsel
Christopher Stephens, Resaurce Management Agency Director
Brian R. Baca, Manager, Commercial & Industrial Permits
Hay Nguyen, Case Planner
3
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY . .
Planning Division

Kimberly L. Prillhart

County Of ve ntura Director

March 2, 2016

Ralph J. Steele
15679 Orchard Drive
Ojai CA 93023

Re: Verizon Wireless Communications Facility, PL14-0197:
Response to letters of comment

Dear Mr. Steele:

The Planning Division received your August 3, 2015, September 29, 2015, and
December 21, 2015 letters of comment on the wireless communications facility
proposed to be installed in the Mira Monte area. Your comments regarding the potential
effects of the proposed project will be addressed in the final environmental document
prepared for this project. As you know, the County prepared and circulated for public
review a revised draft Mitigated Negative Declaration to address the potential future
increase in facility height from 40 feet to 60 feet.

In your August 3, 2016 letter, it is suggested that the County adopt a moratorium on
“approving new cell phone antennas.” Please be aware that the County is subject to
deadlines imposed by Federal law to complete processing of cell site permit
applications. These deadlines cannot be delayed or defeated by any local decision to
impose a moratorium. Thus, the County is obligated to process an application in a
timely manner.

You will be notified of the date and time of the public hearing at which the subject
application will be considered.

Sincerelr\(._

\'//%jﬂ " _,i‘j) j_Lj_x\ 'l';_.;,:‘il\'\.

'
Kimberly L. Prillhart
Director

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740, Ventura, CA 93009 (805) 654-2481 Fax (805) 654-2509

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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A - Wi yEN, GE FLawiiy

March 15, 2016

L

Ms. K.L. Prillhart, Director

Planning Division

Resource Management Agency
County of Ventura

800 South Victoria Avenue, L# 1740
Ventura, Ca. 93009

Re: Proposed 60’ Cell Phone Tower Right Next to Residentially Zoned and
Occupied Property in Mira Monte (Ojai Valley) at 11570 N. Ventura Avenue (PL14-
0197).

Thank you for your letter of March 2, 2016. In the letter (2" par.), reference is
made to our neighborhood team letter of “August 3, 2016.” Since “August 3,
2016"” has not occurred yet, your letter is probably referring to our four page
letter with three pages of attachments dated February 15, 2016.

Your letter concludes with the advisory that | “... will be notified of the date and
time of the public hearing at which the subject application will be considered.” To
back up a bit,] would like to request that my two companion signatories (Mr.

Yost and Ms. Reynolds) and everyone who signed the petitions submitted to you
and the Board of Supervisors since last September be notified by mail concerni
the date of release of the revised environmental document, how long the L=1
comment period will be and how the document can be quickly obtained {(i.e.,
picking it up in person at your information counter or via e-mail, etc.). For
reference, we hereby request at least 30 days to review the revised
environmental document, staff report (including the study of Public Need
required by Policy 1.62,3 of the Ojai Area Plan) and statements of compliance
required by Sec.8111-1-2-1.1 of the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance for Conditional

Use Permits (attached). L (I
g% / .../’\% VA
Ra!pr(.l. Steele

1579 Orchard Dr.
Ojai, Ca. 93023

69

214



Letter to Ms. K. L. Prillhart of March 15, 2016, page 2

C's:  Mr. C. Stephens, Resource Management Agency Director
Mr. G. Powers, Ventura County CEO
Mr. L. Smith, County Counsel
Mr. B. Baca, Commercial & Industrial Permits Manager
Mr. H. Nguyen, Case Planner

Mr. R. Yost, Mira Monte Neighborhood Representative
Ms. T. Reynolds, Mira Monte Neighborhood Representative
Mr. S. Bennett, First District Supervisor
Attachment: Previous attachment (No.3) to letter of Feb. 15 concerning required

Conditional Permit approval standards with comments supplied by the above
writer.
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Conditional Permit Approval Standards from the
Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance With Comments

Sec. 8111-1-2-1.1 - Permit Approval Standards (excerpts)
Conditional Use Permits may only be granted if all ...of the following standards...

are met....

a. Standard: The proposed development is consistent with the intent and provisions of
the County’s General Plan and of Division 8, Chapters 1 and 2, of the Ventura County
Ordinance Code; Comment: The proposed 60’ high antenna is not consistent with the
intent of the County’s General Plan and Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2,3 because a study
of Public Need for the 60’antenna has not been found in the application file (PL14-0197)

and, thus, it has been concluded that the Public Need study has not been completed, as| L-3
required.

b. Standard: The proposed development is compatible with the character of surrounding,
legally established development; Comment: The proposed 60’ high antenna is not

compatible with the character of the surrounding legally established development
because the antenna tower would be two-to-three times higher than most vegetation

and three-to-four times higher than most structures. Also, the proposed antenna would
be placed very close to a common lot line hetween commercially and residentially zoned
properties with no attempt to provide additional lateral separation from the residential

property and help keep it from casting shadows (that would result from the massive L-5

camouflage and almost 20’ wide antenna mounting head just below the top of the 60
tower) on adjacent residential property or decreasing exposure to high levels of radio
frequency energy (RFE). In summary, an industrial style project is being forced right up
against the side of a long established residential neighborhood and due to the big bend i

Orchard Drive, the 60’ tower will appear to be more in the middle of the neighborhood L-6

than off to the side.

c. Standard: The proposed development would not be obnoxious or harmful, or impair
the utility of neighboring property or uses; Comment: The proposed 60’ high antenna
would be obnoxiocus, harmful and impair the use and utility of neighboring residential
property because it would interfere with the enjoyment and use of said property and,
thus, would constitute a nuisance and, also, significantly and negatively impact real L-7
property values.

d. Standard: The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public interest,
health, safety, convenience, or welfare; Comment: the proposed 60’ high antenna could
or would be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience or welfare,
but it is not possible to draw informed conclusions related to health and safety because

no specific evaluation has been made of the impacts of high levels of radio frequency
energy (RFE) on surrounding residents (including almost a dozen young children) and the L-8

hundreds of staff and patrons in adjacent businesses on a 24 hour basis. With respect to

public interest, convenience or welfare it is also not possible to draw informed @ 1
conclusions without first conducting a study of Public Need, as referred to in a, above. ' ’
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e. Standard: The proposed development, if allowed by a Conditional Use Permit, is
compatible with existing and potential land uses in the general area where the
development Is to be located; Comment: The praposed 60’ antenna would not be
compatible with existing and potential land uses in the general area where it is to be

located for all of the reasons stated above and the reasons stated in our letters
submitted since August, 2015 (including photographic exhibits) and our presentations
made to the Board of Supervisors during January and February.

L-10

f. Standard: The proposed development will occur on a legal lot. Comment: As of this
time, it will be assumed by the signatories of this letter that the lot is legal and, for future
reference, it is hereby stated that no recommendations were made by Planning staff in
the Initial Study (9/3/15) to provide any significant lateral set back from the common
property lines with the residential area to help mitigate the impacts of shadow
throughout half the day and high levels of radio frequency energy (RFE) on hundreds of

nearby staff, patrons and residents including almost a dozen young childrent! L-11

Source: Division 8, Chapterl, Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (6-2-15), p. 11-5
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3{3 o1l //S A/ ALLLHART

March 2, 2016 M

Mr. Steven Foster, Chair, Planning Commission
City of Ojai

401 S. Ventura St.

Ojai, Ca 93023

Subject: Ventura County Approval Standards for Planned Developmentand {ipaditigngl .
Use Permits and a Proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). o

Dear Chair Foster,

The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention provisions of the County's Non-
Coastal Zoning Ordinance that may be helpful to the Planning Commission and City
Council while reviewing proposed projects in the area outside the city limits, but within
the boundaries of the County's adopted OQjai Area Plan.

For reference, the County's Permit Approval Standards are included within Section 8111-
1.2.1.1. of the Zoning Ordinance and it is required that "Specific factual findings shall
be made by the decision-making authority to support the conclusion that each of
these standards, if applicable, can be satisfied." As examples, the standards require:

a. Consistency of the proposed development with the intent and provisions of the
County's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance;

b. Compatibility of the proposed development with the character of the
surrounding development;

c. That the proposed development should not be obnoxious or harmful to
neighboring property or uses;

d. That the proposed development should not be detrimental to the public
interest, health, safety, convenience or welfare;

e. That the proposed development, if allowed by a Conditional Use Permit, is
compatible with the existing and potential land uses in the general area where
the development is to be located; and

f. That the proposed development will occur on a legal lot.

Again, for reference, the required findings are usually included in the staff report

accompanying the application for a proposed project and they are also typically included
in the Resolution of Approval. So, it is felt that the Planning Commission and/or City
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Council should not hesitate to request an opportunity to review the "Specific Factual
Findings" that have to be made by the "Decision-making authority" prior to making

a final decision to approve or deny a proposed project that involves a Planned
Development or Conditional Use Permit. In addition, consideration should be given to
preparing and adopting a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the City and
County to require that the "Specific Factual Findings" be sent to the City of Qjai for
review and comment in addition to the inter-agency review of a proposed project (that is
already mandated by State of California planning law) before the project is approved or
denied.

Sincerely,

4 /,_ , P .
AZ/ J(,/:{,f,&é /@7» /,/-ZJWL i T el \,)’ Syl

Rq}ﬁh J. Sfeele Ron Yosy” Tracy L. Reynolds
1579 Orchard Dr. 1599 Orchard Dr. 1621 Orchard Dr.
Ojai, CA93023 Ojai, Ca 93023 Ojai, CA 93023

C: City of Ojai Major Paul Blatz and City Council Members
City Manager Rob Clark
Planning Director Kathleen Wold
Ventura County Supervisor Steve Bennett

Attachments:
Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 8111-1.2.1.1.
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March 29, 2016

Mr. Brian Baca, Commercial and Industrial Permits Manager
Planning Division of the Resource Management Agency

800 South Victoria Avenue, L#1740

Ventura, California 93009

Re: Request to Review Files for One Recently Approved and Two Proposed Cell
Phone Towers Within the Adopted OJA! AREA PLAN Area.

Dear Mr. Baca:

To begin, | would like to thank you for taking the time, during my visit to your
office last Tuesday, March 22, to help locate the second file folder associated with
AT & T's proposed tower (LU11-0052) at 1400 North Ventura Avenue. As |
mentioned to you when we were reviewing the lost file situation, | had seen the
file during my previous visit on March 15 and it included the Radio Signal
Coverage maps and report by the Wireless Network Services Co. referred to in the
Planning Commission Minutes of July 25, 2013 (pg. 6, par. 3, attached). By the
way, it would not have been possible for anyone to combine the contents of the
second file with the first file because the first file was quite full and the second file
included several large folded maps and other papers which were voluminous.

At this point, | would like to ask if the file (LU11-0052) has been found and can be
made available so that | can complete a review of references made in the
Planning Commission Staff Report of july 25 and the report related to signal
coverage vs. proposed antenna height prepared by Wireless Network Services Co.
for AT&T. Also, | would like to make appointments to review the files for:

. PL-14-0142 (Burnham Road in Oak view)

. PL-14-0197 (11570 N. Ventura Ave in Mira Monte)

With respect to my request to review the files, made in the paragraph above,
please ask your staff to call me at 805-889-4883 by this Friday (April 1, 2016) so

that time can be scheduled for me to look at files PL-14-0142 and PL-14-
0197during the coming week of April 4. ‘
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Letter of March 29, 2016 to Mr. Brian Baca concerning review of cell tower files.

Sincerely,

’

Ralpli/. Steele (ph. 805-889-4883)
1579 Orchard Dr.
Ojai, CA 93023

C's:

Ms. K. Prillhart, Planning Director

Mr. C. Stephens, Resource Management Agency Director
Mr. G. Powers, Ventura County CEO

Mr. L. Smith, Ventura County Counsel

Mr. R. Yost, Mira Monte Neighborhood Representative

Ms. T. Reynolds, Mira Monte Neighborhood Representative
Mr. S. Bennett, First District Supervisor

Attachment: Ventura County Planning Commission Minutes of July 25, 2013, pg.
6, par. 3.
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Planning Comm. ..)n Staff Report for LU11-0052
Planning Commission Hearing on July 25, 2013
Page 6 of 17

development/grading is a public project, or a private project for which there is a
substantial public benefit, and overriding considerations are adopted by the

decision-making body.

Ojai Valley Area Plan Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2-3: Discretionary
development for antenna and satellite dish facilities shall be prohibited unless
public need has been adequately demonstrated. When it can be demonstrated
that antenna and/or satellite dish facilities are necessary for public safety or to
provide a substantial public benefit, they shall be conditioned to minimize visual
impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The following standards shall apply:

b. The height of such fécﬂities, with the exception of monopole whiptype
antennas, shall be limited to 40 feet where technically feasible. Several
shorter facilities are preferable to one larger facility.

As discussed in the ND prepared for the proposed project, the project site is not
located in a Scenic Resource Protection Overlay zone. However, the project site
is located adjacent to State Route 33, which is a County Eligible Scenic Highway.
The project site is undeveloped and slopes from east to west. Oak trees and
dense vegetation currently prevent any public view of the project site from State
Route 33. The proposed equipment shelter and mono-eucalyptus would be
located on the eastern and higher elevation side of the property. Although, the
equipment shelter is proposed to be graded into the small slope, the proposed
facility would be setback more than 100 feet from State Route 33. The applicant
will also be required (Exhibit 5, Condition No. 18) to construct and maintain the
exterior surfaces of all buildings and structures of the communication facility
using building materials and colors that are compatible with surrounding terrain
(e.g., earth tones and non-reflective paints). Therefore, the proposed project
would not significantly degrade visual resources or obscure public views of visual
resources.

Planning staff reviewed coverage maps and photo simulations submitted with the
proposed project application. The coverage maps, prepared by Wireless Network
Services for ATT Wirgless, demonstrate the public need for a wireless
telecommunications facility at the proposed location in order to broaden and
strengthen existing coverage in the area. The coverage maps also include an
analysis of the coverage areas for the facility if it were to be constructed at 25-
feet, 35-feet and 44-feet in height (Exhibit 3). The analysis demonstrates that the
applicant's objective of achieving broader and stronger coverage for the ATT
Wireless customers, and potential for other wireless customers through the co-
location of other wireless providers at the facility, would only be technically
feasible with a 42-foot high mono-eucalyptus (with antennas at 37-feet RAD
center). The photo simulations, prepared by Black and Veatch (Exhibit 3),
illustrate that the proposed equipment shelter and mono-eucalyptus would be
setback more than 100 feet from State Route 33. The facility would also be
constructed and maintained (Exhibit 5, Condition No. 18) using building materials
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Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 1 of 19

EXHIBIT 5

Draft CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Verizon Wireless Communications Facility
CUP No. PL14-0197

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY CONDITIONS

Planning Division

1.

Project Description

The applicant requests that a Conditional Use Permit be granted to authorize the construction
and operation of a new wireless communication facility (WCF). The WCF and equipment
would be owned and operated by Verizon Wireless. The site name is La Luna. The WCF is
designed as a stealth facility with a 180-square foot lease area located at the base of a 40-
foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono-eucalyptus). The WCF is located adjacent to an existing
commercial building, owned and operated by Ventura Hay Company. The lease area is
enclosed with a gated 6-foot tall chain link fence and contains equipment cabinets and
ancillary equipment. The wireless communication equipment on the mono-eucalyptus
includes:

o Twelve 8 foot panel antennas are mounted at 34 feet above the ground: Four panel
antennas mounted in each of the three sectors (Sectors A, B, and C); and,

o Twelve Remote Radio Units (RRUs) are mounted at 34 feet above the ground.
The WCF will be unmanned and operate 24 hours a day for 365 days per year.

CUP Modification

Prior to undertaking any operational or construction-related activity which is not expressly
described in these conditions or Project Description, the Permittee shall first contact the
Planning Director to determine if the proposed activity requires a modification of this CUP.
The Planning Director may, at the Planning Director’s sole discretion, require the Permittee
to file a written and/or mapped description of the proposed activity in order to determine if a
CUP modification is required. If a CUP modification is required, the modification shall be
subject to:

a. The modification approval standards of the Ventura County Ordinance Code in effect
at the time the modification application is acted on by the Planning Director; and,

County of Ventura
Planning Director Hearing
PL140197
Exhibit 5 — Draft Conditions
of Approval
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Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 2 of 19

b. Environmental review, as required pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA; California Public Resources Code, § 21000-21178) and the State CEQA
Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, § 15000-15387), as
amended from time to time.

3. Construction Activities

Prior to any construction, the Permittee shall obtain a Zoning Clearance for construction from
the Planning Division, and a Building Permit from the Building and Safety Division. Prior to
any grading except as it relates to ground clearance requirements, the Permittee shall obtain
a Grading Permit from the Public Works Agency.

4. Acceptance of Conditions and Schedule of Enforcement Responses

The Permittee’'s acceptance of this CUP and/or commencement of construction and/or
operations under this CUP shall be deemed to be acceptance by the Permittee of all
conditions of this CUP. Failure to abide by and comply with any condition for the granting of
this CUP shall constitute grounds for enforcement action provided in the Ventura County
Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (2011, Article 14), which include, but are not limited to, the
following actions:

Public reporting of violations to the Planning Commission and/or Board of Supervisors;
Suspension of the permitted land uses (Condition No. 1);

Modification of the CUP conditions listed herein;

Recordation of a “Notice of Noncompliance” on the deed to the subject property;
The imposition of civil administrative penalties; and/or,

Revocation of this CUP.

It is the Permittee’s or the Permittee’'s successors-in-interest’'s responsibility to be aware of,
and to comply with, the CUP conditions and the rules and regulations of all jurisdictions
having authority over the uses described herein.

5. Time Limits

a. Use inauguration:
(1) The approval decision for this CUP becomes effective upon the expiration of the
10 day appeal period following the approval decision, or when any appeals of
the decision are finally resolved. Once the approval decision becomes effective,
the Permittee must obtain a Zoning Clearance for use inauguration in order to
initiate the land uses provided in Condition No. 1 (Project Description).

(2) This CUP shall expire and become null and void if the Permittee fails to obtain
a Zoning Clearance for use inauguration within one year (see the Ventura
County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (2011, § 8111-4.7)), from the granting
or approval of this CUP. The Planning Director may grant a one year extension
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Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 3 of 19

of time to the Permittee in order to obtain the Zoning Clearance for use
inauguration if the Permittee can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning
Director that the Permittee has made a diligent effort to inaugurate the permitted
land use, and the Permittee has requested the time extension in writing at least
30 days prior to the one year expiration date.

(3) Prior to the issuance of the Zoning Clearance for use inauguration, all fees and
charges billed to that date by any County agency, as well as any fines, penalties,
and sureties, must be paid in full. After issuance of the Zoning Clearance for -
use inauguration, any final billed processing fees must be paid within 30 days
of the billing date or the County may revoke this CUP.

b. Permit Life or Operations Period:

This CUP will expire on May 2, 2026. The lack of additional notification of the
expiration date provided by the County to the Permittee shall not constitute grounds
to continue the uses that are authorized by this CUP after the CUP expiration date.

When a permit time extension is requested for a wireless communication facility, the
permittee shall replace or upgrade existing equipment when feasible to reduce the
facility’s visual impacts and improve the land use compatibility of the facility. The
uses authorized by this CUP may continue after the CUP expiration date if:

1. The Permittee has filed a Discretionary Entitlement for Wireless
Communication Facility application pursuant to Section 8111-6 of the
Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance prior to May 2, 2026;
and

2. The County decision-maker grants the requested modification.

The uses authorized by this CUP may continue during processing of a timely-filed
modification application in accordance with Section 8111-2.10 of the Ventura
County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

6. Documentation Verifying Compliance with Other Agencies’ Requirements Related to this
CupP

Purpose: To ensure compliance with and notification of federal, state, or local government
regulatory agencies that have requirements that pertain to the project (Condition No. 1,
above) that is the subject of this CUP.

Requirement: The Permittee shall provide the Planning Division with documentation (e.g.,
copies of permits or agreements from other agencies, which are required pursuant to a
condition of this CUP) to verify that the Permittee has obtained or satisfied all applicable
federal, state, and local entitlements and conditions that pertain to the project.
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Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 4 of 19

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide this documentation to the County Planning
Division in the form that is acceptable to the agency issuing the entitlement or clearance, to
be included in the Planning Division project file.

Timing: The documentation shall be submitted to the Planning Division prior to the issuance
of the Zoning Clearance for construction or as dictated by the respective agency.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains the documentation provided
by the Permittee in the respective project file. In the event that the federal, state, or local
government regulatory agency prepares new documentation due to changes in the project
or the other agency’s requirements, the Permittee shall submit the new documentation within
30 days of receipt of the documentation from the other agency.

7. Notice of CUP Requirements and Retention of CUP Conditions On-Site

Purpose: To ensure full and proper notice of permit requirements and conditions affecting
the use of the subject property.

Requirement: Unless otherwise required by the Planning Director, the Permittee shall notify,
in writing, the Property Owner(s) of record, contractors, and all other parties and vendors
regularly dealing with the daily operation of the proposed activities, of the pertinent conditions
of this CUP.

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide a copy of all correspondence or signage that
involves notification of permit conditions to parties of interest to the Planning Division.

Timing: The documentation of notification shall be provided prior to issuance of a Zoning
Clearance. Evidence of ongoing notification shall be maintained as a public record by the
Permittee.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division has the authority to conduct periodic site
inspections to ensure ongoing compliance with this condition consistent with the
requirements of § 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

8. Recorded Notice of Land Use Entitlement

Purpose: In order to comply with § 8111-8.3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance, a notice shall be recorded on the deed of the subject property that describes the
responsibilities of the Property Owner and Permittee for compliance with applicable permit
conditions and regulations.

Requirement: The Permittee and Property Owner of record shall sign, have notarized, and

record with the Office of the County Recorder, a Notice of Land Use Entitlement form
furnished by the Planning Division, for tax assessor’s parcel that is subject to this CUP.
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Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 5 of 19

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide to the Planning Division a copy of the recorded
Notice of Land Use Entitlement.

Timing: The Notice of Land Use Entitlement shall be recorded prior to the issuance of a
Zoning Clearance for use inauguration.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division shall review the Notice for accuracy and
maintain a copy in the project file.

9. Condition Compliance, Enforcement, and Other Responsibilities

a. Cost Responsibilities: The Permittee shall bear the full costs of all staff time, material
costs, or consultant costs associated with the approval of studies, generation of studies
or reports, on-going permit compliance, and monitoring programs as described below in
Condition 9b. Specifically, the Permittee shall bear the full costs of the following:

(1) Condition compliance costs which include, but are not limited to, staff time, material
costs, or consultant costs associated with the approval of studies, generation of
studies or reports, ongoing permit condition compliance review, and CEQA Mitigation
Monitoring/other monitoring programs; and,

(2) Monitoring and enforcement costs required by the Ventura County Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (2010, § 8114-3.4). The Permittee, or the Permittee’s successors-
in-interest, shall bear the full costs incurred by the County or its contractors for
inspection and monitoring, and for enforcement activities related to the resolution of
confirmed violations. Enforcement activities shall be in response to confirmed
violations and may include such measures as inspections, public reports, penalty
hearings, forfeiture of securities, and suspension of this CUP. Costs will be billed at
the contract rates in effect at the time enforcement actions are required. The
Permittee shall be billed for said costs and penalties pursuant to the Ventura County
Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (§ 8114-3.4).

b. Establishment of Revolving Compliance Accounts: Within 10 calendar days of the
effective date of the decision on this CUP, the Permittee, or the Permittee’s successors-
in-interest, shall submit the following deposit and reimbursement agreement to the
Planning Director:

(1) a payment of $500.00 for deposit into a revolving condition compliance and
enforcement account to be used by the Planning Division to cover costs incurred for
Condition Compliance review (Condition 9a, above), monitoring and enforcement
(Condition 9c, below). The $500.00 deposit may be modified to a higher amount by
mutual agreement between the Permittee and the Planning Director; and,

(2) asigned and fully executed County RMA reimbursement agreement, which is subject
to the Permittee’s right to challenge any charges obligating the Permittee to pay all
Condition Compliance review, monitoring, and enforcement costs.

c. Monitoring and Enforcement Costs: The $500.00 deposit and reimbursement agreement
(Condition 9b, above) are required to ensure that funds are available for legitimate and
anticipated costs incurred for Condition Compliance. All permits issued by the Planning
Division may be reviewed and the sites inspected no less than once every three years,

227



Conditions for CUP No. PL14-0197 Permittee: Verizon Wireless
Date of Public Hearing: April 21, 2016 Location: 11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte
Date of Approval: Page 6 of 19

unless the terms of the permit require more frequent inspections. These funds shall cover
costs for any regular compliance inspections or the resolution of confirmed violations of
the conditions of this CUP and/or the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance that
may occur.

d. Billing Process: The Permittee shall pay any written invoices from the Planning Division
within 30 days of receipt of the request. Failure to pay the invoice shall be grounds for
suspension, modification, or revocation of this CUP. The Permittee shall have the right
to challenge any charge prior to payment.

10. Defense and Indemnity

a. The Permittee shall defend, at the Permittee's sole expense with legal counsel acceptable
to County, against any and all claims, actions or proceedings against the County, any
other public agency with a governing body consisting of the members of the County Board
of Supervisors, or any of their respective board members, officials, employees and agents
(collectively, “Indemnified Parties”) arising out of or in any way related to the County’s
issuance, administration or enforcement of this CUP. The County shall promptly notify
the Permittee of any such claim, action or proceeding and shall cooperate fully in the
defense.

b. The Permittee shall also indemnify and hold harmless the Indemnified Parties from and
against any and all losses, damages, awards, fines, expenses, penalties, judgments,
settlements or liabilities of whatever nature, including but not limited to court costs and
attorney fees (collectively, “Liabilities”), arising out of or in any way related to any claim,
action or proceeding subject to subpart (a) above, regardless of how a court apportions
any such Liabilities as between the Permittee, the County and/or third parties.

c. Except with respect to claims, actions, proceedings and Liabilities resulting from an
Indemnified Party’s sole active negligence or intentional misconduct, the Permittee-shall
also indemnify, defend (at Permittee’'s sole expense with legal counsel acceptable to
County) and hold harmless the Indemnified Parties from and against any and all claims,
actions, proceedings and Liabilities arising out of or in any way related to the construction,
maintenance, land use or operations conducted pursuant to this CUP, regardless of how
a court apportions any such Liabilities as between the Permittee, the County and/or third
parties. The County shall promptly notify the Permittee of any such claim, action or
proceeding and shall cooperate fully in the defense.

d. Neither the issuance of this CUP, nor compliance with the conditions hereof, shall relieve
the Permittee from any responsibility otherwise imposed by law for damage to persons or
property; nor shall the issuance of this CUP serve to impose any liability upon the
Indemnified Parties for injury or damage to persons or property.

11. Invalidation of Condition(s)

If any of the conditions or limitations of this CUP are held to be invalid, that holding shall not
invalidate any of the remaining CUP conditions or limitations. In the event the Planning
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12.

Director determines that any condition contained herein is in conflict with any other condition
contained herein, then where principles of law do not provide to the contrary, the conditions
most protective of public health and safety and natural environmental resources shall prevail
to the extent feasible.

In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication, or other mitigation
measure is challenged by the Permittee in an action filed in a court of law, or threatened to
be filed therein, which action is brought in the time period provided for by the Code of Civil
Procedures (§ 1094.6), or other applicable law, this CUP shall be allowed to continue in force
until the expiration of the limitation period applicable to such action, or until final resolution of
such action, provided the Permittee has, in the interim, fully complied with the fee, exaction,
dedication, or other mitigation measure being challenged.

If a court of law invalidates any condition, and the invalidation would change the findings
and/or the mitigation measures associated with the approval of this CUP, at the discretion of
the Planning Director, the Planning Director may review the project and impose substitute
feasible conditions/mitigation measures to adequately address the subject matter of the
invalidated condition. The Planning Director shall make the determination of adequacy. If
the Planning Director cannot identify substitute feasible conditions/mitigation measures to
replace the invalidated condition, and cannot identify overriding considerations for the
significant impacts that are not mitigated to a level of insignificance as a result of the
invalidation of the condition, then this CUP may be revoked.

Consultant Review of Information and Consultant Work

The County and all other County permitting agencies for this land use have the option of
referring any and all special studies that these conditions require to an independent and
qualified consultant for review and evaluation of issues beyond the expertise or manpower
of County staff.

Prior to the County engaging any independent consultants or contractors pursuant to the
conditions of this CUP, the County shall confer in writing with the Permittee regarding the
necessary work to be contracted, as well as the costs of such work. Whenever feasible, the
County will use the lowest bidder. Any decisions made by County staff in reliance on
consultant or contractor work may be appealed pursuant to the appeal procedures contained
in the Ventura County Zoning Ordinance Code then in effect.

The Permittee may hire private consultants to conduct work required by the County, but only
if the consultant and the consultant's proposed scope-of-work are first reviewed and
approved by the County. The County retains the right to hire its own consultants to evaluate
any work that the Permittee or a contractor of the Permittee undertakes. In accordance with
Condition No. 9 above, if the County hires a consuitant to review any work undertaken by the
Permittee, or hires a consultant to review the work undertaken by a contractor of the
Permittee, the hiring of the consultant will be at the Permittee’s expense.
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13. Relationship of CUP Conditions, Laws and Other Permits

14.

The design, maintenance, and operation of the CUP area and facilities thereon shall comply
with all applicable requirements and enactments of Federal, State, and County authorities,
as amended (e.g., County Business License Tax Ordinance), and all such requirements and
enactments shall by reference become conditions of this CUP. In the event of conflicts
between various requirements, the more restrictive requirements shall apply. In the event
that any CUP condition contained herein is determined to be in conflict with any other CUP
condition contained herein, then where principles of law do not provide to the contrary, the
CUP condition most protective of public health and safety and environmental resources shall
prevail to the extent feasible, as determined by the Planning Director.

No condition of this CUP for uses allowed by the Ventura County Ordinance Code shall be
interpreted as permitting or requiring any violation of law, or any lawful rules or regulations
or orders of an authorized governmental agency. Neither the issuance of this CUP nor
compliance with the conditions of this CUP shall relieve the Permittee from any responsibility
otherwise imposed by law for damage to persons or property.

A business tax certificate shall be obtained for operation of the communications facility.

Contact Person

Purpose: In order to facilitate the resolution of complaints, a contact person that represents
the Permittee shall be designated.

Requirement: The Permittee shall designate a contact person(s) to respond to complaints
from citizens and the County which are related to the permitted uses of this CUP.

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide the Planning Director with the contact
information (e.g., name and/or position title, address, business and cell phone numbers, and
email addresses) of the Permittee’s field agent who receives all orders, notices, and
communications regarding matters of condition and code compliance at the CUP site.

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Clearance for use inauguration, the Permittee shail
provide the Planning Division the contact information of the Permittee’s field agent(s) for the
project file. If the address or phone number of the Permittee’s field agent(s) should change,
or the responsibility is assigned to another person, the Permittee shall provide the Planning
Division with the new information in writing within three calendar days of the change in the
Permittee’s field agent.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains the contact information
provided by the Permittee in the respective project file. The Planning Division has the
authority to periodically confirm the contact information consistent with the requirements of §
8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
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15. Resolution of Complaints

16.

17.

The following process shall be used to resolve complaints related to the project:

a. The Permittee shall post the telephone number for the designated Contact Person
as identified pursuant to Condition No. 14 in a visible location on the site. The
Contact Person shall be available via telephone on a 24-hour basis. Persons with
concerns about an event as it is occurring may directly contact the Contact Person.

b. If a written complaint about this project is received by the County, Planning staff will
contact the Permittee's Contact Person or the Permittee to request information
regarding the alleged violation.

c. If, following a complaint investigation by County staff, a violation of Ventura County
Code or a condition of this permit is confirmed, County enforcement actions pursuant
to § 8114-3 of the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance may be initiated.

Reporting of Major Incidents

Purpose: To ensure that the Planning Director is notified of major incidents within the CUP
area.

Requirement: The Permittee shall immediately notify the Planning Director by telephone,
email, FAX, and/or voicemail of any incidents (e.g., fires, explosions, spills, landslides, or
slope failures) that could pose a hazard to life or property inside or outside the CUP area.

Documentation: Upon request of any County agency, the Permittee shall provide a written
report of any incident that shall include, but is not limited to: a description of the facts of the
incident; the corrective measures used, if any; and, the steps taken to prevent a recurrence
of the incident.

Timing: The Permittee shall provide the written report to the requesting County agency and
Planning Division within seven days of the request.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains any documentation provided
by the Permittee related to major incidents in the CUP file.

Change of Owner and/or Permittee

Purpose: To ensure that the Planning Division is properly and promptly notified of any
change of ownership or change of Permittee affecting the CUP site.

Requirement: The Permittee shall file, as an initial notice with the Planning Director, the
new name(s), address(es), telephone/FAX number(s), and email addresses of the new
owner(s), lessee(s), operator(s) of the permitted uses, and the company officer(s). Permittee
shall provide the Planning Director with a final notice once the transfer of ownership and/or
operational control has occurred.
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18.

Documentation: The initial notice must be submitted with new Property Owner's and/or
Permittee's contact information. The final notice of transfer must include the effective date
and time of the transfer and a letter signed by the new Property Owner(s), lessee(s), and/or
operator(s) of the permitted uses. In this letter, the new Owner, Lessee or Operator must
agree to comply with all conditions of this CUP.

Timing: The Permittee shall provide written notice to the Planning Director 10 calendar days
prior to the change of ownership or change of Permittee. The Permittee shall provide the
final notice to the Planning Director within 15 calendar days of the effective date of the
transfer.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains notices submitted by the
Permittee in the project file and has the authority to periodically confirm the information
consistent with the requirements of § 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance.

Landscaping, Screening, and Maintenance for Stealth WCF

Purpose: To ensure the landscaping, screening, and maintenance of the faux design
elements of the wireless communications facility is in compliance with the Ventura County
General Plan Public Utilities Policy 4.5.2-4 and Scenic Resources Policy 1.7.2-1, and Ojai
Valley Area Plan Scenic Resources Policy 1.6.2-3 and to ensure that the wireless
communication facility is constructed as illustrated on the approved plans and photo
simulations.

Requirement: All trees, foliage, or other landscaping elements approved as part of a
wireless communication facility shall be maintained in good condition during the life of the
permit. The permittee shall:

a. Install and maintain a sufficient amount of “architectural branches” (including density and
vertical height) and design material so that the structure is as natural in appearance as
technically feasible;

b. Install and maintain faux bark so that the structure is as natural in appearance as
technically feasible;

c. Be responsible for replacing any damaged, dead, or decayed landscape vegetation;
d. Maintain the landscaping in conformance with the approved landscape plan;

e. Install and maintain antennas and antenna support structures colored (or covered with
colored stealth panel antenna “socks”) to match the components (i.e. branches and
leaves) of the artificial tree.

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide plans, photo simulations, and a materials
sample/color board to the Planning Division.
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HiS:

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Clearance for construction, the Permittee shall
obtain approval of the colors and materials of all buildings and structures on building plans
for review and approval by the Planning Division.

Prior to final inspection, the Permittee shall paint and treat the approved structures according
to the approved plans and provide photographs demonstrating that the facility was treated
as approved and provide as-built photographs of the wireless facility.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains copies of the approved plans,
photo simulations, and materials sample/color board in the project file. The Permittee shall
provide photos of the constructed facility to the Planning Division to verify that the facility is
constructed as approved prior to final inspection. The Planning Division has the authority to
ensure ongoing compliance with this condition pursuant to the requirements of § 8114-3 and
§ 8107-45.7 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

Sign Plan

Purpose: To ensure signage on the property complies with § 8107-45.4(t) and Chapter 1,
Article 10 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Ordinance and Ojai Valley Area Plan Scenic
Resources Policy 1.6.1.2-7.

Requirement: A permanent, weather-proof identification sign shall be displayed in a
prominent location such as eye level on the gate or fence surrounding the wireless
communication facility or directly on the facility. The sign must identify the following:

current facility operator(s);

name of site or site number;

coordinates of site;

type of use;

operator's address;

a statement that that facility is in compliance with all applicable Federal
Communication Commission Standards -; and,

g. 24-hour telephone number at which the operator can be reached during an
emergency.

"0 o0 TD

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit two copies of a sign plan to the Planning
Division. The sign plan shall include the proposed size, colors, materials, lighting details,
and elevation. The Permittee shall bear the total cost of such review and approval. The
Permittee shall be responsible for obtaining a Zoning Clearance for any new or replacement
sign to ensure that the signage for the project continues to comply with the approved sign
plan.

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Clearance for construction, the Permittee shall
obtain approval of the sign plan from the Planning Division.
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20.

21.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains a stamped copy of the
approved sign plan in the Project file. The Planning Division has the authority to conduct
periodic site inspections to ensure ongoing compliance with this condition consistent with the
requirements of § 8114-3 and § 8107-45.7 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance.

Modifications to the WCF

Any proposed modification to the constructed and operational WCF shall be processed in
accordance with § 8107-45.10 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

Removal of Facility for Abandonment of Use and/or Expiration of Permit

Purpose: In compliance with § 8107-45.14 and § 8111-6.2 of the Ventura County Non-
Coastal Zoning Ordinance and in order to ensure that the use of the subject property remains
compatible with existing and potential uses of other property within the general area, the
communication facility shall be removed if this CUP expires or if the facility is abandoned.

Requirement: Upon the expiration of this CUP, or abandonment of the use, the Permittee
shall:

a. Notify the County that the Permittee has discontinued the use of the facility;

b. Remove the facility and all appurtenant structures; and,

c. Restore the premises to the conditions existing prior to the issuance of the permit,
to the extent feasible, as determined by the Planning Director.

In the event that the Permittee fails to perform the required actions, the Property Owner shall
be responsible for compliance with the requirements set forth in this condition.

The facility shall be considered to be abandoned if it has not been in use for 12 continuous
months.

Documentation: The Permittee shall provide photos of the site after restoration is
completed, to the County Planning Division.

Timing: The Permittee shall complete the notification, removal, and restoration activities
within 180 days of the expiration of this CUP, or abandonment of the use, unless the Planning
Director grants (in writing) additional time.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division has the authority to conduct periodic site

inspections to ensure compliance with this condition consistent with the requirements of §
8114-3 and § 8107-45.7 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
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22. BIO-1 Avoidance of Nesting Birds

Purpose: In order to prevent impacts on birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
land clearing and construction activities shall be regulated.

Requirement: The Permittee shall conduct all demolition, tree removal/trimming, vegetation
clearing, grading activities (collectively, “land clearing activities”), and construction in such a
way as to avoid nesting native birds. This can be accomplished by implementing one of the
following options:

1. Timing of construction: Prohibit land clearing or construction activities during the
breeding and nesting season (February 1 — August 31), in which case the following
surveys are not required; or

2. Surveys and avoidance of occupied nests: Conduct site-specific surveys prior to land
clearing or construction activities during the breeding and nesting season (February 1
— August 31) and avoid occupied bird nests. Surveys shall be conducted to identify
any occupied (active) bird nests in the area proposed for disturbance. Occupied nests
shall be avoided until juvenile birds have vacated the nest. All surveys shall be
conducted by a County-approved biologist.

The following paragraph applies to option number 2 only. An initial breeding and nesting bird
survey shall be conducted 30 days prior to the initiation of land clearing or construction
activities. The project site must continue to be surveyed on a weekly basis with the last
survey completed no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of land clearing or construction
activities. The nesting bird survey must cover the development footprint and 300 feet from
the development footprint. If occupied (active) nests are found, land clearing or construction
activities within a setback area surrounding the nest shall be postponed or halted. Land
clearing or construction activities may commence in the setback area when the nest is
vacated (juveniles have fledged) provided that there is no evidence of a second attempt at
nesting, as determined by the County-approved biologist. Land clearing or construction
activities can also occur outside of the setback areas. The required setback is 300 feet for
most birds and 500 feet for raptors, as recommended by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. This setback can be increased or decreased based on the recommendation of
the County-approved biologist and approval from the Planning Division.

Documentation: Under option number 2 only, the Permittee shall provide to the Planning
Division a Survey Report from a County-approved biologist documenting the results of the
initial nesting bird survey and a plan for continued surveys and avoidance of nests in
accordance with the requirements above. Along with the Survey Report, the Permittee shall
provide a copy of a signed contract (financial information redacted) with a County-approved
biologist responsible for the surveys, monitoring of any occupied nests discovered, and
establishment of mandatory setback areas. The Permittee shall submit to the Planning
Division a Mitigation Monitoring Report from a County-approved biologist following land
clearing activities documenting actions taken to avoid nesting birds and results.

Timing: If land clearing or construction activities will occur between February 1 and August
31, and are thus implemented under option number 2 above, nesting bird surveys shall be
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conducted 30 days prior to initiation of land clearing or construction activities (whichever
occurs first), and weekly thereafter, and the last survey for nesting birds shall be conducted
no more than 3 days prior to initiation of land clearing or construction activities. The Survey
Report documenting the results of the first nesting bird survey and the signed contract shall
be provided to the Planning Division prior to issuance of a zoning clearance for construction.
The Mitigation Monitoring Report shall be submitted within 14 days of completion of the land
clearing or construction activities.

23. Paleontological Resources Discovered During Grading

Purpose: In order to mitigate potential impacts to paleontological resources that may be
encountered during ground disturbance or construction activities.

Requirement: If any paleontological remains are uncovered during ground disturbance or

construction activities, the Permittee shall:

a. Cease operations and assure the preservation of the area in which the discovery was
made;

b. Notify the Planning Director in writing, within three days of the discovery;

c. Obtain the services of a paleontological consultant or professional geologist who shall
assess the find and provide a report that assesses the resources and sets forth
recommendations on the proper disposition of the site;

d. Obtain the Planning Director's written concurrence with the recommended disposition of
the site before resuming development; and

e. Implement the agreed upon recommendations.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit the paleontologist's or geologist's reports.
Additional documentation may be required to demonstrate that the Permittee has
implemented the recommendations set forth in the paleontological report.

Timing: If any paleontological remains are uncovered during ground disturbance or
construction activities, the Permittee shall provide the written notification to the Planning
Director within three days of the discovery. The Permittee shall submit the paleontological
report to the Planning Division immediately upon completion of the report.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Permittee shall provide the paleontological report to the
Planning Division to be made part of the Project file. The Permittee shall implement any
recommendations made in the paleontological report to the satisfaction of the Planning
Director. The paleontologist shall monitor all ground disturbance activities within the area in
which the discovery was made, in order to ensure the successful implementation of the
recommendations made in the paleontological report. The Planning Division has the
authority to conduct site inspections to ensure that the Permittee implements the
recommendations set forth in the paleontological report, consistent with the requirements of
§ 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
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ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION CONDITIONS

24. Hazardous Materials Business Plan

Purpose: To comply with the California Health and Safety Code and Ventura County
Ordinance Code to ensure the safe storage, handling, and disposal of any potentially
hazardous material.

Requirement: The Permittee shall submit a business plan to the Environmental Health
Division/Certified Unified Program Agency for the hazardous materials associated with the
backup power supply.

Documentation: A completed business plan submitted to the Certified Unified Program
Agency.

Timing: The business plan must be submitted and approved by the Certified Unified Program
Agency prior to the storage of any hazardous material on site.

Monitoring and Reporting: A copy of the approved business plan shall be maintained by
the Permittee as part of the project file. Ongoing compliance with the requirements shall be
accomplished through field inspection by District Inspectors of the Certified Unified Program
Agency.

25. Hazardous Materials Management

The storage, handling, and disposal of any potentially hazardous material must be in
compliance with applicable state regulations.

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY CONDITIONS

Groundwater Section

26. Diesel Fuel Tank Area

Purpose: In accordance with the Ventura County General Plan Policies 1.3.2.2 & 4a, Diesel
Fuel Tank Area is required.

Requirement: The Diesel Fuel Tank Area shall be constructed with a covered (roof or
canopy), concrete pad with berm designed to prevent runoff and to collect all spilled liquids
into a sump for legal disposal off site. The concrete pad shall be underlain by a cemented
and lapped 80-mil HDPE liner turned up on the edges to prevent leakage.
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Documentation: A copy of the approved Diesel Fuel Tank Area site plan.

Timing: Prior to the Issuance of a Zoning Clearance for use inauguration, the Permittee shall
submit a Diesel Fuel Tank Area site plan to the WPD for review and approval.

Monitoring and Reporting: A copy of the approved Diesel Fueil Tank Area site plan will be
maintained in the case file. The Permittee shall allow the WPD to inspect the Diesel Fuel
Tank Area upon request

Water Quality Section

27. Compliance with Stormwater Development Construction Program

Purpose: To ensure compliance with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit No.CAS004002 (Permit) the proposed project will be
subject to the construction requirements for surface water quality and storm water runoff in
accordance with Part 4.F., “Development Construction Program” of the Permit.

Requirement: The construction of the proposed project shall meet requirements contained
in Part 4.F. “Development Construction Program” of the Permit through the inclusion of
effective implementation of the Construction BMPs during all ground disturbing activities.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit to the Watershed Protection District, Surface
Water Quality Section (SWQS) for review and approval:

¢ Complete SW-1 form (Best Management Practices for Construction Less Than One
Acre) which can be found at http://onestoppermit.ventura.org/.

Timing: The above listed item shall be submitted to the SWQS for review and approval prior
to issuance of a Zoning Clearance for Construction.

Monitoring and Reporting: SWQS will review the submitted materials for consistency with

the NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit. Building Permit Inspectors will conduct
inspections during construction to ensure effective installation of the required BMPs.

OTHER VENTURA COUNTY AGENCY CONDITIONS

Ventura County Fire Protection District

28. Hazardous Fire Area

Purpose: To inform the Permittee that the project is located within a Hazardous Fire Area
and ensure compliance with California Building and Fire Codes.
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Requirement: The Permittee shall construct all structures to meet hazardous fire area
building code requirements.

Documentation: A stamped copy of the approved building plans to be retained by the
Building Department.

Timing: The Permittee shall submit building plans to the Building Department for approval
before the issuance of building permits.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Fire Prevention Bureau shall conduct a final inspection to
ensure that the structure is constructed according to the approved hazardous fire area
building code requirements. Unless a modification is approved by the Fire Prevention
Bureau, the Permittee, and his successors in interest, shall maintain the approved
construction for the life of the structure.

29. Fire Department Clearance

Purpose: To inform the Permittee of all fire department requirements applicable to the
proposed project.

Requirement: The Permittee shall complete a VCFPD Form #126 “Requirements for
Construction.” for any new structures or additions to existing structures before issuance of
building permits.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit to the VCFPD a signed copy of the Ventura
County Fire Protection District's Form #126 “Requirements for Construction.”

Timing: Prior to the issuance of building permits, the submitted VCFPD Form #126
Application must be approved by the Fire Prevention Bureau.

Monitoring and Reporting: A copy of the completed VCFPD Form #126 shall be kept on
file with the Fire Prevention Bureau. The Fire Prevention Bureau will conduct a final on-site
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inspection of the project to ensure compliance with all conditions and applicable codes /
ordinances.

30. Fire Code Permits

31.

Purpose: In order to minimize fire hazards, the project shall be constructed in conformance
with the requirements of the Ventura County Fire Code.

Requirement: The Permittee and/or tenant shall obtain all applicable Fire Code permits.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit a Fire Code permit application along with
required documentation/plans to the Fire Prevention Bureau for review and approval.

Timing: Prior to final occupancy clearance, installation or use of any required item or system,
the Permittee must obtain approval of all necessary Fire Code permits.

Monitoring and Reporting: A copy of the approved Fire Code permits shall be kept on file
with the Fire Prevention Bureau. The Fire Prevention Bureau shall conduct a final inspection
to ensure that the requirements of the Fire Code permit are installed according to the
approved plans. Unless a modification is approved by the Fire Prevention Bureau, the
Permittee, and his successors in interest, shall maintain the conditions of the Fire Code
permit for the life of the development.

Inspection Authority

Purpose: To ensure on going compliance with all applicable codes, ordinances and project
conditions.

Requirement: The Permittee, by accepting these project conditions of approval, shall
acknowledge that the fire code official (Fire District) is authorized to enter at all reasonable
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times and examine any building, structure or premises subject to this project approval for the
purpose of enforcing the Fire Code and these conditions of approval.

Documentation: A copy of the approved entitlement conditions.

Timing: The Permittee shall allow ongoing inspections by the fire code official (Fire District)
for the life of the project.

Monitoring and Reporting: A copy of the approved entitlement conditions shall be kept on
file with the Fire Prevention Bureau. The Fire Prevention Bureau shall ensure ongoing
compliance with this condition through on-site inspections.

32. APCD Rules and Regulations for Site Preparation and Construction

Purpose: To ensure that fugitive dust and particulate matter that may result from site
preparation and construction activities site are minimized.

Requirement: The Permittee shall comply with the provisions of applicable VCAPCD Rules
and Regulations, which include but are not limited to, Rule 50 (Opacity), Rule 51 (Nuisance),
and Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust).

Documentation: The Lead Agency shall ensure compliance with the following provisions:

a. The area disturbed by clearing and grading shall be minimized to prevent excessive
amounts of dust;

b. Fugitive dust throughout the construction site shall be controlled by the use of a
watering truck or equivalent means (except during and immediately after rainfall). Water
shall be applied to all unpaved roads, unpaved parking areas or staging areas, and
active portions of the construction site.

c. 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).

d. 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.

Timing: Throughout project construction.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Lead Agency shall monitor all dust control measures during
construction.
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Steve Offerman of Supervisor Steve Bennett's Office called the roll. MAC members Terry Wright,
Todd Wilson, Jill Borgeson, Chris Cohen, and Chair Joseph Westbury were present.

Under public comment, Jim Pawlowski thanked the MAC, Supervisor Bennett, and Caltrans for the
rapid response to the request for repair of streetlights on Highway 33 and the trimming of trees in
Casitas Springs. Steve Offerman noted that the MAC-Highway 33 Committee has been effective in
working with Caltrans when citizens raise issues such as these.

Laurence Nicklin of the Ojai City Planning Commission reported on the activities of the Commission.
In addition to various remodeling projects, major projects include a new restaurant at the Ojai Valley
Inn and a conceptual review of a modification of the Ojai Community Hospital.

The summary of the April 201" MAC meeting was approved 3-0 on a motion by Terry Wright,
seconded by Todd Wilson, with Jill Borgeson and Chris Cohen abstaining.

Aaron Engstrom of the County Planning Division provided a Powerpoint presentation regarding
federal, State, and County law governing cell antennas. Aaron noted various pre-emptions of local
authority that are contained in federal law, including precluding local governments from preventing
construction of an antenna that is needed to fill a coverage gap, preventing an addition to an antenna,
or regulating regarding radiation. Supervisor Steve Bennett inquired about the meaning of “non-
commercial” antennas, and Aaron said that this referred to the provisions for allowing amateur radio.

Next, Hai Nguyen of the County Planning Division provided a presentation on a proposed Verizon cell
antenna in Mira Monte. He said that while the applicant had sought a 60’ high antenna, the Ojai
Valley Area Plan limits antenna height to 40’. The antenna would be concealed within a faux
Eucalyptus tree that is lower than other nearby trees. Work on the project could not transpire during
the summer bird nesting season.

Jerry Ambrose representing project applicant Verizon described the coverage gap that the antenna
would fill, the seven sites that were considered, and the rationale for selection of the preferred site: it
fills the gap in coverage at the intersection of Highways 33 and 150, is in a commercial zone, is not
alongside the highway where it would stick-out in the public viewshed, it blends visually with nearby
trees and buildings, and is at least 110 feet from the nearest home. He said that greatly increasing
cell phone usage is driving the need for additional cell antennas locally and nationwide, and that
meeting demand for bandwidth requires multiple antennas near the demand, rather than a few
antennas placed high on ridges as had worked in the past. He said that the County has discouraged
locating antennas in residential zones or lining the highway with cell antennas and has instead sought
setback, stealth design, and location in commercial zones.

Jill Borgeson asked how the antenna panels would be mounted within the faux Eucalyptus and the
applicant responded. Neighboring home owner Charles Nordstrom said that the project would
interfere with the view from his home and property value and suggested several other locations.
Neighboring resident Ron N. said that the large trees that were nearby were on his property and were
in poor health and may need to be removed. He is also concerned about radiation. Deborah Pendry
asked if there is an arborist’s report on neighboring trees. Aaron Engstrom said there is not, but that
generally, any required new or replacement trees must be capable of growing to similar height.

Aaron stated that the County Zoning Ordinance only addresses public views from public places, and
not views from individual homes. George Ramsay, owner of an adjoining business, said that the
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property owner of the antenna site, Charles Seymour, has refused to cooperate on the cost of
repaving the shared driveway. Jerry Ambrose said that this matter has been raised with the property
owner. Tiobe Barron asked why, if the antenna can be added on to for an additional 20’ under federal
law, wasn’t the full 60 feet under consideration. Hai Nguyen said that Planning can only address the
proposal before them, but that any future addition would have to match the tree, and that there are
pending legal challenges to the federal preemption.

Jill Borgeson asked about placing the antenna on an existing power pole. Jerry Ambrose said that
only one or two panels could be placed on a power pole, not the 12 that are needed for coverage and
bandwidth. Terry Wright inquired about the difference in elevation between the antenna site and
homes behind. Jim Pawlowski suggested that perhaps something narrower than a Eucalyptus such
as a palm tree, wind mill, or power pole might better preserve homeowners’ views. Todd Wilson
thought that a Eucalyptus would look better.

Chris Cohen inquired about how the federal preemption regarding filling coverage gaps would work,
and Aaron said it would be resolved by engineers and attorneys. Terry Wright pointed out a large
vacant nursery property to the south of the area. Jerry Ambrose said that it is too far from the
coverage gap, and that it might also be opposed by the homeowners nearby. Jerry noted that there
are homes behind the length of the highway commercial strip. Terry Wright pointed out that the
former orchard lot is deeper. Jerry said that property owner willingness and utility availability are also
factors. Joe Westbury asked for information on the alternative sites that were considered. Jerry
Ambrose said that the site must be near the coverage gap and that typically antennas must be no
more than 2 mile apart and located near the customer demand.

Joe Westbury made a motion to recommend that Verizon explore additional locations in light of the
neighborhood dissatisfaction with the proposed site. The motion was seconded by Jill Borgeson and
approved 4-1 with Terry Wright dissenting. Jerry Ambrose asked what the expectation is of other
sites, and Joe Westbury said that a greater number should be considered.

The next item of business was a request for a 20-year time extension of the CUP for operation of Ojai
Valley Muffler in Oak View. Kristina Boero described the proposed addition of landscaping,
reconfiguration of parking, and use of the existing front office as an office. Kunkle Street resident
Westly Peters said that there is a safety concern with cars being parked too close to the intersection
of Kunkle and Highway 33, and that the operating hours are not followed, and that cars without
mufflers drive rapidly on Kunkle Street. Proprietor Jim Clark said that his employees including his son
work on their own cars after hours, and that he will enforce employee discipline to assure that cars
without mufflers are not driven on Kunkle and that cars are not parked at the intersection. Jim said he
has installed a “No Right Turn” sign at the Kunkle exit.

Todd Wilson questioned whether the number of parking spaces is in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance- yes with approval of a reduction by the Planning Director; the Planning Director believes
there are enough spaces. Terry Wright questioned whether landscaping would be installed over the
property line- unclear; there is limited room for new landscaping. Steve Offerman asked Jim Clark
whether curb stops, poles or something else could be installed to prevent parking at the intersection.
Mr. Clark offered to paint a No Parking area. Joe Westbury made a motion to recommend approval of
the project with the addition of a painted No Parking area at the intersection. The motion was
seconded by Terry Wright and approved unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 PM.
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July 20,2015
The Ojai Valley Municipal Advisory Council

Project Case No. PL14-0197
Applicant: Verizon Wireless

Ventura County Planning Division
Hai Nguyen, Case Planner
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Advisory Council Staff Presentation
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Project Description

Applicant: Verizon Wireless
Property Owner: Charles and Neyreda Seymour

Applicant’s Representative: Jerry Ambrose, Eukon Group
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Project Location

Address:
11570 North Ventura Avenue, Mira Monte

Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN):
033-0-020-385

General Plan Designation:
Existing Community

Ojai Valley Area Plan Designation:
Commercial

Zoning Designation:
CPD (Commercial Planned Development)
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Project Description

Stealth Wireless Communication Facility (WCF) located adjacent
to Ventura Hay Company. The WCF would include:

* |80-square foot lease area.
* Equipment cabinets and ancillary equipment.

* 40-foot tall faux eucalyptus tree (mono-eucalyptus).
Equipment on the mono-eucalyptus would include:

* Twelve 8-foot panel antennas (3 antennas on each sector).
* Twelve Remote Radio Units (RRUs) mounted at 34 feet.
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Project Description

The project could be modified pursuant to Section 6409.
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Bird’s Eye View 2
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Photo Simulations
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Photo Simulations

SITE COORDINATES
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Photo Simulations
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Permit History

* September 1977:The Planning Commission approved CUP 3687 for a retail store
until 1987. The CUP was extended until 1997.

* May 1998: the Planning Commission approved a modification to CUP 3687 (CUP
3687-1) for the continued use of Ojai Rental Center.

* April 1999:A Permit Adjustment was issued to change the use to a feed store,Ventura
Hay Company & Pet Supplies.

 August 2010:A Permit Adjustment (LU08-0028) authorized the continued use of
Ventura Hay Company & Pet Supplies until 2020.

* December 31, 2014:Verizon submitted an application (PL14-0197) for the
construction and operation of a new WCEFE
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Environmental Review

Mitigated Negative Declaration

* Potentially significant impacts in | issue area:
* Biological Resources

* One mitigation measure regarding Avoidance of Nesting

Birds was incorporated into project.

* Legal Notice Method: Direct mailing to property owners within

300 feet of proposed project boundary, and a legal notice in the

Ventura County Star.

* Document Posting Period: June 26,2015 to July 16,2015.
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Public Notice

Noticing for Environmental
Document and Planning Director
hearing:

* Notice mailed to property
owners within 300 feet of
project

* Legal Ad

* Email to interested parties
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