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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

This document is a [] policy-level, [X] project level Initial Study for the evaluation of potential environmental
impacts resulting with the proposed Zone Change #17-0006 Initial Study#17-0026 (Revised). For purposes of this
document, the abovementioned project will be called the “proposed application”. (Refer to Exhibit ‘A" & “B").

B. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPERIAL COUNTY’S
GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING CEQA

As defined by Section 15063 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and Section 7
of the County’s “CEQA Regulations Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA, as amended", an Initial Study is
prepared primarily to provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for determining whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Negative Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration would be appropriate
for providing the necessary environmental documentation and clearance for any proposed project.

] According to Section 15065, an EIR is deemed appropriate for a particular proposal if the following conditions
occur:

e The proposal has the potential to substantially degrade quality of the environment.

e The proposal has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals.

e The proposal has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
e The proposal could cause direct or indirect adverse effects on human beings.

] According to Section 15070(a), a Negative Declaration is deemed appropriate if the proposal would not result
in any significant effect on the environment.

[] According to Section 15070(b), a Mitigated Negative Declaration is deemed appropriate if it is determined
that though a proposal could result in a significant effect, mitigation measures are available to reduce these
significant effects to insignificant levels.

This Initial Study has determined that the proposed applications will not result in any potentially significant
environmental impacts and therefore, a Negative Declaration is deemed as the appropriate document to provide
necessary environmental evaluations and clearance as identified hereinafter.

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration are prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality
Act of 1970, as amended (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et. seq.); Section 15070 of the State & County
of Imperial's Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et. seq.); applicable requirements of the
County of Imperial, and the regulations, requirements, and procedures of any other responsible public agency or
an agency with jurisdiction by law.

Pursuant to the County of Imperial Guidelines for Implementing CEQA as amended, depending on the project
scope, the County of Imperial Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission and/or Planning Director is designated

e
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the Lead Agency, in accordance with Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Lead Agency is the public
agency which has the principal responsibility for approving the necessary environmental clearances and analyses
for any project in the County.

C. INTENDED USES OF INITIAL STUDY AND NEGATIVE DECLARATION

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration are informational documents which are intended to inform County of
Imperial decision makers, other responsible or interested agencies, and the general public of potential
environmental effects of the proposed applications. The environmental review process has been established to
enable public agencies to evaluate environmental consequences and to examine and implement methods of
eliminating or reducing any potentially adverse impacts. While CEQA requires that consideration be given to
avoiding environmental damage, the Lead Agency and other responsible public agencies must balance adverse
environmental effects against other public objectives, including economic and social goals.

The Initial Study and Negative Declaration, prepared for the project will be circulated for a period of 20 days (30-
days if submitted to the State Clearinghouse for a project of area-wide significance) for public and agency review
and comments. At the conclusion, if comments are received, the County Planning & Development Services
Department will prepare a document entitted “Responses to Comments” which will be forwarded to any
commenting entity and be made part of the record within 10-days of any project consideration.

D. CONTENTS OF INITIAL STUDY & NEGATIVE DECLARATION

This Initial Study is organized to facilitate a basic understanding of the existing setting and environmental
implications of the proposed applications.

SECTION 1

I. INTRODUCTION presents an introduction to the entire report. This section discusses the environmental
process, scope of environmental review, and incorporation by reference documents.

SECTION 2

I. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM contains the County's Environmental Checklist Form. The checklist
form presents results of the environmental evaluation for the proposed applications and those issue areas that
would have either a significant impact, potentially significant impact, or no impact.

PROJECT SUMMARY, LOCATION AND EVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS describes the proposed project
entitlements and required applications. A description of discretionary approvals and permits required for project
implementation is also included. It also identifies the location of the project and a general description of the
surrounding environmental settings.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS evaluates each response provided in the environmental checklist form. Each
response checked in the checklist form is discussed and supported with sufficient data and analysis as necessary.
As appropriate, each response discussion describes and identifies specific impacts anticipated with project
implementation.

SECTION 3

lll. MANDATORY FINDINGS presents Mandatory Findings of Significance in accordance with Section 15065 of
the CEQA Guidelines.

IV. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED identifies those persons consulted and involved in
preparation of this Initial Study and Negative Declaration.

- — = = ——————
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V. REFERENCES lists bibliographical materials used in preparation of this document.
VI. NEGATIVE DECLARATION - COUNTY OF IMPERIAL
VIl. FINDINGS
SECTION 4
VIIl. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (IF ANY)
IX. MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) (IF ANY)
E. SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
For evaluation of environmental impacts, each question from the Environmental Checklist Form is summarized
and responses are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. Impacts and effects

will be evaluated and quantified, when appropriate. To each question, there are four possible responses, including:

1. No Impact: A “No Impact’ response is adequately supported if the impact simply does not apply to the
proposed applications.

2. Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed applications will have the potential to impact the environment.
These impacts, however, will be less than significant; no additional analysis is required.

3. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated: This applies where incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact’.

4. Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed applications could have impacts that are considered
significant. Additional analyses and possibly an EIR could be required to identify mitigation measures that
could reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

F. POLICY-LEVEL or PROJECT LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration will be conducted under a [] policy-level, [X] project level analysis.
Regarding mitigation measures, it is not the intent of this document to “overlap” or restate conditions of approval
that are commonly established for future known projects or the proposed applications. Additionally, those other
standard requirements and regulations that any development must comply with, that are outside the County's
jurisdiction, are also not considered mitigation measures and therefore, will not be identified in this document.

G. TIERED DOCUMENTS AND INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Information, findings, and conclusions contained in this document are based on incorporation by reference of tiered
documentation, which are discussed in the following section.

1. Tiered Documents

As permitted in Section 15152(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, information and discussions from other documents
can be included into this document. Tiering is defined as follows:

“Tiering refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as the one prepared
for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or
negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.”

e ————
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Tiering also allows this document to comply with Section 15152(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which discourages
redundant analyses, as follows:

“Agencies are encouraged to tier the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but related
projects including the general plans, zoning changes, and development projects. This approach can eliminate
repetitive discussion of the same issues and focus the later EIR or negative declaration on the actual issues
ripe for decision at each level of environmental review. Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analysis
is from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy or program to an EIR or negative declaration for another
plan, policy, or program of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR or negative declaration.”

Further, Section 15152(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states:

“Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or ordinance consistent with the
requirements of this section, any lead agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program,
plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the later project to effects which:

(1) Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR; or

(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by
the imposition of conditions, or other means.”

2. Incorporation By Reference

Incorporation by reference is a procedure for reducing the size of EIRs/MND and is most appropriate for
including long, descriptive, or technical materials that provide general background information, but do not
contribute directly to the specific analysis of the project itself. This procedure is particularly useful when an
EIR or Negative Declaration relies on a broadly-drafted EIR for its evaluation of cumulative impacts of related
projects (Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation v. County of Los Angeles [1986, 177 Ca.3d 300]). If an EIR
or Negative Declaration relies on information from a supporting study that is available to the public, the EIR
or Negative Declaration cannot be deemed unsupported by evidence or analysis (San Francisco Ecology
Center v. City and County of San Francisco [1975, 48 Ca.3d 584, 595]). This document incorporates by
reference appropriate information from the “Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Assessment for the “County of Imperial General Plan EIR" prepared by Brian F. Mooney Associates in 1993
and updates.

When an EIR or Negative Declaration incorporates a document by reference, the incorporation must comply
with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines as follows:

e The incorporated document must be available to the public or be a matter of public record (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150[a]). The General Plan EIR and updates are available, along with this
document, at the County of Imperial Planning & Development Services Department, 801 Main Street, El
Centro, CA 92243 Ph. (442) 265-1736.

e This document must be available for inspection by the public at an office of the lead agency (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150[b]). These documents are available at the County of Imperial Planning &
Development Services Department, 801 Main Street, El Centro, CA 92243 Ph. (442) 265-1736.

e These documents must summarize the portion of the document being incorporated by reference or briefly
describe information that cannot be summarized. Furthermore, these documents must describe the
relationship between the incorporated information and the analysis in the tiered documents (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150]c]). As discussed above, the tiered EIRs address the entire project site and
provide background and inventory information and data which apply to the project site. Incorporated
information and/or data will be cited in the appropriate sections.

_————,————————————————
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e These documents must include the State identification number of the incorporated documents (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150[d]). The State Clearinghouse Number for the County of Imperial General Plan
EIR is SCH #93011023.

e The material to be incorporated in this document will include general background information (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150][f]). This has been previously discussed in this document.

_—————— e ———————————
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Environmental Checklist

2R o

10.

1.

Project Title: ~ Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders — Zone Change #17-0006 Initial Study #17-0026 (Revised)

Lead Agency: Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department

Contact person and phone number: Diana Robinson, Planner Il (442)265-1736, ext. 1751

Address: 801 Main Street, El Centro CA, 92243

E-mail: dianarobinson@co.imperial.ca.us

Project location: The project site is located approximately 3,000-feet east from the intersection of State Highway
115 and Gonder Road. It is approximately 6.50 miles southeast of Brawley, and is further identified as Assessor's
Parcel Number 041-090-004-000. See Exhibit A.

Project sponsor's name and address: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders. 1594 Gonder Road, Brawley, CA 92227
General Plan designation: Agriculture

Zoning: A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone)

Description of project: On July 28, 2017, the applicant submitted a Zone Change and two Conditional Use
Permit applications. It involved two parcels, approximately 260 acres, and the project was to add up to 18,000
head of cattle on the parcel east of Highway 115 (parcel north of Gonder Road), and to be able to operate
composting activities on the parcel south of Gonder Road. The applicant later withdrew both CUP’s and made
changes to the Zone Change application, reducing the scope of work to rezone both parcels and eliminating the
composting activities. The project was heard at Environmental Evaluation Committee on February 15, 2018 and
our office received an appeal to the EEC's determination of a Negative Declaration. On May 9, 2018, the appeal
was heard at Planning Commission and it was determined that a Transportation Impact Analysis and an Air Quality
Study were required to properly assess the project's environmental impacts, and that the project was to go back
to EEC for review once the project was reassessed. The applicant provided both studies along with a revised
project description on November 21, 2018, reducing the Zone Change scope of work from two parcels
(approximately 260 acres) to a one 160-acre parcel, and focusing the feedlot expansion area solely on the parcel
south of Gonder Road (“Project Site”), identified as APN 041-090-004-000. The studies were based on an increase
in number of employees by five (5) and with four (4) more trucks per day, as per information provided by the
applicant, although the Transportation Impact Analysis assumed that ten (10) new employees and eight (8)
additional trucks would access the site. The applicant has proposed a cattle pen area of approximately 45 acres
within the 160-acre parcel. See attached Application Package for more information.

This Initial Study is based on the Moiola Bros.' revised project description, requested studies and supporting
documents. Zone Change #17-0006 consists of rezoning from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) to A-3 (Heavy
Agriculture), submitted with the intent to expand their existing feedlot operations which are currently located on
two parcels, identified as APNs 041-020-019-000 and 041-020-029-000, approximately 100-feet away across the
road, north of the project site. As per the original application, the intention is to add is up to 18,000 head of cattle.
The existing feedlot has approximately 20,000 head of cattle'. If the Zone Change were to be approved, it would
allow the applicant to submit a building permit package for additional cattle pens, and the total number of cattle
(new and existing) would be up to 38,000. Pursuant to Division 5 Chapter 9 Section 90509.06, there shall be a
300-foot setback from centerline of adjacent street(s) for any animal, livestock pens.

Surrounding land uses and setting: The project site is currently being farmed and is surrounded by cultivated
agricultural fields. There are two (2) parcels within a 2 mile radius of the site that are being used for cattle related
purposes, and they are both owned by the applicant, Moiola Bros. There are six (6) residences nearby, the closest
one being adjacent to the northwest corner of the project site. Neighboring parcels are zoned: A-2 (General
Agricultural) and A-3 (Heavy Agricultural). The environmental setting is mostly open flat space due to agricultural

1 Per Applicant's Note on Site Plan dated September 19, 2017
———— — ]
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fields.
12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation

agreement.): A) Planning Commission B) Regional Water Quality Control Board

13. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so has consultation begun?

Native American Tribes and members of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) have been invited to
participate in the second “Request for Review and Comment” as part of the revised Initial Study review process.
Our office did not receive any correspondence, phone calls, emails or fax from them. When we first processed the
projectin 2017, a Sacred Files Search was requested and we received a letter dated October 5, 2017 with negative
findings. Also, a tribal list was delivered from NAHC for us to contact so we did, but no comments related to
significant impacts were received. Al the tribes that were listed were contacted either via email, phone or fax and
only one tribe member replied via email on October 5, 2017. This tribe member belongs to lipay Nation of Ysabel
(Kumeyaay), and the email stated they had no comment regarding the project.

———————_____ - == - -
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[]  Aesthetics [O  Agriculture and Forestry Resources [  Air Quality

[]  Biological Resources O  Cultural Resources [0  Geology /Soils

[J  Greenhouse Gas Emissions [0 Hazards & Hazardous Materials [0  Hydrology / Water Quality

O tand Use/Planning [0  Mineral Resources [0 Noise

[O0  Population/Housing [0  PublicServices [0  Recreation

[J  Transportation/Traffic O  Tribal Gultural Resources O  Utiities/Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of

O  sianificance

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION COMMITTEE (EEC) DETERMINATION

After Review of the Initial Study, the Environmental Evaluation Committee has:

[] Found that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

] Found 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.

Bl

[] Found 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.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE DE MINIMIS IMPACT FINDING:N‘:’es I No
EEC VOTES YES NO ABSENT
PUBLIC WORKS ] |
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SVCS E’ ] Il
OFFICE EMERGENCY SERVICES .D O O
APCD X O O
AG X Cl L
SHERIFF DEPARTMENT ] O |
ICPDS E/ O O
Jim Minnick, Director of Planning/EEC Chairman Date:
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PROJECT SUMMARY

A. Project Location: The project site is located approximately 3,000-feet east from the intersection of State Highway
115 and Gonder Road. It is approximately 6.50 miles southeast of Brawley, and is further identified as Assessor's
Parcel Number 041-090-004-000. (See Exhibit A).

Project Summary: According to the revised application package received on November 21, 2018, the project
consists of a Zone Change from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) to A-3 (Heavy Agriculture) in order to allow the
expansion of an existing feedlot, operated by Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders and located on APNs 041-020-019-000
and 041-020-029-000, approximately 100-feet away north of the project site, which is identified as APN 041-090-
004-000. The applicant wishes to accommodate up to 18,000 additional head of cattle. The existing feedlot has
approximately 20,000 head of cattle and if the Zone Change is approved, it would allow the applicant to submit a
building permit application package for the additional cattle pens, and the total number of cattle (new and existing)
would be up to 38,000. See attached Application Package for additional information.

The applicant's site plan shows an outlined area within the 300-foot setback where they are proposing the location
of the cattle pens. This is towards the east of the parcel and approximately 890-feet away from the existing house
on the northwest comer of the parcel, where the nearest residence is found. The site plan shows they are proposing
one pond, two future retention ponds and a hay buffer area. See Exhibit B for reference.

C. Environmental Setting: The project site is currently being farmed and is surrounded by cultivated agricultural
fields. There are two (2) parcels within a 2 mile radius of the site that are being used for cattle related purposes,
and they are both owned by the applicant, Moiola Bros. There are six (6) residences nearby, the closest one being
adjacent to the northwest corner of this project site. Neighboring parcels are zoned: A-2 (General Agricultural) and
A-3 (Heavy Agricultural). The environmental setting is mostly open flat space due to agricultural fields.

D. Analysis: The project site is zoned A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) per Zoning Map #31 (Title 9, Section
92531.04). The approval of the proposed Zone Change to A-3 (Heavy Agriculture) would allow for the proposed
use with the submittal and approval of a building permit since it is listed as a permitted use per Title 9, Division 5,
Chapter 9, Section 90509.01. The proposed application is consistent with the Imperial County General Plan’s
designation, and the Imperial County's Land Use Ordinance. In addition, the adoption of the CEQA Initial Study
for this project would be consistent with applicable County and State ordinances and regulations.

E. General Plan Consistency: The project site is designated as “Agriculture”, according fo the County's General
Plan Land Use Map. The proposed project is not expected to conflict with the County's General Plan, and can be
found consistent with the Agricultural Element's Implementation Programs, Policies, Goals and Objectives,
especially Goal 10, which encourages the continuation and expansion of cattle/dairy production on agricultural
land.2

2 |mperial County Agriculture Element, page 35
e ———————
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Exhibit “A”
Vicinity Map
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Exhibit “B”
Revised Site Plan
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact’ answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact’ to a "Less Than Significant
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect
to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be
cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential

impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document

should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects
in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance

e ——
Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros. Catfle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revised)
Page 14 0f 34

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI) (NI)
AESTHETICS Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or scenic 0 0 X n

highway?

a) The project is not located near a designated scenic vista or scenic highway as per the Imperial County Circulation &
Scenic Highways Element. The existing vista would not be significantly altered as a consequence of the approval of the
proposed project since the area has been used for agricultural purposes and is adjacent to another feedlot. The applicant
has proposed to use hay storage as a visual buffer on the northwest corner of the parcel to lessen visual impacts to the

existing residents.3 Less than significant impacts are expected.

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within Il ] O X
a state scenic highway?
b) The nearest highway State Highway 115, located approximately 2,740 feet west of the parcel, is not considered scenic and
there are no scenic resources near the proposed project; therefore, no impacts are expected.

¢)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surrounding? O L I U
¢) The proposed use is consistent with the surrounding parcels, where one is a feedlot; and with the County’s General Plan
and Land Use Ordinance. The approval of the project is not expected to cause for the existing visual character to change
substantially. Respecting A-3 setbacks as per Title 9 Section 90509.06 and using hay buffers will help reduce any potential
visual impacts to less than significant levels.

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? L O X [
d) Any source(s) of lighting that may be used for the construction and operations of the feedlot expansion as required by
State Codes and County Ordinances, shall be shielded or directed onsite to minimize offsite interference from unacceptable
levels or light or glare. Compliance with said codes and ordinances would cause for less than significant impacts.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. --Would the project:

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring O [l O X
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
a) The project site appears as “Farmland of Statewide Importance” according to the California Department of Conservation
Farmland Mapping Program, and is surrounded by the same classification, except for the existing feedlot and composting
area (APNs 041-020-019-000 & 041-020-029-000), which appears as by “Other Land”. The proposed project does not convert
prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance (farmland), to non-agricultural use, nor does it include
modifications from farmland to non-agricultural land. No impacts are expected.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act Contract? O O O I
b) The project site is currently zoned A-2-R (General Agricultural/iRural Zone), which is used to designate areas that are
suitable and intended primarily for agricultural purposes (limited) and agricultural related compatible uses. The proposed
project does not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use and is not under a Williamson Act contract, according to
the Williamson Act map created in 2012 by ICPDS for the Imperial County Board of Supervisors Order #10a; therefore, no
impacts are expected.

3 See Applicant’s Site Plan on Exhibit B of this Initial Study
4 GCalifornia Important Farmland; 1984-2014 Maps https://imaps.conservation.ca.goviagriculture/

e —
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Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than

Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI (N)

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section O ] O X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Govemment Code Section 51104(g))?
c¢) The project site is mostly surrounded by open and flat lands used for agricultural purposes, and would not cause for any
forest land to be converted into non-forest use. No impacts are expected to occur.

d)  Resultin the loss of forest fand or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? Ll L O o
d) There is no forest land in the area of the project location and no conversion to non-forest use would occur as a
consequence of the approval of the proposed project; therefore, no impacts would occur.

e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 0 O O 0
to non-forest use?
e) If the Zone Change were to be approved and subsequently a building permit was submitted and approved, the
implementation of the proposed feedlot expansion would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use
since the scope of work is related to agriculture; therefore, no impacts are expected.

n. AR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied
upon to the following determinations. Would the Project;

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air

quality plan? O 0 O O

a) As requested at the Planning Commission appeal hearing on May 9, 2018, an Air Quality Study was prepared to identify
the potential significant air quality effects on the environmental that could result from the short term (i.e. construction
activities) and long term (i.e. implementation and operation) impacts of the project. The Study states that there are no regional
or local climate action plans or general or specific plan provisions to reduce GHG emissions in the study area. There is one
Mitigation Measure on the study, and it is that employees and cattle trucks drive only on paved roads. In addition, a
modification of the existing APCD permit for cattle would be required to reflect the total number of cattle as per the proposed
feedlot expansion. The Air Study also states that this is a “Tier 1” project and that it shall adopt standard mitigation measures
for construction.5 Compliance with MM AQ-1 below and with any applicable APCD requirements (especially Regulation VIIl,
Rule 420 and Rule 2175) would bring potential air quality impacts to less than significant levels. Also, to get an ATC and LCAF
per Rule 217, the applicant must submit a dust control plan to be reviewed and approved by APCD.

MM AQ-1
The operator will require that employees and cattle trucks drive only on paved roads.”

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to

an existing or projected air quality violation? u X O L

b) The imperial County is currently in “moderate” non-attainment for PM2s and PMso and in the process of requesting the
designation of “attainment” for PM1o. Compliance with APCD’s rules and regulations as well as with the above referenced
mitigation measure MM AQ-1, would bring the potential impacts to less than significant impacts. In addition to the statement
above (lll. a)), a Transportation impact Analysis was also requested at the Planning Commission appeal hearing on May 9,
2018, to determine the project’s potential traffic impacts to the local circulation system. The study was based on hours of
operation being from 6 am to 4 pm for 7 days a week, and considering that the number of employees would increase by five
(5) and four (4) more trucks per day. Even though the Transpoaaﬂon Impact Analﬂsis study concluded that no significant
impacts would occur during the daily operations of the project,” compliance with MM AQ-1, MM AQ-2 and APCD regarding
impacts to air would lower potential impacts to less than significant levels.

MM AQ-2

Pursuant to Section 6.1 Standard Mitigation Measures for Construction, of the Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Study for Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot prepared by UltraSystems and dated January 2019, the applicant shall
follow standard mitigation measures for Fugitive PMio Control and for Construction Combustion Equipment as per the

5 UltraSystems Air Quality Study 4.2.1 Construction Impacts, pages 18 and 19
6 UltraSystems Air Quality Study 4.5.2.2 Stationary Sources, page 21
7 UltraSystems Air Quality Study 6.0 Mitigation Measures, page 29

8 Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers TransErlation ImEct Analxsis dated August 13, 2018

Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revised)
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Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI) {NI)
attached Mitigation, Monitoring & Reporting Program (MMRP), which are based from APCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook

(2017).

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality il X J O
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
¢) The Air Study identified pollutants, mobile and stationary sources (i.e. exhaust emissions from trucks), objectionable
odors and GHG, and stated that the APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not specify criteria for significance when ambient
CO levels already exceed a state or federal standard. Cumulative impacts from ammonia emissions, along with those of other
feedlots would not be cumulatively significant. The applicant is subject to MM AQ-1, as well as the standard mitigation
measures for construction emissions for Fugitive PMsw Control (see Attachment 2 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Study dated January 2019). In addition, all feedlots must comply with ammonia mitigation measures prescribed

by Rule 217 and must obtain a permit from APCD.® These are the impacts that have been identified as potentially significant
unless mitigations are incorporated.

MM AQ-3
Through the APCD’s permitting process, emissions of VOC and Ammonia (NH3) will be reduced and controlled to the extent

feasible; therefore, impacts related to the project's VOC and Ammonia (NHs) emissions are considered less than signiﬁcant10

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutants

concentrations? O U X Ll
d) The applicant is currently in compliance with the California Water Boards National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
Systems (NPDES) and have kept their Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) permits in good condition.!! Any
dust and smells are to be controlled by mitigation measures in ACPD’s Rule 217. In addition the applicant has proposed a
hay buffer to be located on the northwest corer of the project parcel to mitigate any visual and air quality impacts. The
emissions from trucks used for daily operations are not expected to be significant, according to the Transportation Impact
Analysis prepared for this project.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of <
people? U L X O
€) As previously stated, the proposed feed lot expansion project has the potential to create odors, but as per the Air Study
prepared for this project, they are not expected to be substantial. Continual compliance with all County and APCD’s regulations
would lower potential impacts to less than significant levels.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Would the project:

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

a) The Imperial County General Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element!2 Figure 1 “Sensitive Habitats Map” shows
that the project site is not within a designated sensitive habitat, and Figure 2 “Sensitive Species Map” shows the project site
being within the Burrowing Owl Species Distribution Model, although after communication with U.S. Fish and Wildlife staff
member, it was confirmed what there were no federally listed species in the area. California Department of Fish and Wildlife
was also contacted and our office received no comment. Less than significant impacts are expected to occur.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional ] 0 N <
plans, policies, regulations, or by the Califomia Department of
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b} The project site is surrounded by flat agricultural fields and is not located within or near any riparian habitat or sensitive
natural community; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

9 UltraSystems Air Study, 4.5.6 Cumulative Impacts of Ammonia Emissions, page 22

10 UtiraSystems Air Study, 4.5.2.4 VOCs and Ammonia (NHa), pages 21 and 22

11 Copies of NPDES and CAFO Permits provided by the applicant (see Attachment F. Additional References)

12 General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Figure 1 http://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservation-&-Open-Space-Element-2016.pdf
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Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI) (NI)
¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) [l O X O
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

c) The proposed project site is mostly surrounded by agricultural flat lands, and is far from wetlands. Water may be used for
its operations (i.e. dust suppression), but the amount of water to be used is not expected to be substantial and would be
subject to APCD’s rules and regulations. Water would also be used for the cattle to drink, which would be in contained areas
s0 the water would not filter into the waters of the United States or affect marsh, vernal pool or coastal wetiands. Compliance
with APCD and County regarding water would lower any potential impact to less than significant levels.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native n n X n
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
d) The proposed project is not expected to impact the movement of resident or migratory fish, since the project site is not
located near a body of water nor near a wildlife corridor. As previously mentioned, the project site is within the burrowing
owl distribution model but no burrowing owls have been seen in the past, making it unlikely for the special-status species to
appear; therefore, less than significant impacts are expected.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinance protecting
biological resource, such as a free preservation policy or O O X dJ
ordinance?
e) There are no policies protecting biological resources that apply to the scope of work of the proposed project; therefore,
less than significant impacts are expected.

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation O O O X
plan?
f) There are no Conservation Plans within the project area; therefore, no impacts are expected.

CULTURAL RESOURCES Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in §15064.5? O O O DX
a) The Imperial County General Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element Figure 6 “Known Areas of Native American
Cultural Sensitivity Map”13 shows that the project site is not within any known areas of Native American Cultural Sensitivity.
In addition, a Sacred Lands Search request was sent to Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and we received a
response with negative results, also a Tribal Consultation List was provided and contacted. Our office received a response
from the Kumeyaay Tribe, saying they had no comment; therefore, no impacts are expected.

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
) archaeological resource pursuantt% §15064.59? O O O X
b) The project site does not appear to be within the vicinity of any Tribal Land, as shown on the California Tribal Lands Map!4
from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, nor does it appear to be within any of the California Indian Tribal Homelands
and Trust Land Map of the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs13. The proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change
in the significant of an archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5; therefore, no impacts are expected.

¢)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature? O O I O
c) No excavations were included in the scope of work, and no unique geologic features are around. The proposed project
would be subject to California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5, and Califomia Public Resources Code
§5097.98. Compliance with the said codes would lessen the impacts to less than significant.

13 Imperial County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Fig 6 hitp://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservalion-& Open-Space-Element-2016.pdf
14 California Tribal Lands Map htips:/www3.epa.goviregion9/airimaps/pdfs/air 100040_3,pdf
15¢alifornia Indian Tribal Homelands Map http:/iwww.water.ca.gov/triballdocs/maps/CalifomialndianTribalHomelands24x30_20110749.pdf

e —————
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Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI) (NI}
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside ] n X O

of dedicated cemeteries?

d) There are no cemeteries within the vicinity of the project site. Compliance with the California Health and Safety Code
§7050.5, CEQA §15064.5, and California Public Resources Code §5097.98 would bring any potential project impacts to less
than significant levels.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death involving: D D & D
a) According to the State of California Special Studies Zones Fault Activity Map (2010)16, the proposed project is not located
within a known fault. In the event that a structure is proposed in the area, it shall be designed to comply with the California
Uniform Building Code (Section 1626 through 1635), which requires development to incorporate the most stringent
earthquake resistant measures. Adherence with the previously referenced Building Codes or any other applicable
requirements, would reduce any seismic impact to a less than significant level.

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priclo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based O O X [l
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42?
1) In addition to the statement above, the project shall comply with California Public Resources Codes 2621.5 and 2623
in case of future development. Less than significant impacts are expected to occur regarding rupture of a known
earthquake fault.

2)  Strong Seismic ground shaking? | il N X
2) As previously mentioned , the nature of the project includes cattle pens and no major grading and/or construction
work that could expose people to injury related to seismic ground shaking; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction
and seiche/tsunami? O L O X
3) According to the Department of Conservation Regulatory Maps, the project site is not within the designated Tsunami
areas; therefore, no impacts are expected.

4)  Landslides? O ] [ X
4) Also using the Department of Conservation Regulatory Maps, it was found that the site is not located within a
landslide hazard zone; therefore, no impacts are expected.

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? N O X I
b) The proposed project would not cause for substantial ground disturbance and the applicant shall provide a drainage letter
or plan to 1.C. Public Works Department (PWD) for approval, designed to prevent soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Compliance
with PWD would cause for the project’s impacts to be less than significant.

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, L O u X
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
c) The project site is not known to be located on geological units or soil that is unstable!”, and the conditions for lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction and collapse are not present; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

d)  Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in the latest Uniform
Building Code, creating substantial risk to life or property? O O 0 0
d) The proposed project is not located on expansive soils and no structures are being proposed for human occupancy;
therefore, less than significant impacts are expected.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 0 OJ 52 ]
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems

16 Fault Activity Map of California (2010) http:/maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/fam/
S. riculture Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey Imperial County Califomnia Imperial Valley Area

s ———————————————————————
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Potentially

Potentially Significant Less Than

Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PS1) (PSUMI) (LTSI) (NI)

where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste

water?

e) No septic tanks are being proposed, although one pond and two (2) future water reservoirs are being proposed within the
160 acre parcel for the proposed feedlot expansion project. Water disposal would be subject to Environmental Health’s or
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s requirements, as applicable. Compliance with all local and state agencies’
requirements would cause for the impacts to be less than significant.

VI. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the O =( [ ]
environment?
a) According to the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared, the project will cause emissions of GHG from mobile sources,
enteric fermentation, and manure management'8. APCD’s Rule 217 has the purpose of limiting emissions of Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOC) and Ammonia from Large Confined Animal Facilities (LCAF). As per Section C.5 of APCD’s Rule 217, the
ownerfoperator shall submit an Emissions Mitigation Plan as part of their Permit to Operate. Said plan shall be based on the
conditions of section C.51° Using approved practices of manure management with the composting operations located in the
existing operation area (across the street from the project site) would also lower impacts. The expected daily trips from
employees and truck trips are not exceed the allowable threshold by APCD. Compliance with the Air Study recommendations,
such as MM GHG-1 and APCD’s rules, regulations and permit conditions would cause for to less than significant impacts to
occur.

MM GHG-1

Pursuant to Section 6.3 Mitigation for Climate Change Impacts, of the Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Study for Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot prepared by UltraSystems and dated January 2019, GHG emission reductions
resulting from implementing of permit conditions should be based upon APCD’S Rule 217 requirements.

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan or policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse O Il X Il
gases?
b) There are no regional or local climate action plans, general or specific plan provisions to reduce GHG emissions in the
study area, other than the regulations under AB 32, which has a target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 202020,
The California Air Resources Board (CARB)’s AB 32 Scoping Plan was updated but it does not include an applicable threshold
for GHG emissions for a project with these characteristics and duration. 21 Al future site preparation activities needed for
the cattle pen expansion project, are subject to the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District’s recommendations for the
reduction of pollutant emissions. Compliance with APCD and all applicable County’s requirements would bring the impacts
to less than significant.

VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous ] [l [l X
materials?
a) The proposed project does not have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or environment through the
transportation, use or disposal of hazardous materials, since they are not part of the scope of work; therefore, no impacts
are expected to occur.

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonable foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the O O O X
environment?
b) As stated above, no hazardous materials are included in the proposed project; therefore, no impacts are expected.

18 |indscott Law & Greenspan Transportation Impact Analysis, dated August 13, 2018, page 26
19 APCD's Rule 217 Section C.5
20 pssembly Bill 32 Overview hitps:/iwww.arb.ca.govicc/ab32/ab32.htm

21 GARB's AB 32 Scoping Plan https://www.arb.ca.govice/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.hitm
_———.—f_—ﬁud—Lﬂ—ub—
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Potentially Significant Less Than

Significant Unless Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSI) (NI)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter O O | X
mile of an existing or proposed school?

¢) The nearest school, Magnolia Union Elementary School, is approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the project site but since
no hazardous emissions are anticipated, no impacts are expected.

Be located on a site, which is included on a list of hazardous

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code

Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant D D D &
hazard to the public or the environment?

d) Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to compile and update a
list of hazardous waste and substances sites from the DTSC EnviroStor Database. After using the EnvironStor Database?2
for the project site, it was found that it was not included in the database; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where

such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public

airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety O O O X
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

e) According to Figure 1A of the 1996 Imperial County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUC Plan), the project is not
located within two miles of an airport, nor is it located within an airport land use plan. The nearest airport is the Brawley
Municipal Airport, which is located approximately 7.5 miles northwest of the project site area. This proposed project would
not result in a hazard for people residing or working in the airport nor its surroundings. No impacts are expected to occur.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the

project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working O O Il X

in the project area?

f) In addition to the statement above, the proposed project is not within any known private airstrip; therefore, no impacts are
expected to occur.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation [l O X |
plan?

g) The proposed project shall comply with all County requirements related to any applicable emergency plan to avoid
impairing its implementation. The access points to the existing feedlot and composting facility would remain the same, which
is from Gonder Road. Showing compliance with County requirements regarding design of emergency points or access to be
used by employees would bring potential impacts to less than significant levels.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury

or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are

adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are O [ 0 O
intermixed with wildlands?

h) The project site is located within a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) Moderate Zone and a LRA Unzoned area according to
the Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map.2® Zones are classified based on a combination of how a fire will behave and the
probability of flames and embers threatening buildings, as well of the likelihood of the area burning. Since no wildlands are
surrounding the project vicinity, less than significant impacts are to be expected.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge

reguirements? O O 0 O

a) The proposed project includes water for the cattle to drink and for dust mitigation purposes. The water would be obtained
from the southeast end of the property, since there is a field gate and main canal {Oxalis Lateral Gate OXA 22). The applicant
mentioned that this water is not metered. The applicant and property owner are subject to compliance with all local, state and
federal laws. In addition, two retention ponds are being proposed and as part of a requirement from Environmental Health
Services (EHS), a mosquito abatement plan is to be submitted to their office for review and approval prior to commencement

22 EnyiroStor Database http:/fwww.envirostor.disc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=Sacramento&tour=True

23 ERAP Fire Hazard Severity Zones http:/ffrap.fire.ca.gov/webdata/mapsfimperialifhszi06_1_map.13.

f
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¢)

e)

h)

of any work. Compliance with EHS and all laws regarding water would bring potential impacts to less than significant levels.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would

be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre- O Il [ |
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not

support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits

have been granted)?

b) Groundwater use is not a part of the scope of work of this project, and there are no known groundwater or domestic wells
near the project site area. Additionally, groundwater is usually found within 8 to 10 feet in depth, and the future cattle pen
expansion project would not use groundwater as it is currently obtained from canals; therefore, less than significant impacts
are expected.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or

area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream

or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion D D D [

or siltation on- or off-site?

¢) According to the Imperial County Public Works requirements, a grading/drainage plan is required to assure drainage
patterns are designed to avoid alterations of streams or to negatively affect the surrounding water sources. Compliance with
all County Building (ICPDS) and Public Works (PW) Departments’ requirements on the proposed cattie pen expansion project
would cause for the impacts to be less than significant.

Substantially alter the existing drainage patterns of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream

or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface O N [ ]
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

d) As previously stated, adherence to the approved grading/drainage plan for the project would prevent any negative
alterations to the existing drainage patterns. No streams or rivers are nearby, and the drainage pattern shall comply with all
State and Local codes, including Public Works Department’s (PWD) regulations; therefore, less than significant impacts are
expected to occur.

Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems N ] <] |

or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

e) The applicant’s compliance with ICPDS and PWD regarding grading/drainage plans to prevent or avoid contribution of
runoff or polluted water, or alter stormwater drainage systems would lower potential impacts to less than significant impact
levels.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? W O X ]

f) The property owner and feedlot operator(s) shall show compliance with all local, state and federal laws to prevent
degradation of any water supply during the life of the feedlot permit, and are responsible for third parties in charge of any
site preparation activities (e.g. feedlot expansion, composting, etc.) and operations. Compliance with all laws against water
quality degradation would bring any potential impacts to less than significant levels.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped

on a Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or O I O X
other flood hazard delineation map?

g) No housing is being proposed for this project and the project site is not within a Flood Hazard Boundary; therefore, no
impacts are expected.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which

would impede or redirect the flood flows? O U O DX(

h) The project site is approximately 3 miles east of the nearest 100-year flood hazard area (Zone A) of the FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Map Panel 625 of 117524, and is located on Zone C, which means it is an area of minimal flooding. No impacts
are expected regarding redirection or impediment of flood flows.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, [:| |:| l:| &

24 Eogeral Emergency Management Area (FEMA) hitp://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/d5-FEMA-1100.pd
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or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the

failure of a levee or dam?

i) In addition to the statement above, there are no dams or levees near the proposed site; therefore, the approval of the
proposed project is not expected to cause impacts related to people or structures.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? O [l [l X
j) According to the California Emergency Management Agency and the Department of Conservation, the project site is not
within a Tsunami Inundation Area for Emergency Planning; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

LAND USE AND PLANNING Would the project:

a)

b)

¢)

Physically divide an established community? O Il [l X
a) The project would not physically divide any established community since it is approximately 6.5 miles southeast of an
established community in Brawley; therefore, no impacts can be expected.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation

of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (include, but not

limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal O | [l X
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

b) The proposed project does not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The proposed Zone Change is consistent with the intent of the Imperial County
General Plan’s Agricultural Element and its goals and objectives. If the proposed Zone Change is approved, the applicant
would need to submit a building permit application per the County Land Use Ordinance Title 9 Division 5, Chapter 9 Section
90509.01 list of permitted uses; therefore, no impacts are expected.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or

natural community conservation plan? L L O bX(

c) The project woutd not conflict with any habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan since there are
none that apply to the area; for that reason, no impacts are expected to occur.

MINERAL RESOURCES Would the project:

a)

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the O ] |:I X
state?

a) The project site area is not located in or near any existing mineral resource areas as shown on the Imperial County

Conservation and Open Space Element, Figure 8 “Existing Mineral Resources”25; therefore, no impacts are expected.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral

resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, [ [l | X
specific plan or other land use plan?

b) As previously stated, the proposed project would not result in the loss of locally-important mineral resources as identified
in the Imperial County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element, Figure 8 “Existing Mineral Resources”. No
impacts are expected to occur.

NOISE Would the project result in:

a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess

of standards established in the local general plan or noise i I X |
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

a) The proposed cattle pen expansion project is expected to temporarily increase noise levels during the site preparation
activities and during the daily feedlot operations. The activities are expected to occur within business hours, and the noise
levels shall not exceed the thresholds established in the Imperial County General Plan “Noise Element”. The proposed cattle

25 |mperial County Conservation and Open Space Element Figure 8 htip:/fwww.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservation-&-Open-Space-Element-2016.pdf
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d)

€)

pens expansion project shall not exceed the Construction Noise Standards of 75 dB Leq, when averaged over an eight (8)
hour period, and measured at the nearest sensitive receptor. Adherence to the “Noise Element” standards would bring the
impacts to a less than significant level.

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive

groundborne vibration or groundbome noise levels? O O X O

b) As previously stated, temporary noise levels and vibration could result from the site preparation during daily feedlot
operations, but these noise levels would have to be maintained within the County’s allowed threshold to avoid nuisances
regarding excessive groundborne vibration. Adherence to the “Noise Element” standards would bring any potential impacts
to a less than significant levels.

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? O O I L

¢) According to the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared, the proposed feedlot expansion would cause no significant
impacts, and no permanent increase in noise levels are expected. Also, according to a letter received on January 30, 2019
from Linscott Law & Engineers, they projected their study considering that the construction phase would last approximately
1,000 days, and that no heavy trucks would be needed on most days, with at most one truck per day in certain circumstances,
and that for those reasons, no significant impacts were expected during the construction phase. Less than significant
impacts are expected to occur during the operational phase if the operators continue to show compliance with all permits.

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the | O X O
project?

d) As previously stated, compliance with the Imperial County General Plan, Land Use Ordinance, Noise Element and standard
construction practices would ensure that the temporary noise levels associated with site preparation and trucks remain less
than significant.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public

airport or public use airport, would the project expose people O [ O X
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

e) The project site is not located within 2 miles of an airport; therefore, no impacts are expected.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the

project expose people residing or working in the project area O O Il X
to excessive noise levels?

f) No known private airstrip is located near the vicinity of the project; therefore, no impact is expected.

Xll. POPULATION AND HOUSING Would the project:

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(for example, by proposing new homes and business) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other [ O X O
infrastructure)?
a) The proposed project is consistent with the Imperial County’s General Plan. According to the revised application received
November 21, 2018, only five (5) employees are expected to be hired to operate the proposed cattle pen expansion project.
Per the Transportation Impact Analysis, it is anticipated that the majority of new workers will be from the proximate local
population centers of Calipatria, Brawley and El Centro. Less than significant impacts are expected since no substantial no
population growth is expected to occur.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing O O O X
elsewhere?
b) Since no housing is being proposed as part of the project; no impacts are expected to occur.

¢} Displace substantial numbers of people necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? O O O X
c¢) The proposed project does not involve any housing and is not expected to displace substantial number of people;
therefore, no impacts are expected.

g
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically

altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically

altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could [ O X O

cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain

acceptable service ratios, response times or other

performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) The project would not cause for the need of any provisions or cause for alterations involving governmental facilities. It
would not substantially affect any type of public service, except an increase in traffic during the site preparation phase,
and during operations, if this Zone Change and later building permit were to be approved. Less than significant impacts
are to be expected.

1) Fire Protection? O O X O
a1) The applicant and operator of the existing feedlot and composting facility have showed compliance with Fire Protection
and have a fire suppression system on site (across the street from the project site). Continual compliance with the Fire
Department's rules and regulations would bring the proposed project’s impacts to less than significant levels.

2) Police Protection? O O O X
a2) According to a response received from Imperial County Sheriff's Office during our review process, no significant impact
are expected to occur.

3) Schools? O H O D

a3) The project site is within the vicinity of the Magnolia Union Elementary School. On March 5, 2018, our office received a
letter from them stating that they did not object with the proposed Zone Change; therefore, no impacts are expected.

4) Parks? O O O X
ad) The proposed project is not within a park or would cause for the need to alter one; therefore, no impacts are expected.
5) Other Public Facilities? O O N X

a5) No other public facilities would be affected by the proposed project; therefore, no impacts are expected.

XV.  RECREATION

a)

Would the project increase the use of the existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 0 N U X
facility would occur or be accelerated?

a) Since the proposed site is not within any residential areas, parks or recreational facilities, no impacts are expected.

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the

construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might O Il O [
have an adverse effect on the environment?

b) No recreational facilities are being included in the scope of work or would cause for the need to construct or expand
existing recreational facilities; therefore, no impacts are expected.

XVl. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Would the project:

a)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of

the circulation system, taking into account all modes of

transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel O O X J
and relevant components of the circulation system, including

but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

a) As requested at the Planning Commission (PC)'s May 9, 2018 appeal hearing (APP#18-0001), a Transportation Impact

R ——
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Analysis26 was prepared to determine the potential traffic impacts to the local circulation system related to the proposed
expansion of the current cattle feeding operation. The study was based on hours of operation being from 6 am to 4 pm for 7
days a week, and considering that the number of employees would increase by five (), and four (4) more trucks per day
accessing the site via Gonder Road. It was based on discussions with the applicant, and it analyzed 90% of traffic coming
from north and south of SR-115 and about 10% from the east using Gonder Road. The study concluded that no significant

impacts would occur during the daily operations of the project. Public Works Department (PWD) provided a comment letter2’
where they state all of the requirements and one of them sfates that a Transportation Permit may be required from road
agencies having jurisdiction over the haul route(s) for any hauls of heavy equipment of large vehicles which impose greater
than legal loads on riding surfaces including bridges. PWD’S January 11, 2019 letter also states that: “...The combined traffic
generation for both the existing operations and proposed project shall not exceed 20 trips per day for passenger vehicles (10
employees) and 16 trips per day for heavy vehicles (8 trucks)...” Compliance with Public Works Departments’ requirements
would bring any potential impacts to traffic to less than significant levels.

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,

including but not limited to level of service standard and travel

demand measures, or other standards established by the O O X |
county congestions/management agency for designated

roads or highways?

b) In addition to the statement above, no significant impacts are expected regarding traffic and no congestion management
programs are expected to be required. Conformance with Imperial County Public Works and Caltrans at the time of the
building permit submittal and process would cause for the project impacts to be less than significant.

Result in a change in air traffic pattems, including either an

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in ] | Il X
substantial safety risks?

c) The proposed project would not affect air traffic patterns; therefore, no impacts are expected to occur.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses O O ] X
(e.g., farm equipment)?

d) No design features have been proposed that could damage or cause a substantial burden on traffic; therefore, no impacts
are being expected.

Result in inadequate emergency access? Il Il X |
e) The emergency access to the property is located on Gonder Road and the applicant shall agree not to block any access
used for emergency. Less than significant impacts are expected if continuing to use the driveway from Gonder Road.

Conflicts with adopted policies, plans, programs, regarding

public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise O N X ]
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

f) Conformance with applicable agencies such as imperial County Public Works and Caltrans would prevent any conflict with
adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public transit. Compliance with the above agencies’ requirements regarding
traffic and transportation would cause for less than significant impacts.

XVIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public

Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,

cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the | | X [l

size and scope of the landscape, sacred place or object with

cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) The project site is not within the vicinity of any area that has been geographically defined as sacred or object of value to
California Native American Tribe, according to the Imperial County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element,
Figure 6 “Known Areas of Native American Cultural Sensitivity”. Efforts of consuitation with tribes and with Native
American Heritage Commission were performed since September 20, 2017. A Sacred Lands Search was requested and
came back with negative results; therefore, less than significant impacts are expected.

26 | inscott Law & Greenspan Transportation Impact Analysis dated August 13, 2018
27 | ¢. Public Works Comment Letier dated January 11, 2019
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1) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as define in Public Resources Code Section | L X [
5020.1(k), or
1) The proposed site does not seems to be eligible under Public Resources Code Section 21074 or 5020.1 (k). The Native
American Heritage Commission was contacted regarding this project and a Tribal Consultation List was received.
Communication was sent out to these tribes since September 20, 2017, but no responses regarding negative impact
were received; therefore, less than significant impacts are to be expected.

2) A resource determined by the iead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set a || X ||
forth is subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American Tribe.
2) The Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands was contacted for a record search for the area of potential
project effect (APE) and they answered back with negative results. A list of tribal consultation was sent and these tribes
were contacted. Our office did not receive any comments indicating concerns; therefore, less than significant impacts
are expected.

XVIIl.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Would the project:

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? L L X O
a) The existing feedlot operation is regulated under Regional Board Confined Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) General
Permit (R7-2013-0800), and copies of permits have been provided to show compliance with facility. If the proposed Zone
Change were approved and the applicant submitted a building permit for the cattle pen addition for review, the applicant
would need to update the cattle head count via annual report requirement to CAFO. In addition, any wastewater systems
required for the proposed project shall be designed according to County standards. Compliance with all County standards
and any Regional Water Quality Control Board, would bring the project’s impacts to less than significant levels.

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or water
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental O O O X
effects?
b) No new or expansion of water treatment facilities are required for this project since there will be no need to provide potable
drinking water. According to the applicant, water is currently being taken from the canals for the existing feedlot and
composting facility, is not metered, and is to be used for the dust mitigation of the proposed cattle pen expansion project.
No impacts to water treatment facilities are expected to occur.

¢)  Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental O U I2( L
effects?
¢) The applicant shall provide a Grading/Drainage letter to Public Works Department and shall comply with all applicable
agencies to ensure that wastewater and storm water are properly handled to avoid a negative environmental effect.
Compliance with all applicable agencies would bring the project's impacts to less than significant levels.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing enfitlements and resources, or are new or O O X O
expanded entitements needed?
d) According to the applicant, the water for the proposed cattle pen expansion project will be obtained from the southeast
end of the property, where there is a field gate and main canal (Oxalis Lateral). Compliance with all County’s requirements
related to water supply for the proposed future cattle pen expansion shall bring the project’s impacts to less than significant
levels.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has O I X O
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in
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addition to the provider's existing commitments?

e) The wastewater system for the proposed cattle pen expansion project shall be designed to have adequate capacity to
serve the project’s demand. The approval of a Grading and Drainage Study/Plan would cause for the project's impacts
regarding the discharge of the unused wastewater, to be less than significant.

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? O U X O
f) The proposed Zone Change would not produce a significant amount of solid waste, and the cattle manure from the
proposed cattle pen expansion project shall continue to be handled as per Conditional Use Permit #06-0019. As per a
conversation with the applicant, the estimated increase in manure is of approximately 18,000 tons per year. Our office is
currently processing the fourth and final time extension before the expiration of the CUP. Continual compliance with the
County regarding solid waste disposal to an approved landfill would bring the project’s impacts to less than significant.

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste? O O I( L
g) The proposed project shall comply with all federal, state and local statues and regulations. Compliance with said codes
shall cause for impacts to be less than significant.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083,
21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundsirom v. County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoffv. Morterey Board of
Supenvisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responshie Govt v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal App.4th 357; Profect the Historic Amador Weterways v. Amador Water
Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Planv. Gy and Courty of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal App.4th 656.

Revised 2009- CEQA
Revised 2011- ICPDS
Revised 2016 - ICPDS
Revised 2017 - ICPDS
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SECTION 3
l1l. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

The following are Mandatory Findings of Significance in accordance with Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines.

a)

b)

c)

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

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

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

Imperial County Planning & Development Servicas Department
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IV. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED

This section identifies those persons who prepared or contributed to preparation of this document. This section is
prepared in accordance with Section 15129 of the CEQA Guidelines.

A. COUNTY OF IMPERIAL

Jim Minnick, Director of Planning & Development Services

Michael Abraham, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning & Development Services
Diana Robinson, Planner |l

Imperial County Air Pollution Control District

Department of Public Works

Fire Department

Agriculture Commissioner

Environmental Health Services

Sheriff's Office

B. OTHER AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS

e Regional Water Quality Control Board
Native American Heritage Commission
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Califomia Highway Patrol
Imperial Irrigation District
Magnolia Union Elementary
lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel Tribe
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Quechan Indian Tribe
California Department of Transportation, District 11

(Written or oral comments received on the checklist prior to circulation)
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V. REFERENCES

1. Per Applicant's Note on Site Plan dated September 19, 2017 (it was a site plan from the original project and
has been included in Attachment E. for reference only)

2. Imperial County Agriculture Element, page 35

3. See Applicant's Site Plan on Exhibit B of this Initial Study

4. California Important Farmland: 1984-2014 Maps https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/agriculture

5. UltraSystems Air Quality Study 4.2.1 Construction Impacts, pages 18 and 19

6. UltraSystems Air Quality Study 4.5.2.2 Stationary Sources, pagze 21

7. UltraSystems Air Quality Study 6.0 Mitigation Measures, page 29

8. Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers Transportation Impact Analysis dated August 13, 2018

9. UltraSystems Air Stugy 4.5.6 Cumulative Impacts of Ammonia Emissions, page 22

10. Copies of NPDES an CAEO Permits provided by the applicant (see Attachment E. Additional References)

11. IC General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Figure 1
http://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservation-&-Open-Space-Element-2016.pd

12. Imperial Coung General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element Flgzﬁ
http://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservation-& Open-Space-Element-2016.pdf

13. California Tribal Lands Map https://www3.epa.gov/region9/air/maps/pdfs/air1100040_3.pdf

14. California Indian Tribal Homelands Map
http://www.water.ca.gov/tribal/docs/maps/CaliforialndianTribalHomelands24x30_20110719.pdf

15. Fault Activity Map of California (2010) http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/fam

16. H.S. Dept. of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey Imperial County California Imperial Valley

rea

17. Lindscott Law & Greenspan Transportation Impact Analysis, dated August 13, 2018, gage 26

18. UltraSystems Air Quality Study, 5.4.1 Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 29

19. Assembly Bill 32 Overview https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm

20. CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.htm

21. EnviroStor Database http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/pu Ilcme?})I?mya_addre_ss=Sacramento tour=True

22. FRAP Fire Hazard Severity Zones http://frap.fire.ca.gov/webdat mapsflmgenalfﬂ}szll}ﬁj_map.13‘pdf

23. Federal Emergency Management Area (FEMA) http://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/45-FEMA-1100.pdf

24. Imperial County Conservation and Open Space Element Figure 8
hitp://www.icpds.com/CMS/Media/Conservation-&-Open-Space-Element-2016.pdf

25. Linscott Law & Greenspan Transportation Impact Analgsss dated August 13, 2018

26. 1.C. Public Works Comment Letter dated January 11, 2019

27. Imperial County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element

28. Federal Emergency Management Area (FEMA)

29. California Water Boards Compliance Inspection Report dated June 14, 2018 and Inspection Report dated
May 01, 2018

30. Engineered Waste Management Plan by BJ Engineering & Surveying dated October 5, 2010

31. California Regional Water Quality Control Board Colorado River Basin Region Order R7-2013-0800 NPES
No. CAG017001

Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revised)
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VI, MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION - County of Imperial

The following Mitigated Negative Declaration is being circulated for public review in accordance with the Califomia
Environmental Quality Act Section 21091 and 21092 of the Public Resources Code.

Project Name:
Project Applicant:

Project Location:

ZC#17-0006 Initial Study #17-0026 (Revised)
Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders
The project site is located approximately 3,000-feet east from the intersection of State

Highway 115 and Gonder Road. It is approximately 6.50 miles southeast of Brawley, and is
further identified as Assessor's Parcel Number 041-090-004-000. See Exhibit A.

Description of Project: The revised application received November 21, 2018 indicates that the project consists of a

Zone Change of the above referenced property from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) to A-
3 (Heavy Agriculture) in order to allow the expansion of their existing feedlot operations. The
existing feedlot operated by Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders, is located on APNs 041-020-019-
000 and 041-020-029-000, and they plan to expand their operations on the proposed project
site (APN 041-090-004-000), which is south of the existing feedlot, which is approximately
100-feet away. The applicant wishes to accommodate up to 18,000 additional head of cattle
on this proposed project site. The project consists of the rezone of one parcel only, and does
not include any composting activities. The existing feedlot has approximately 20,000 head
of cattle and the approval of Zone Change #17-0006 would allow the applicant to submit a
building permit application package for the additional cattle pens. See attached Application
Package.

e —————————
Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revised)
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Vil FINDINGS

This is to advise that the County of Imperial, acting as the lead agency, has conducted an Initial Study to
determine if the project may have a significant effect on the environmental and is proposing this Negative
Declaration based upon the following findings:

D The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on
the environment and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

ﬁ The Initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but:

(1) Proposals made or agreed to by the applicant before this proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
was released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly
no significant effects would occur.

(2 There is no substantial evidence before the agency that the project may have a significant effect on
the environment.

(3) Mitigation measures are required to ensure all potentially significant impacts are reduced to levels of
insignificance.

A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
If adopted, the Negative Declaration means that an Environmental Impact Report will not be required. Reasons
to support this finding are included in the attached Initial Study. The project file and all related documents are

available for review at the County of Imperial, Planning & Development Services Department, 801 Main Street,
El Centro, CA 92243 (442) 265-1736.

NOTICE

The public is invited to comment on the proposed Negative Declaration during the review period.

2-20-19 S D P

Date of Determination Jim Minnick, Director of Planning & Development Services

The Applicant hereby acknowledges and accepts the results of the Environmental Evaluation Commitiee (EEC) and
hereby agrees to implement all Mitigation Measures, if applicable, as outlined in the MMRP.

- -;*,;Jm@« 2-20-\9
Applicant Signature Date

Imperial C(fwnty Pianning 8 Davelopmeni Servicss Department Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros, Catle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revisad)
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SECTION 4
VIl RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

(ATTACH DOCUMENTS, IF ANY, HERE)

S:\APN\041\090\004\ZC17-0006\EEC 02-14-19\REV ZC17-0006 IS - After EEC Changes.docx

_————— e ——,e, e e ——— -
__———————————————
Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative Declaration for Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders IS #17-0026 (Revised)
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February 8, 2019 RECEIVED

Jim Minnick, Director

Planning & Development Services Department i3 14 2019

County of Imperial

801 Main Street IMPERIAL COUNTY

El Centro, CA 92243 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Re:  Project Type: Zone Change #17-2006 (Revised); IS #17-0026
Applicant: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders
Location: Approx. 3,000 feet from the intersection of State Highway 115 and Gonder Rd
APN: 041-090-004-000

Dear Mr. Minnick,

As you are aware, my family and I own the farm ground (Oxalis Canal, Gate 23) and the
residence (1593 East Gonder Road), located directly west of the of the Applicant Moiola Brothers
Cattle Feeders’ revised proposed project identified as “Zone Change #17-0006 (Revised) and “IS
#17-0026 and located approximately 3,000 feet from the intersection of State Highway 115 and
Gonder Road (Assessor’s Parcel Number 041-090-004-000) (the “Project”). This letter is in
response to the February 2019 Initial Study and Environmental Analysis for Moiola Bros. Cattle
Feeders ZC #17-0006 (Revised) and IS #17-0026 (the “Initial Study™).

I strongly disagree with the Imperial County Planning & Development Services
Department’s determination that the Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders’ (the “Applicant™) Project will
not result in any potentially significant environmental impacts. I further strongly disagree with
the Imperial County Planning & Development Service Department’s finding that a Negative
Declaration is the appropriate document to provide the necessary environmental evaluations and
clearance for said Project. For the reasons set forth herein, I strongly urge the Environmental
Evaluation Committee find that the Applicant’s Project may have a significant effect on the
environment, thereby requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.

THE EEC’S FINDINGS AS TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE APPLICANT’S
PROJECT ARE INCORRECT

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

The Applicant’s traffic numbers ignore most of the traffic related to the Project, and
because the Transportation Impact Analysis and the Air Quality Study are based on information
provided by the Applicant, neither study reflects the true environmental impacts.

The Applicant’s revised project description reduced the zone change to one 160-acre parcel
south of Gonder Road to be rezoned from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A-3 (Heavy
Agricultural) with the intention of adding up to 18,000 additional head of cattle on the project site.
The Applicant’s proposed cattle pen area will occupy approximately 45 acres of within the 160-
acre site. The Initial Study and all impact studies are based on an increase of 18,000 head of cattle.
If the Applicant truly only means to add 18,000 head of cattle which can be held in pens ONLY
occupying 45 acres, then there is NO reason to approve a zone change of 160 acres. 1f the County
approves the Applicant’s zone change of 160 acres, very soon thereafter cattle pens will cover
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ALL 160 acres, with up to 54,000 head of cattle (160 acres / 45 acres = 3.56 — 3 x 18,000 head
of cattle = 54,000 head of cattle).

PROJECT SUMMARY

In 2006, a conditional use permit was granted to the Applicant to ONLY construct and
operate a composting facility. The Agreement for Conditional Use Permit CUP 06-0019
specifically prohibited the Applicant from constructing or operating the project beyond the
specified boundaries of the project as shown one the application/project description/permit, and
further prohibited any accessory or ancillary use not specified therein. However, in 2008, the
Applicant built cattle pens to the west of the existing feedlot, covering approximately 9.3 acres (or
approximately 95,100 square feet of shade) in direct violation of the Conditional Use Permit.
Moreover, as these cattle pens were built well after the adoption of Title Division 10 “Building”
ordinances and covered well more than 2,000 square feet of share, building permits were required
for these cattle pens. However, NO building permit was accepted or approved for these cattle

pens.

L AESTHETICS

The Initial Study indicates that the Project would have a less than significant impact on a
scenic vista or scenic highway, because the project is not located near a scenic vista or scenic
highway and the Applicant has proposed to use hay storage as a visual buffer on the Northwest
corner of the parcel to lessen the visual degradation and impacts to existing neighbors. As stated
above, my family’s real property, including a residence, is located directly west of the Project site.
The proposed placement of the hay storage will be directly east of the residence. The Applicant’s
proposed hay storage “buffer” will do very little to decrease the noise, odors, lights, and other
disturbances from the proposed addition to the feedlot. Moreover, this buffer is to be created using
the Applicant’s stored hay. As the Applicant uses its hay storage, the size of the hay buffer will
be decreased, resulting in an even less effective buffer for any kind of noise, odor, light, or other
disturbances emanating from the project site. Additionally, the hay buffer is also a fire hazard and
will not be very far from the residence. As the fire suppression is located on the current feedlot
located across the street from the Project site, and NOT on the Project site, any potential fire will
quickly spread to the residence and other neighboring properties.

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

Some agricultural processors and distributors require a zone of separation (buffer zone) of
a half mile, a mile, or more, between crops and an animal feeding operation or a composting
operation. The letter submitted by Craig and Jerry Moiola to the Planning Department on February
15, 2018 indicates that some large companies require a one-mile minimum buffer zone between
the feedlot and vegetable crops. The expansion of the Applicant’s feedlot will continue to restrict
the types of crops that can be grown on the surrounding farm ground.

III.  AIR QUALITY

Again, because the Air Quality Study (“ACS”) uses unrealistic traffic figures and other
data provided by the Applicant, the study is not applicable to this Project nor a true measure of the
environmental impacts. For instance, the AQS suggests that the Project will only have stock trucks
delivering calves and picking up fat cattle, and a feed supply truck picking up hay within a 1.5-
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mile zone of the feedlot. There are no data entries for other feed supply trucks, such as trucks that
will deliver other feed ingredients, no entries for the actual feed truck that delivers the feed from
the mill to the feed troughs on the Project, no entries for trucks to remove and haul manure and/or
compost, and no entries for trucks to remove carcasses from the Project. Moreover, the mitigation
measure of the AQS requires that employees and cattle trucks drive only on paved roads. There
are NO paved roads on the Project site. The field road the Applicant claims will be the entrance
to the Project also is NOT paved.

Further, the Imperial County is currently in “moderate” non-attainment for PM> s and PMo.
If the Imperial County is already in non-attainrnent, why would we add additional up to 54,000
head of cattle which will only serve to increase the unacceptable levels of PM3 s and PM?

CEQA Guidelines, section 15378, subdivision (a) indicates that a “project” means “the
whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment” (Tuolumne
County Citizens for Responsible Growth. Inc. v. City of Sonora, 155 Cal. App. 4"1214, 1222, 66
Cal. Rptr. 3d 645 (2007). Thus, CEQA forbids piecemeal review of significant environmental
impacts of a project. “Agencies cannot allow “environmental consideration [to] become
submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal potential impact
on the environment — which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences” (Banning Ranch
Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach, 211 Cal. App. 4™ 1209, 1222, 150 Cal. Rptr. 3d 591 (2012)
citing Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com., 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-284, 118 Cal. Rptr. 249
(1975). Improper piecemealing may occur when the purpose of the reviewed project is to be the
first step toward future development (Banning, 211 Cal. App. 4™ at 1223, 150 Cal. Rptr. 3d 591).
CEQA requires an analysis of the environmental effects of the entire project, including
reasonably foreseeable future projects and expansion of an initial project (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396, 253 Cal. Rptr. 426
(1988)). In this case, the Applicant indicates it wants to add 18,000 head of cattle, but wants to
re-zone 160 acres, an area large enough to hold up to 54,000 head of cattle. It is entirely
reasonably foreseeable that the Applicant will expand its current feedlot, including the addition
of at 54,000 or more cattle. Therefore, the environmental effects of the total amount of cattle the
Applicant could add to its Project site should be considered, and an Environmental Impact
Report recommended for further analysis of such environmental effects. :

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Again, the Air Quality Study and Transportation Impact Analysis were both based on
information provided by the Applicant. The Air Quality Study states that the expected daily trips
from employees and trucks will not exceed the allowable threshold by the Imperial County Air
Pollution Control District. However, the number of daily trucks and employees accessing the site
were provided by the Applicant and are completely unrealistic.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
When it rains, the proposed retention basin which is to lie east of the Residence may

overflow and flood the Residence and neighboring properties. This flood water will be
contaminated with manure and other animal byproducts.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

If the proposed zone change is approved, the Applicant will be required to submit a building
permit application to the County. As further detailed herein, the Applicant has demonstrated its
continued failure to comply with current rules, ordinances, and restrictions on its feedlot and
composting operation. The responses in the Initial Study should be based on current data and
evidence, not assumptions that the Applicant will comply with all applicable codes and regulations.

In 2006, the Applicant built cattle pens to the north of its existing feedlot covering
approximately 6.6 acres (or 63,022 approximately square feet of shade). Section 91002.07 of
Imperial County’s Title 9 Division 10 “Building” ordinances states it is unlawful for any person,
firm, or corporation to erect or construct a building without first obtaining a permit to do such
work from the Building Official. The County argued in its Staff Report dated May 9, 2018 that
the Imperial County’s Title 9 Division 10 “Building” ordinance was adopted on November 24,
1998 and that Section 91002.22 indicated that “Provisions of this Division are not applicable to
livestock feed pens, or livestock sun shades less than 2,000 square feet (aggregate), meaning that
there were no building permit requirements for cattle pens at the time that the feedlot was first
built in 1968.” However, although the feedlot was first built in 1968, the cattle pens in question
were built in 2006, 8 years AFTER the adoption of Imperial County’s Title 9 Division 10
“Building” ordinance, and these cattle pens contained 63,022 square feet of shade, well over the
2,000 square feet exemption of Section 91002.22. Therefore, said cattle pens required a building
permit; however, according to the County, NO building permit applications accepted or approved
on this parcel, meaning the Applicant built these cattle pens WITHOUT the proper permits.

Following the 2006 zone change, an area zoned A-2-R remained as a set back to the north
of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 041-020-019-000 and APN 041-020-029-00. In 2007, the Applicant
built cattle pens to the north of its feedlot in the set back area zoned A-2-R, covering approximately
6.7 acres (or approximately 72,900 square feet of shade). According to Section 90508.01,
subsection c. of Imperial County’s Title 9 Division 5 “Zoning” ordinances, livestock feed lots are
strictly prohibited unless approved by a conditional use permit in areas zoned A-2 General
Agriculture) and A-2-R (General Agriculture/Rural). Likewise, Section 90508.02, subsection rr.,
livestock feed yards to include onsite composting are only permitted in areas zoned A-2 if a
conditional use permit is first obtained. In this case, the Applicant did not seek nor obtain a
conditional use permit to allow it to build livestock feed lots in an area zoned A-2-R. Moreover,
the Applicant did not seek nor obtain a building permit as required by Section 91002.07. The
County argued that Title 9 Division 5 “Zoning” ordinances were also adopted on November 24,
1998, so there were no setback requirements imposed on the feedlot prior to that date. However,
the County ignores the fact that these cattle pens were added in 2007, 9 years AFTER Title 9
Division 5 was adopted, and 1 year AFTER the parcel was zoned A-3, thereby requiring a 300-
JSoot set back.

Attachment 1 is an image of the Applicant’s cattle pens built before Title IX was adopted
in 1998. Attachment 2 is an image of the Applicant’s cattle pens built after Title X was adopted,
showing cattle pens built within the setbacks and in areas governed by the CUP. Attachment 3 is
an image of the Applicant’s cattle pens built in 2007 north of the Applicant’s existing feedlot and
within the set back area zone A-2-R. Attachment 4 is an image showing the Applicant’s cattle
pens built in 2008 in an area west of the existing feedlot and required under the CUP to ONLY be
used for composting. Attachment 5 is a chart detailing the expansion of the Applicant’s cattle
business.
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XII. NOISE

CEQA requires you to take into account all cumulative impact of an entire project,
including reasonably foreseeable future projects and expansion of an initial project. The Applicant
currently feeds approximately 45,000 head of cattle from the existing mill located at the main
feedlot on Gonder Road. The feed mill starts up at 3:00 a.m. and is very noisy. Increasing the
Applicant’s cattle numbers by up to 54,000 (which is reasonably foreseeable as the 160 acres the
Applicaflt plans to re-zone will hold that many cattle) will increase the capacity or work load of
the mill, which will increase the noise levels. Moreover, cattle are very vocal and social animals
and are very noisy. Because the Initial Study only looked at an increase of 18,000 head of cattle,
it did not accurately review the noise level increases the reasonably foreseeable expansion of the
Project, i.e., adding up to 54,000 head of cattle.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Because the Transportation Impact Analysis (“TIA”) used inaccurate information and data
provided by the Applicant, rather than actual data, the study does not reflect the true impacts of
the project. As stated previous, the feed mill begins making feed at 3:00 a.m. The compost facility
stated their hours of operation on their permit application as 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. However, the
TIA, using times provided by the Applicant, states the hours of operation are 6:00 a.m. to 4:00
p.m., which is in complete contradiction to the above information. Moreover, as further detailed
herein, based on the information provided by the Applicant, the TIA found that the project would
generate 20 average daily trips by passenger vehicles and 48 average daily trips from trucks, with
ONLY 6 trucks entering and exiting the Project site during AM and PM peak hours. Based on my
years of observance and as resident and local farmer, many more than 6 trucks will enter and
exit the site, and much more than 68 vehicles and trucks will travel along Gonder Road to and
from the project daily.

A Negative Declaration may ONLY be adopted if there NO substantial evidence that the
project may have substantial adverse environmental effects. (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §522180,
21064.5; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §15070, subd. (b)(1)). Generally substantial evidence is evidence
that is reasonable, credible, and has solid value (Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of
Stanislaus, 33 Cal.App.4™h 144, 152, 39 Cal.Rptr.2d 54 (5" Dist. 1995)). “Substantial evidence”
is specifically defined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as “enough
relevant information and reasonable inference from this information that a fair argument can be
made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached”. (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14 §15384). The CEQA Guidelines and the California Public Resources Code indicate
that substantial evidence includes facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert
opinions supported by facts (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §15384, subd. (b); Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§
21080, subd. (), 21082.2, subd. (c)). Moreover, “relevant personal observations of area residents
on nontechnical subjects” may also qualify as substantial evidence (See Keep Our Mountains Quiet
v. County of Santa Clara, 236 Cal. App.4™ 714, 730, 187 Cal.Rptr.3d 96 (6" Dist. 2015)). In Keep
Our Mountains Quiet, residents’ statements regarding noise and traffic impacts from wedding/live
music events in rural area constituted substantial evidence supporting fair argument of potential
significant impacts requiring an EIR rather than a mitigated negative declaration. Keep Our
Mountains Quiet at 730-736.
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In its original Application Package, the Applicant alleged that it has 18 employees, 1 of
whom lives on site, and the remaining 17 car pool, resulting in only 5 cars entering and exiting the
main feedlot (located directly North of the proposed Project site) daily. The Applicant further
alleges that approximately 4 trucks enter and exit the main feedlot daily, resulting in a total of 9
vehicles entering and exiting the main feedlot daily. The Applicant alleges its number of
employees will increase by 5 and the number of trucks will be increased by 4 if the proposed
Project is approved. As required by the Imperial County Planning Commission, a Transportation
Impact Analysis (“TIA™) and an Air Quality Study (“AQS™) were prepared to assess the Project’s
environmental impacts. These studies were based on an increase of 5 employees and 4 trucks,
although the TIA assumed 10 new employees and 8 trucks would access the site daily.

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for 2018 were conducted along Gonder Road and
at the Project driveway and AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement volume counts
for 2018 were conducted at the intersection of the Project driveway and Gonder Road, and found
that both Gonder Road and the intersection operate at acceptable levels of service. However, the
TIA is silent as to the times the AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement volume
counts were conducted, and Appendix A, containing the manual intersection count sheets, and
Appendix B, containing the peak hour intersection worksheets, (which would have shown the
times of the counts) were NOT included in the TIA or the Project Report. Moreover, much of
the TIA was based on information provided by the Applicant.

When attempting to determine traffic increases that will result from the Project (the
expansion of the feedlot), the TIA used information provided by the Applicant (i.e., that only 4
trucks would enter and exit the site and only 5 new employees would be added), although the TIA
states to be conservative the analysis assumed 8 trucks would access the site daily, and 10 new
employees would be added. Based on the information provided by the Applicant, the TIA found
that the project would generate 20 ADT by passenger vehicles and 48 ADT from trucks, with
ONLY 6 inbound and 6 outbound trips during the AM and PM peak hours. THIS IS
IMPOSSIBLE. Moreover, the TIA is completely inaccurate because it does not include or
accurately describe an entrance to the Project site on any of the Figures included with the TIA.
Further, when considering the expansion of the feedlot and project traffic entering and exiting the
Project site, the Figures do not show any traffic using the dirt road to enter or exit the Project site.
It is impossible to believe that NO vehicles or trucks will access the Project site.

For almost 95 years, my family and I have owned the real property commonly known as
Oxalis Canal, Gate 23 and located directly west of the of the Applicant’s revised proposed project.
The residence (1593 East Gonder Road), also directly west of the Applicant’s revised proposed
project, was built in approximately 1937, 30 years before the Applicant’s current feedlot was built.
The main feedlot was built in approximately 1968, over 50 years ago. Since that time, I have had
decades of daily observation of the traffic conditions of the intersection of Gonder Road and the
entrance to the main feedlot. I am intimately aware of the traffic conditions based on my own
personal knowledge and experience. As my neighbors and I have stated numerous times, at least
100 trucks and 30 vehicles will enter and exit the existing feedlot on any given day. Because our
statements alone did not seem to convince the EEC board of this fact, on May 7, 2018, beginning
at 5:36 a.m. and continuing to 6:36 p.m., I performed my own traffic study and videoed
approximately 106 trucks and 32 vehicles entering and exiting the Applicant’s feedlot. Attached
hereto as Attachment 6 are stills from the video showing the 138 vehicles entering and exiting the
Applicant’s feedlot. This is MORE trucks than the Applicant claimed enter and exit its feedlot in
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the Applicant’s Response Letter dated April 25, 2018 and MORE trucks and vehicles than
anticipated and estimated in the Applicant’s transportation impact analysis. Attached as
Attachment 7 is a chart showing approximately 219 vehicles enter and exit the Applicant’s feedlot
per day. An increase in 18,000 additional head of cattle will result in an increase in traffic on a
road which is poorly maintained and never anticipated for such heavy and frequent use.

Moreover, the Applicant CANNOT feed 18,000 head of cattle with 4 (as the Applicant
states) or even 8 (as the TIA used in its calculations) trucks a day. On average, a steer is going
to consume more than 18 pounds of feed a day. 18 pounds multiplied by 18,000 head of cattle is
324,000 pounds of feed, or 162 tons of feed. I estimate three axle feed trucks have a capacity of
13 tons each, and will need to exit the mill located on the existing feedlot and drive to the Project
site to feed the cattle and then return to the existing feedlot an average 12.5 times a day. That is
25 trips a day just for the feed truck alone. Trucks bring hay along Gonder Road, and enter the
feedlot to be weighed, then exit the feedlot and leave the hay on the side of Gonder Road where it
is stored until needed. These same trucks then again enter the feedlot to be weighed in order to
determine the amount of hay delivered. Smaller trucks, hay retrievers are used daily to retrieve
the hay stored on the side of Gonder Road. These small trucks exit the feedlot, collect the hay
from the storage sites, then enter the feedlot to deliver the hay to the mill where the hay gets mixed
for feed. Other feed ingredients, such as hay, corn, etc., also have to be delivered to the mill (some
daily). The TIA also does NOT include trucks used for cattle transport, manure removal and
transportation to the compost yard, or the transportation to the compost when it is sold and/or
removed from the compost yard. Attachment 8 is a chart showing the estimated traffic increase
if the Applicant increases its operation by 18,000 cattle.

The TIA also does NOT take into account that the employees who will arrive at the
existing feedlot then commute/travel to the Project site. As stated in the Dubose Design Group
Revised Zone Change Application, “no new buildings will be constructed other than the cattle
pens, raw water reservoir and retention pond. The additional employees will have access to
required utilities provided within office buildings located across the road at the existing feedlot.”
This means employees will have to leave the Project site, travel to the current feedlot, and then
return to the Project site throughout the day for meal and rest breaks. This may occur multiple
times a day. Additionally, the employees working at the Project site will have to return at the end
of the day to the main feedlot.

REVISéD ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION

In the Dubose Design Group Revised Zone Change Application, under the section entitled
Proposed Project Site for Expansion and Circulation, the primary entrance for the facility is
described as being off Gonder Road, right across the street from the existing feedlot. This is
IMPOSSIBLE. Directly across the street from the existing feedlot driveway is a Residence not
owned or operated by the Applicant.

Moreover, the Revised Zone Change Application indicates the Applicant only
owns/operates 2 feedlots currently. Appendix A to the Revised Zone Change Application only
shows 2 feedlots currently owned/operated by the Applicant. However, this is INCORRECT. The
Applicant now feeds cattle at 3 locations and has an approximate 46,000 load capacity. The third
feedlot owned or operated by the Applicant is NOT included in either the Revised Zone Change
Application or the Appendix A thereto.

ORIGINAL EEC PKG
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ACTION REQUESTED

The Applicant’s revised project description reduced the zone change to one 160-acre parcel
with the alleged intention of adding up to 18,000 head of cattle on the project site and a proposed
cattle pen area of approximately 45 acres within the 160-acre parcel. If the Applicant’s proposed
addition of 18,000 head of cattle can be held within cattle pens covering only 45 acres, then why
does the Applicant need to re-zone the entire 160-acre parcel? If the Applicant’s revised zone
change application is approved, and 160 acres are re-zoned to A-3, it is reasonably foreseeable the
Applicant will place up as much cattle on those 160 acres as possible, potentially up to or over
56,000 head of cattle. Although CEQA requires an analysis of the environmental effects of the
entire project, including reasonably foreseeable future projects and expansion of an initial project,
it is clear the neither the Initial Study nor any studies included therein, took into account the
environmental effects of the total amount of cattle the Applicant could add to its Project site.
Moreover, both the Transportation Impact Analysis and the Air Quality Study were based on
entirely unrealistic figures and data provided by the Applicant and did not result in an accurate
analysis of the total environmental effects that will be caused by the Applicant’s project.

The preparation of an Environmental Impact Report is REQUIRED when conflicting
evidence exists, with some substantial evidence indicating the project may have a significant effect
on the environment and some indicating that it will not. Communities for a Better Environment v.
South Coast Air Quality Dist., 48 Cal.4™ 310, 106 Cal.Rptr.3d 502, 226 P.3d 985 (2010); Keep
Qur Mountains Quiet at 730. If substantial evidence supports a fair argument that significant
impacts or effects may occur from the proposed project, then an Environmental Impact Report is
REQUIRED. City of Arcadia v. State Water Resources Control Bd., 135 Cal. App.4™ 1392, 1421,
38 Cal.Rptr.3d 373 (4™ Dist. 2006)). In this case, there is substantial evidence in the record that
the Applicant’s project may have significant effects on the environment, and even though that may
be contrary to the evidence put forth by the Applicant, an Environmental Impact Report is required
to properly analyze the Project’s environmental effects and minimize or remove those effects
accordingly.

For the reasons set forth herein, I strongly urge the Environmental Evaluation Committee
find that the Applicant’s Project may have a significant effect on the environment, thereby
requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report.

Bruce Smith

681 Marilyn Avenue
Brawley, CA 92227
(760) 344-6655
Smi6655@yahoo.com
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ROBERT BRUCE SMITH

681 MARILYN AVENUE

BRAWLEY, CA 92227
(760) 344-6655

MOIOLA BROS. CATTLE FEEDERS
PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE #17-0006 / CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT #17-0017
1594 GONDER ROAD, BRAWLEY, CALIFORNIA
(PROJECT LOCATION)

ADJACENT SMITH PROPERTY: 1593 EAST GONDER
ROAD AND OXALIS 23
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AREA IN GREEN WAS ZONED A3 PRE 2006 ZC-06-0003 AND IS THE SITE OF THE EXISTING FEEDLOT.
COMPOSTING AREA IN PURPLE WAS CHANGED FROM A2R TO A3 IN 2006 PER ZC-06-0003

CATTLE PENS IN BLUE WERE BUILT IN 2007 AFTER TITLE 9 DIVISION 10 WAS ADOPTED IN 1998

COVER 6.7 ACRES & HAVE 72,900 SQ. FT OF SHADE, WHICH IS IN EXCESS OF SECTION 91002.22 BUILDING
PERMIT EXCEMPTION FOR SUN SHADES LESS THAN 2000 SQ. FT.

A BUILDING PERMIT WAS REQUIRED.

NO BUILDING PERMIT WAS ACCEPTED OR APPROVED.

THE CATTLE PENS ARE BUILT ON PROPERTY ZONED A2R PER IMPERIAL CO. PRE ZC-06-0003 MAP-35.

THE CATTLE PENS ARE BUILT ON IMPERIAL CO. REQUIRED 300 FT SET BACK FROM THE CENTERLINE OF
ADJACENT STREET FOR ANY ANIMAL, LIVESTOCK PENS.

p-1

2007 CATTLE PENS VER-2.4
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| ZONED-A-3
IPER 2006
|ZC-06-0003

| CUP-06-0019 &

e

@  AREAIN PURPLE WAS CHANGED FROM A2R TO A3 IN 2006 PER ZC-06-0003

o CATTLE PENS IN ORANGE WERE BUILT IN 2008 AFTER TITLE 9 DIVISION 10 WAS ADOPTED IN 1998

e COVER 9.3 ACRES & HAVE 95,100 SQ. FT OF SHADE, WHICH IS IN EXCESS OF SECTION 91002.22 BUILDING
PERMIT EXCEMPTION FOR SUN SHADES LESS THAN 2000 SQ. FT.

o ABUILDING PERMIT WAS REQUIRED.

o NO BUILDING PERMIT WAS ACCEPTED OR APPROVED.

e A PORTION OF THE CATTLE PENS ARE BUILT ON PROPERTY ZONED A2R PER IMPERIAL CO. ZC-06-0003.

o A PORTION OF THE CATTLE PENS ARE BUILT ON IMPERIAL CO. REQUIRED 300 FT SET BACK FROM THE
CENTERLINE OF ADJACENT STREET FOR ANY ANIMAL, LIVESTOCK PENS.

o THE CATTLE PENS ARE BUILT ON PROPERTY RESTRICTED TO COMPOSTING BY CUP-06-0019.

P-2

2008 CATTLE PENS VER-2.2
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MOIOLA BROTHERS FEEDLOT HISTORY

1967 MOIOLA FEEDLOT BEGAN OPERATIONS

1968 MOIOLA FEEDLOT CATTLE PENS OCCUPIED 30 ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 7,500 HEAD.
1972 MOIOLA FEEDLOT CATTLE PENS OCCUPIED 48 ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 12,000 HEAD.
1976 MOIOLA FEEDLOT CATTLE PENS OCCUPIED 54 ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 13,500 HEAD.
1992 MOIOLA FEEDLOT CATTLE PENS OCCUPIED 58 ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 14,500 HEAD.

1998 IMPERIAL COUNTY ADOPTED DIVISION 5 ZONING AREAS INCLUDING SET BACK REQUIREMENTS
AND DIVISION 10 BUILDING ORDINANCES WERE ADOPTED.

?? MOIOLA BROTHERS FEED CATTLE AT THEIR 55 ACRE SATELLITE DEL CHARRO FACILITY. APROX PEN
CAPACITY 13,500 HEAD.

2006-MAY MOIOLA FEEDLOT CATTLE PENS EXPANDED TO 66 ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 16,500
HEAD. NO PERMITS WERE ISSUED OR REQUESTED. MOIOLA BROTHERS FED 30,000 HEAD ACCORDING
TO MAY 1, 2005 ARTICLE IN BEEF MAGAZINE ON BRAWLET BEEF.

2006 NOV APN 041-020-018-000 WAS SUBDIVIDED CREATING APN 041-020-029-000 49.29 ACRES. A
PORTION 37.27 ACRES WAS REZONED TO A-3, ZC 06-0003, AND ENTITLED WITH CUP 06-0019 FOR THE
COMPOSTING OPERATION.

2007 MOIOLA FEEDLOT BUILT PENS NORTH OF THE EXISTING FEEDLOT AND A-3 ZONING ON LAND
ZONED A2-R, AND WITHIN THE REQUIRED 300 FT. SETBACK, EXPANDING TO 72 ACRES. APROX PEN
CAPACITY 18,000 HEAD. NO PERMITS WERE ISSUED OR REQUESTED.

2008 FEEDLOT BUILT PENS ON LAND ENTITLED AND CONTROLLED BY CUP 06-0019, EXPANDING TO 83
ACRES. APROX PEN CAPACITY 20,500 HEAD.

2014 MOIOLA BROTHERS COMPLETED EXPANSION ON DEL CHARRO TO 58 ACRES. . APROX PEN
CAPACITY 14,500 HEAD.

2018 MOIOLA CATTLE FEEDERS PURCHASE THE 45 ACRE REATTA FEED LOT. APROX PEN CAPACITY
11,000 HEAD.

2019 MOIOLA CATTLE FEEDERS ARE FEEDING APROXIMATELY 46,000 HEAD OUT OF THE GONDER ROAD
FACILITY. ADDING AN ADDITIONAL 18,000 HEAD WILL BRING THEIR CAPACITY TO 64,000 HEAD
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VEHICLE TRAFFIC ENTERING AND EXITING MOIOLA BROTHERS FEEDLOT ON 5/7/2018

TIME
?

RV IV B R

5:36:39
5:37:30
5:44:58
5:45:31
5:45:58

5:51:42
5:55:04

5:57:40
5:57:40
6:02:57
6:14:40
6:24:21
6:26:57
6:29:23
6:32:58
6:33:12
6:52:20

6:57:00
6:58:11
6:59:00
7:02:46
7:08:05
7:13:49
7:21:35

7:24:54
7:29:03
7:33:24
7:34.52
7:35:28
7:38.08

7:43:23
7:43:43
7:49:44

DIRECTION COLOR
Ingress BLUE
Ingress Tan
Ingress White
Ingress White
Egress Purple
Egress White
Egress White
Egress Orange
Ingress White
Ingress White
Ingress White
Ingress Orange
Egress Orange
Ingress Orange
Ingress Silver
Egress Silver
Ingress White
Ingress Brown
Ingress Silver
Egress Orange
Ingress Orange
Egress White
Egress White
Ingress White
Ingress Orange
Egress White
Ingress White
Egress Yellow
Egress Orange
Egress Brown
Ingress Yellow
Ingress White
Ingress White
Egress Yellow
Ingress Yellow
Ingress Orange
Ingress White
Egress Orange
Egress White
Ingress Brown
Egress Yellow
Ingress Yellow
Ingress White
Egress White

ATTACHMENT 7

MAKE
Mitsubishi?

Ford F-150
Freightliner
Kawasaki
Ford F-350
Freightliner
Freightliner
Ford
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Ford F-150
Ford F-150
Chevrolet
Freightliner
Ford F-150
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Peterbuilt
Freightliner
Chevrolet
Chevrolet

Freightliner
Freightliner

Freightliner
Peterbuilt

Freightliner
Toyota
Freightliner
Toyota
Freightliner

Freightliner
Peterbuiit

ENTITY
Employee
Employee

MBCF
BULL/ENT
MBCF

BULL/ENT
MBCF
F-150

BULL/ENT

BULL/ENT
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
1500

GBT
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF

BULL/ENT

BULL/ENT

GBT
MBCF
1500
1500
MBCF
MBCF

GBT
MBCF

GBT

MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
Tundra
MBCF
Tundra
GBT
MBCF
MBCF
BULL/ENT

TYPE
Small/Car
Small/Car

P/U
Drag Bottom
utv

P/U G/NECK STOCK TR

Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Service P/U

Drag Bottom

Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Feed Truck
Feed Truck

P/U
P/U
P/U
Bottom Dumps
P/U
Feed Truck
Feed Truck
Drag Bottom
Drag Bottom
Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck
P/U
P/U
Hay Retriever
Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Hay Retriever
Drag Bottom
Walking Bottom
Hay Retriever
Hay Retriever
Feed'Truck
P/U
Feed Truck
P/U
Bottom Dumps
Hay Retriever
Hay Retriever
Drag Bottom
Walking Bottom
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45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

VEHICLE TRAFFIC ENTERING AND EXITING MOIOLA BROTHERS FEEDLOT ON 5/7/2018

7:49:59
7:57:00
7:57:56
7:57:59
7:59:11
7:59:41
?
8:01:32
8:07:50
8:09:40
8:09:45
8:10:21
8:10:35
8:14:17
8:27:51
?
8:27:51
8:35:13
8:35:56
8:36:55
8:38:22
8:54:06
8:54:27
9:00:43
9:01:08
9:02:03
9:16:27
9:20:58
9:27:22
9:28:44
9:35:09
9:37:37
9:41:32
9:45:08
9:49:28
9:51:11
9:56:38
10:07:58
10:16:37
10:16:53
10:17:48
10:17:53
10:27:01
?

10:27:38

Egress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress
ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress

White
White
White
Yellow
White
White
Yellow
Yellow
Orange

White
White
Silver
Silver
White
White
SILVER/BLUE
BLUE

White
BLUE
White
SILVER/BLUE
Orange
Brown
Orange
Red/Yellow
White
Orange
Brown
White
Orange
Orange
Red/Yellow

White

Orange
White
Dark Slate
BLUE
White
White
White

Freightliner
Peterbuilt
Ford F-350
John Deere
Freightliner
Freightliner
International
International
Freightliner

Diamond
Freightliner
Ford F-150

Toyota
Ford F-350
Ford F-350

Peterbuilt

Peterbuilt

Chevrolet
Peterbuilt
Ford
Peterbuilt
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner

Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner

International

Freightliner
Ford F-350
Ford F-250
Chevrolet
Van
Van
International

BULL/ENT
GBT
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF

BULL/ENT
MBCF

MBCF
MBCF

1500
F-150

MBCF
GBT
MBCF
DEBOER

MBCF
GBT
GBT

MBCF

MBCF

DEBOER

MBCF
GBT
MBCF
MBCF

ALSCO
ALSCO
MBCF

Drag Bottom
Bottom Dumps
Flat Bed Service

Skip Loader

Water Truck

Water Truck

Hay Retriever

Hay Retriever

Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Drag Bottom
Drag Bottom
P/U
Suv
Flat Bed Service
Flat Bed Service

Cattle Truck
Walking Bottom
Bottom Dumps

Drag Bottom

P/U
Walking Bottom
P/U
Cattle Truck
Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck
Cattle Truck
Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck
Feed Truck
Cattle Truck
Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck
Flat Bed Service
P/U
P/U

Feed Truck
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90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134

VEHICLE TRAFFIC ENTERING AND EXITING MOIOLA BROTHERS FEEDLOT ON 5/7/2018

10:29:05
10:31:46
10:58:03
11:02:39
11:05:20
11:09:21
11:10:52
11:16:47
11:17:01
11:19:42
11:35:47
11:36:51
11:40:27
11:40:30
11:46:06
11:49:37
11:57:05
11:59:33
12:05:06
12:07:48
12:10:58
12:13:24
12:21:21
12:25:50
12:28:19
12:29:37
12:34:13
12:52:34
12:59:34
13:12:38
13:14:22
13:17:27
13:17:31
13:17:33
13:18:24
13:19:23
13:28:28
13:30:36
13:42:39
13:57:10
14:01:47
14:08:07
14:08:37
14:08:52
14:19:26

Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Ingress
Egress
Ingress
Ingress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress
Egress

Brown
Orange
Orange
Brown
Orange
Silver
White
White
Dark Slate
White
White
Orange
White
White
Orange

White
Brown
White

Silver
White
Yellow
Orange
Yellow
White
Brown
White
Purple
White
Silver

BLUE
Tan
BLUE
Silver
Brown
White
BLUE

Silver
BLUE
Maroon

Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Freightliner
Ford F-150

Freightliner
Ford F-250
Freightliner

Freightliner
International
Freightliner
Freightliner

International
Freightliner
International

Ford F-150
International
international

Freightliner
International

Freightliner

Freightliner

Kawasaki
Ford F-350
Toyota

Mitsubishi?

Freightliner
Ford F-150
Freightliner
Freightliner
Chevrolet

Ford F-150
Freightliner
Chevrolet

GBT
MBCF
MBCF

GBT
MBCF
MBCF

BULL/ENT

GBT

BULL/ENT
BULL/ENT
MBCF
MBCF
BULL/ENT
MBCF
GBT
MBCF
GBT
MBCF
BULL/ENT
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
MBCF
BULL/ENT
GBT
BULL/ENT
MBCF

BULL/ENT
Employee
Employee

MBCF
GBT
BULL/ENT
BULL/ENT

GBT
MBCF

Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck
Feed Truck

Bottom Dumps
Feed Truck

P/U
Drag Bottom
Bottom Dumps
P/U
Drag Bottom
Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Hay Retriever
Drag Bottom
Feed Truck
Bottom Dumps
Hay Retriever
Bottom Dumps
Hay Retriever
Drag Bottom
P/U
Hay Retriever
Hay Retriever
Feed Truck
Hay Retriever
Drag Bottom
Bottom Dumps
Drag Bottom
utv

P/U G/NECK STOCK TR

P/U
Drag Bottom
Small/Car
Small/Car
Tanker
P/U
Bottom Dumps
Drag Bottom
P/U
Drag Bottom
Vacuum Truck
Bottom Dumps
P/U
Tanker
P/U

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



VEHICLE TRAFFIC ENTERING AND EXITING MOIOLA BROTHERS FEEDLOT ON 5/7/2018

135 14:35:26 Ingress White BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
136 14:59:03 Ingress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
137 14:59:31 Ingress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
138 15:18:53 Ingress White BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
139 15:31:30 Egress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
140 15:33:19 Egress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
141 15:38:02 Egress BLUE Chevrolet P/U W/Rack
142 15:41:10 Egress White TranStar BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
143 15:42:58 Egress BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
144 15:45:14 Ingress White Ford F-350 P/U W/STOCK TR
145 15:47:08 Egress White Ford F-350 P/U W/STOCK TR
146 16:05:34 Ingress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
147 16:06:02 Ingress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
148 16:41:12 Egress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
149 16:41:38 Egress White Freightliner BULL/ENT Drag Bottom
150 18:24:20 Egress White Ford F-150 MBCF P/U
4
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Ronald M Smith and K D Smith .
" 1196 Chalupnik Road RECEIVED
Brawley, California 92227 FER 11 20
o

IMPEHIAL GOUNTY
February 10, 2019 PLANNING & DE 1 0PMENT SERVICS

Planning & Development Services Dept., County of Imperial
940 Main Street
El Centro, California 92243

RE: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders
ZC #17-0006/CUP #17-0017
AP #041-090-004 & 041-020-028

Staff Contact: Diana Robinson, Planner II

As a property owner of adjacent farm ground near the proposed project referenced above, we
are concerned with the negative impact this will impose on our land value, crops and the already
deteriorated condition of Gonder Road from heavy traffic.

We currently experience the impact of dust drift from the existing feedlot that covers our
crops and damages production. This drift also eliminates our option to grow certain crops, such as
organic crops. It will further impact our land and rent values, reducing their value because of the
reduction of suitable crop production. The proposed project will only add to the current problems.
Also, Gonder Road shows major damage from traffic and this will increase with the added expected
traffic of heavy trucks moving cattle and feed. The current travel on Gonder Road is less then
desirable.

At this time, we are opposed to any added expansion of the existing feedlot that will
negatively impact our crops.

9D, o

Ron Smith

y .
aren Smit
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January 30, 2019

Diana Robinson, Planner 3
Imperial County Department
Of Planning & Development Services

LLG Reference: 3-18-2922

Moila Brothers Cattle Feeders
County of Imperial, CA

Subject:

Dear Ms. Robinson:

Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) has assessed the potential impacts of the
project during the construction phase of the project. Based on discussions with the
client, it is projected that the construction phase will last approximately 1,000 days. It is
expected that a total of 6 employees will work on the site during construction. As part
of the construction, no heavy trucks will be needed on most days with at most 1 truck
per day in certain circumstances. The amount of daily traffic during construction is
less than the daily fluctuation in traffic along Gonder Road and State Route 115.

Based on the description of the construction phase, no significant impacts are
expected.

Please call me with any questions.

Thank you.

John Boarman, P.E.

Principal
California Registration: C50033

) RECEIVED
JAN 30 2613
IMPERIAL COUNTY

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

CAUsersMHarmon\AppDato\Local\Packnges\Mi it Mi filEdge_Swekyb3dEbbweiTempStale\DownloadsiConstruction Traffic Lir (3) doex

LINSCOTT
LAW &

GREENSPAN

engineers

Engineers & Planners
Traffic

Transportation
Parking

Linscott, Law &
Greenspan, Engineers

4542 Rufiner Street
Suite 100

San Diego, CA 92111
658.300.8800 v
858.300.8810 ¢
www.llgengineers.com

Pasadena
Irvine

San Diego
Woodland Hills

Philip M, Unscott, PE (1824-2000)
Wiiliam A. Law, PE t1621-2010)
Jack M. Greanspan, PE {RaL|
Paul W. Wilkingon, PE (Ret)
John P. Keating, PE

David S. Shender, PE

John A. Boarman, PE

Clara M. Look-Jaeger, PE
Richard E. Barratto, PE

Kell D. Mabarry, PE

An LGZWR Company Founded 1908
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COUNTY OF January 11, 2019
IMPERIAL

RECEIVED
Mr. Jim Minnick, Director

Planning & Development Services Department JAM 11 2
ECERUH T 801 Main Street
El Cenfro, CA El Centro, CA 92243 IMPERIAL COUNTY
$2aa PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Adttention: Diana Robinson, Planner 11

DEPARTMENT OF
RUBLIC WORKS

| Tel: (442) 265-1818

i (A42)246-1656 SUBJECT: ZC 17-0006/ IS 17-0026 Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders Ltd;
Follow Us: located cast of intersection of State HWY 115 and Gonder Rd.

) APN 041-090-004

f Dear Mr. Minnick:
wivw, fdcebaak.cony
LIS This etter is in response to your copy of ZC 17-0006 / IS 17-0026 submitted on
11/28/2018 for the above-mentioned ZC 17-0006 / IS 17-0026. The project proposes a
v zone change in order to allow the expansion of their existing feedlot.
hitpsiditwittenvom/

CauntyDpw/ Department staff has reviewed the package information and the following comments shall
be Conditions of Approval:

1. Gonder Road is classified as Minor Collector — Local Collector, two (2) lanes, requiring
seventy feet (70) of right of way, being thirty five (35) feet from existing centerline. It is
required that sufficient right of way be provided to meet this road classification. As
directed by Imperial County Board of Supervisors per Minute Order #6 dated
11/22/1994 per the Imperial County Circulation Element Plan of the General Plan).

-~ 2. Nolan Road is classified as Local County — two (2) lanes, requiring sixty feet (60) of
R | right of way, being thirty (30) feet from existing centerline. It is required that sufficient
right of way be provided to mect this road classification. As directed by Imperial County
Board of Supervisors per Minute Order #6 dated 11/22/1994 per the Imperial County
Circulation Element Plan of the General Plan).

3. The applicant shall furnish a Drainage and Grading Plan/Study to provide for property
grading and drainage control, which shall also include prevention of sedimentation of
damage to off-site properties. The Plan/Study shall be prepared per the Engineering
Design Guidelines Manual for the Preparation and checking of Street Improvement,
Drainage, and Grading Plans within Imperial County and submitted to the Department
of Public Works for review and approval. The applicant shall implement the
approved plan. Employment of the appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs)
shall be included on the plan.

PAPRIVATE PROJECTS ADMIN\2) PRIVATE PROJECTS\IS\17-0026 - Moiola Bros Cattle Feeders\IS 17-0026 (draft) -
Updated approved by John 1-10819588@ Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer
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4. The applicant for encroachment permits, grading plans, and/or improvement plans is
responsible for researching, protecting and preserving survey monuments per the
Professional Land Surveyor’s Act (8771 (b)). This shall include a copy of the referenced
survey map and tie card(s) (if applicable) for all monuments that may be impacted by the
project whether it be on-site of off-site.

5. At time of development, if required, by Section 8762(b) of the Professional Land
Surveyors Act, a record of survey shall be filed with the County Recorder of Imperial
County.

6. Street improvements shall be required in conjunction with, but not limited to, any
construction, grading, or related work, including the construction of structures, buildings,
or major additions thereto, on property located adjacent to any county street or on
property utilizing any county street for ingress and egress, except that such
improvements may be deferred as described in_Section 12.10.040 of this chapter for
residential property (Per Imperial County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 12.10.020). The
street improvements required shall be a commercial type driveway per Imperial County
Standards and a secondary emergency access driveway as approved by this Department.
The secondary emergency access driveway shall be constructed of asphalt concrete or as
approved by this Department.

7. No building permit for any structure or building or major addition to a building or
structure shall be issued until the improvements required by Secction 12.10.010 of this
chapter have been installed. In addition, no building permit shall be issued until there
has been compliance with Chapter 12.12 of this title and the requirement that an
encroachment permit be obtained (Per Imperial County Code of Ordinances, Chapter
12.10.030).

8. Any activity and/or work within Imperial County right-of-way shall be completed under
an encroachment permit issued by this Department (Per Imperial County Code of
Ordinances, Chapter 12.12). Any activity and/or work may include, but not be limited
to, the installation of temporary traffic control devices, construction of access driveways,
etc.

9. The transportation impact analysis was completed assuming an increase of 5 employees
and 4 trucks per day, yielding a total of 10 employees and 8 trucks for both exiting
operations and the proposed project.

a. The combined traffic generation for both the existing operations and proposed

project shall not exceed 20 trips per day for passenger vehicles (10 employees)
and 16 trips per day for heavy vehicles (8 trucks).

INFORMATIVE:

P:\PRIVATE PROJECTS ADMIN\2) PRIVATE PROJECTSVWS\17-0026 - Moiola Bros Cattle Feeders\IS 17-0026 (draft) -
Updated approved by John 1-10-19.doc
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The following items are for informational purposes only. The applicant is responsible to
determine if the enclosed items affect the subject project.

All solid and hazardous waste shall be disposed of in approved solid waste disposal sites
in accordance with existing County, State and Federal regulations (Per Imperial County
Code of Ordinances, Chapter 8.72).

All on-site traffic area shall be hard surfaced to provide all weather access for fire
protection vehicles. The surfacing shall meet the Department of Public Works and
Fire/OES Standards as well as those of the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) (Per
Imperial County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 12.10.020 A).

The project may require a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit and Notice of Intent (NOI) from the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) prior county approval of onsite grading plan (40 CFR 122.28).

A Transportation Permit may be required from road agency(s) having jurisdiction over
the haul route(s) for any hauls of heavy equipment and large vehicles which impose
greater then legal loads on riding surfaces, including bridges. (Per Imperial County Code
of Ordinances, Chapter 10.12.020).

As this project proceeds through the planning and the approval process, additional
comments and/or requirements may apply as more information is received.

Respectfully,

Jebur 61

John A. Gay, P.E.
Director of Public Works

ag

P:\PRIVATE PROJECTS ADMIN\2) PRIVATE PROJECTS\IS\17-0026 - Moiola Bros Cattle Feeders\IS 17-0026 (draft) -
Updated approved by John 1-10-19.doc
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1/10/2019

Jim Minnick

Imperial County Planning

& Development Services, Director
801 W. Main Street,

El Centro, CA 92243

RE: COMPLIMENTARY INFORMATION- ZONE CHANGE 17-0006/Initial Study 17-
0026

Dear Mr. Minnick,

On 11/20/2018, Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders re-submitted a Zone Change Application for a 160-acre parcel
located just south/east of their existing composting operations. Moiola Bros. intentions are to expand their
current operations to include this 160-acre parcel so that they may construct a cattle stockyard that will
house 18,000 head of cattle.

During the Environmental Evaluation Committee (EEC) meeting held on 02/15/2018, the original project
which included an additional parcel (APN: 041-020-028) located to the west of the existing composting
facility, received an appeal letter from a concern citizen and nearby property owner, Mr. Bruce Smith. Our
client, John Moiola of Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders responded to Mr. Smith’s concerns through written
correspondence by way of a Response to Comment Letter titled “Re: Response to Mr. Bruce Smith
Appeal of Environmental Evaluation Committee’s decision” (attached is a copy of said letter). In his
response. Mr. Moiola referenced a Mosquito Abatement Plan (second page, last sentence of Section D) and
a Current Leafy Green Products Handler Marketing Agreement (second page, Section D Number 2). Per
email correspondence with Diana Robinson (Lead Planner) dated 01/07/2019, a request was made to clarify
that the Current Leafy Green Products Handler Marketing Agreement was still 400 feet and identify which
department had requested a Mosquito Abatement Plan.

As of 01/10/2019, the Current Leafy Green Products Handler Marketing Agreement is 1200 feet and the
Mosquito Abatement Plan request was made by the Department of Environmental Health of the Imperial
County Public Health Department.

Annette Leon,
Vice President, DuBose Design Group

ORIGINAL EEC PKG
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December 11,2018

RECEIVED

Jim Minnick

Planning & Development Services Director DEC 11 2018

801 Main Street IMPERIAL COUNTY

El Centro, CA 92243 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

SUBJECT:  Request for Zone Change (17-0006/IS 17-0026) for Proposed Expansion of an
Existing Feedlot Facility by Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders Ltd.

Dear Mr. Minnick,

The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (“Air District”) would like to thank you for the
opportunity to review the request by Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders Ltd. for proposed Zone Change
(ZC) (17-0006) and its associated Initial Study (IS) (17-0026) that would allow for an expansion
of an existing feedlot operation at 1594 Gonder Road in Brawley, California. The existing feedlot
has an approximate cattle head count of 20,000 and includes a composting facility. The proposed
expansion would add an additional 18,000 head of cattle. The applicant is seeking a Zone Change
for APN 041-090-004 from A2R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A3 (heavy Agriculture) to
allow for the proposed expansion which will be located approximately 100 feet away across
Gonder Road from the existing feedlot. The proposed expansion will be of similar operation to the
existing feedlot but will not include composting activities. If approved, the expanded feedlot and
existing feedlots would accommodate a total of 38,000 head of cattle.

Although the Air District generally agrees with the Air Quality Analysis included in the Initial
Study, there are a few minor points of clarification that may benefit the applicant. First, Imperial
County is subject to periodic high winds that can impact downstream sensitive receptors. To
mitigate any impacts from high winds, the analysis may wish to consider options as discussed in
the Air District’s High Wind Exceptional Event Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan, which was
developed to mitigate impacts from high winds in Imperial County. The document can be accessed
at:http://www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution/PublicNotices/announcements/PDFs/NOAMitieatio
nPlan/20180917F inalHighWindExceptional EventsMitigationPlan.pdf).

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY / AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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Secondly, the Air District would like to point out that there are two attainment standards for PMas.
One is the 24-hour Standard, and the other is the Annual Standard. Imperial County is currently in
“Moderate” Non-attainment for both. The County is in the process of requesting the designation
of “Attainment” for PMi¢ from its current status of Serious Non-attainment.

On a third point of clarification, the Air District generally agrees with the statement regarding the
project’s Tier 1 status (4.2.1 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Emissions Study). However, this
discussion is generally meant to mitigate fugitive dust (PMio).

The only item of note that the Air District did not find in the analysis was a discussion of
cumulative impacts. This is important because ammonia is regarded as a precursor to PMz .

According to the Air District’s records, the applicant currently has a current permit on file.
However, the applicant will need to contact the Engineering and Permitting Division of the Air
District for the modification of the permit. Air District Rules and Regulations can be found on our
website at www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution under the “Planning” tab. The ICAPCD office can
be reached at (442) 265-1800.

e oo 00

Curtis Blondell
Environmental Coordinator

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



A century of service,

December 3, 2018

Ms. Diana Robinson

Planner |

Planning & Development Services Department
County of Imperial

801 Main Street

El Centro, CA 92243

www.iid.com

Since 1911

SUBJECT:  Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders Project (Revised); ZC #17-0006 and IS #17-0026

Dear Ms. Robinson:

On November 21, 2018, the Imperial Irrigation District received from the Imperial County Planning
& Development Services Department, a revised request for agency comments on Zone Change
#17-0006 and Initial Study #17-0026. The applicant, Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders, proposes to
apply for a building permit for additional cattle pens at the southeast corner of SR 115 and Griffin
Road and north of Gonder Road, 6.5 miles southeast of Brawley, CA.

The Imperial Irrigation District has reviewed the information and found that the comments
provided in the September 29, 2018 district letter (see attached letter) continue to apply.

This current letter supersedes the November 26, 2018 version to reflect the revised project

description.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 760-482-3609 or at
dvargas@iid.com. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Res ully,

7

Donald Vargas
Compliance Administrator ||

Kevin Kelley — General Manager

Mike Pachaco —~ Manager, Water Dept.

Enrique B. Martinez — Manager, Energy Dept.

Jamie Asbury — Deputy Manager, Energy Dept., Operations

Vance Taylor - Asst. General Counsel

Robert Laurie — Asst. General Counsel

Enrique De Leon ~ Asst. Mgr., Energy Dept., Distr., Planning, Eng. & Customer Service
Michael P. Kemp ~ Superintendent, Regulatory & Environmental Compliance

Randy Gray - Supervisor, Real Estale

Jessica Lovecchio - Environmental Project Mgr, Sr., Water Dept.

IMPERIALIRRICATION DISTRICT . PQ.BOX 937 -

MPERAL ORTGINAL EEC PKG



www.iid.com

Since 1911

September 29, 2017

Ms. Diana Robinson

Planner |

Planning & Development Services Department
County of Imperial

801 Main Street

E! Centro, CA 92243

SUBJECT: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders Project ZC #17-0006, CUP #17-0017 and IS #17-
0026

Dear Ms. Robinson:

On September 20, 2017, the Imperial Irrigation District received from the Imperial County
Planning & Development Services Department, a request for agency comments on Zone Change
#17-0006, Conditional Use Permit #17-0017 and Initial Study #17-0026. The applicant, Moiola
Bros. Cattle Feeders, proposes to apply for a building permit for additional cattle pens and for a
composting area at the southeast corner of SR 115 and Griffin Road and north of Gonder Road,
6.5 miles southeast of Brawley, CA.

The IID has reviewed the applications and has the following comments:

1. 1ID water facilities that could be impacted with the composting operations sited on the south
field, APN 047-090-004-000, are the Orange Lateral, Orange Drain and Oxalis. The rezoned
north field, APN 041-020-028-000, to be used for a feedlot, may impact the Ohmar Lateral,
Orange Lateral and Ohmar Drain water facilities.

2. No offsite drainage discharge is allowed into IID drains from cattle yards and feedlots. This
includes existing and proposed expansion tailwater pipes and tile lines.

3. To insure there are no impacts to IID facilities, applicant should submit Imperial County
approved grading/drainage and fencing plans to IID Water Department Engineering Services
for review and comment prior to CUP finalization. 11D WDES can be contacted at (760) 339-
9265 for further information on this matter.

4. To verify that the proposed operations will manage storm water runoff, applicant should submit
the project’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to 1iD Water Department Engineering
Services prior to CUP finalization.

5. The applicant may not use IID's canal or drain banks to access the project site. Any

abandonment of easements or facilities shall be approved by lID based on systems (Irrigation,
Drainage, Power, etc.) needs.

IMPERIAL IRRIGATICN DISTRICT - PO.BOX 937 - IMPERIAL, CA 92251

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Diana Robinson
September 29, 2017
Page 2

6.

Any construction or operation on IID property or within its existing and proposed right of way
or easements including but not limited to: surface improvements such as proposed new
streets, driveways, parking lots, landscape; and all water, sewer, storm water, or any other
above ground or underground utilities; requires an encroachment permit, or encroachment
agreement (depending on the circumstances). The permit application and its instructions are
available at the website http://www.iid.com/home/showdocument?id=271. Additional
information regarding encroachment permits or agreements can be provided by the |ID Real
Estate Section, which can be contacted at (760) 339-9239.

Any new, relocated, modified or reconstructed 11D facilities required for and by the project
(which can include but is not limited to electrical utility substations, electrical transmission and
distribution lines, etc.) need to be included as part of the project's CEQA andf/or NEPA
documentation, environmental impact analysis and mitigation. Failure to do so will result in
postponement of any construction and/or modification of 11D facilities until such time as the
environmental documentation is amended and environmental impacts are fully mitigated. Any
and all mitigation necessary as a result of the construction, relocation and/or upgrade
of IID facilities is the responsibility of the project proponent.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 760-482-3609 or at
dvargas@iid.com. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.

Resp

A (atd Vargas

7

Compliance Administrator ||

Kevin Kelley - General Manager

Mike Pacheco -~ Manager, Water Dapt.

Vicken Kasarjian — Manager, Energy Dept.

Charies Allegranza - Manager, Enargy Depl., Operations
Jamie Asbury ~ Deputy Manager, Energy Dept, Operations
Vance Taylor — Assl. General Counsel

Robert Laurie — Asst. Genera! Counsel

Carlos Vasquez - Planning and Enginearing Manager, Energy Dept.

Jesse Montafto - Transmission, Planning and Engineering Oversight

Enrique De Leon — Asst Mgr., Energy Dept., Distr., Planning, Eng, & Customer Service
Michael P. Kemp — Superintendent, Real Estate & Environmental Compliance

Harald Walk Jr. — Supervisor, Real Estate

Randy Gray - ROW Agent, Real Estate

Jessica Lovecchio - Environmental Project Mgr. Sr, Water Dept.

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Attachment A.
Revised Zone Change Application
Dated November 21, 2018
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Moiola Bros. Feedlot

Client: Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders Ltd
Planner: DuBose Design Group, Inc.

Location: Located east of the intersection of State HWY 115 and Gonder Rd., approximately
3,000 feet from intersection

Parcel Size: 160 +/- Acres
APN: 041-090-004

Date: 11/21/2018

Proposed Activities:

The Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders Ltd (“applicant”) proposes a Zone Change of their property from
A2R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A3 (Heavy Agriculture) in order to allow the expansion
of their existing feedlot on APN: 041-090-004. The proposed expansion will be located across
from one of their existing feedlots on Gonder Rd, which is approximately 100 feet away. The
applicant simply wants to expand their current operations across the road in order to accommodate
an additional 18,000 head of cattle. This proposed expansion of their feedlot will be of similar
operation to their existing feedlot, however, the proposed expansion will not include a composting
facility. When approved, the parcel that the expansion will utilize is located between two existing
feedlots owned/operated by the applicant, see Appendix A for visual representation.

Project Background:

On July 28, 2017 the applicants submitted to the County of Imperial for a Zone Change from A-2
to A-3 of parcels located on APNs: 041-090-004 & 041-020-028. The applicant’s intentions were
to file for a Zone Change for both of the APNS and to additionally file a Conditional Use Permit

ORIGINAL EEC PKG
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(CUP) on APN: 041-090-004. Under further analysis, the County of Imperial determined that
some environmental studies were needed consisting of a Traffic Study and an Air Study (please
see Attachment A).

Proposed Project Site for Expansion and Circulation:

The entire APN: 041-090-004 is currently situated on approximately 160 +/- acres of land located
within the County of Imperial, about 4 miles north of the City of Hoitville, see Appendix B.
Currently, the project site is zoned A2R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone), as seen in Appendix
C. When the project is approved, the cattle pens will be located within the 160 +/- acre parcel.
The applicant will adhere to all the relevant zoning regulations and restrictions including the
correct amount of set-backs required for a facility of this type.

The primary entrance for the facility will be off of Gonder Rd, east of the intersection of State
HWY 115 and Gonder Rd. The primary entrance will be located right across the street from the
existing feedlot and will be designed to receive automobiles for employees and business-related
traffic.

Traffic activity will include employees, visitors as well as feeding and delivery trucks. Asa result
of the project, the number of employees is expected to increase by an additional five (5) and trucks
by an additional four (4) per day. However, to be consistent with the traffic and air studies it
assumed that an additional ten (10) employees and eight (8) trucks will be added, conservatively.
The hours of traffic operation are generally from 6 AM— 4 PM for 7 days a week, so the vast
majority of the operations do not impact peak traffic periods (please see Attachment A for Traffic
Report).

Site Plan:

As previously discussed under “Project Background”, the applicants had submitted a Zone Change
application which included a site plan that has been revised, see Appendix D. As you can see, a
portion of the original site plan is intentionally highlighted red. That portion is being removed
from this revised application.

ORIGINAL EEC PKG
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Construction Activities:

Construction related activities associated with this project will consist of the building of cattle pens
that will be used to house an additional 18,000 head of cattle. Additionally, the proposed feedlot
will require the construction of new raw water reservoir and retention pond.

Utilities:

Potable water will continue to be brought in by the applicant to supply the potable water tanks at
the existing offices. No new buildings will be constructed other than the cattle pens, raw water
reservoir and retention pond. The additional employees will have access to required utilities
provided within office buildings located across the road at the existing feedlot. Applicant will
adhere to all Imperial County land use and zoning regulations required for this location.

Jurisdictions:
1) County of Imperial
Applications:

1) Zone Change
2) Site Plan

Planned Studies:

1) Traffic Study- Linscott, Law & Greenspan
2) Air Quality Study- UltraSystems

ORIGINAL EEC PKG
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Moiola Bros.- Feediot Locations
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Appendix B
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
MoioLA BROTHERS CATTLE FEEDERS

County of Imperial, California
August 13, 2018

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The following traffic impact analysis has been prepared to determine the potential traffic impacts to
the local circulation system related to the proposed expansion of the current cattle feeding operation
to add 18,000 cattle. The site is located on Gonder Road, east of SR-115 in Imperial County.

The number of employees is expected to increase by five (5) and four (4) more trucks per day are
proposed as a result of the project. For the purpose of this report and to be conservative, it was
assumed that 10 new employees and 8 additional trucks would access the site.

The project is located within the County of Imperial, California. This report includes the following
sections:

* Project Description

= Existing Conditions Description

= Analysis Approach and Methodology

= Significance Criteria

= Analysis of Existing Conditions

=  Trip Generation / Distribution / Assignment
= Cumulative Projects and Analysis Results

= Project Access discussion

= Conclusions and Recommendations

L
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2,0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

21  Project Location

The Project site is located in the unincorporated area of Imperial County. The site is located on
Gonder Road, east of SR-115 in Imperial County.

Figure 2-1 depicts the project vicinity. Figure 2-2 shows a more detailed project area map.

2.2 Project Description

The project is an expansion of the current cattle feeding operation to add 18,000 cattle. The site is
located on Gonder Road, east of SR 115 in Imperial County. The hours of operation are from 6 AM
— 4 PM for 7 days a week, so the vast majority of the operations do not impact peak traffic periods.

The number of employees is expected to increase by five (5) and four (4) more trucks per day are
expected as a result of the project.

Site access is provided via a driveway on Gonder Road.

¥
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 Existing Street Network
Following is a brief description of the street segments within the project area. Figure 3—1 illustrates
the existing conditions, including the lane geometry, for the key intersections in the study area.

State Route 115 (SR-115) is classified as a State Highway in the Imperial County Circulation
Element. SR-115 is a north-south facility located to the west of the project site. In the vicinity of the
project, SR-115 is a two-lane undivided roadway. No bike lanes or bus stops are provided and
curbside parking is prohibited.

Gonder Road is a classified as a minor collector in the Imperial County Circulation Element.
Gonder Road is an East-West facility located adjacent to the project site. In the vicinity of the
project, Gonder Road is a two lane undivided roadway. No bike lanes or bus stops are provided.

3.2  Existing Traffic Volumes

Average daily traffic (ADT) volumes were conducted along Gonder Road and at the project
driveway. Volumes along SR-115 were obtained from the Caltrans Traffic Census Program for Year
2016, the latest available as of the date of this report. To be conservative, a 10% growth was applied
to update the counts to Year 2018 conditions. AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement
volume counts was conducted at the SR-115/Gonder Road and Project driveway/Gonder Road
intersections in July, 2018. Table 3—1 summarizes the segment ADT volumes on all the study area
segments.

Figure 3-2 depicts the existing traffic volumes on both an ADT and peak hour basis. Appendix A
contains the manual intersection count sheets and latest Caltrans traffic volumes.

TABLE 3-1
EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Street Segment Source 2018 ADT®
SR-115

North of Gonder Road Caltrans 2,370°

South of Gonder Road Caltrans 3,960°
Gonder Road

SR-115 to Project Driveway LLG 330

East of Project Driveway LLG 330

Footnoles:
a Average Daily Traffic Volume counted in 2016. A 10% growth factor was applied.
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4.0 ANALYSIS APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

Based on the anticipated distribution/assignment of project traffic, the intersections included in the
study area are listed below.

Intersections

1. SR-115/ Gonder Road
2. Gonder Road / Project Driveway

Segments
SR-115: North of Gonder Road;
SR-115: South of Gonder Road; and
Gonder Road: Between SR-115 and Project Driveway
Gonder Road: East of Project Driveway

The number of employees is expected to increase by five (5) and four (4) more trucks per day are
proposed as a result of the project. For the purpose of this report and to be conservative, it was
assumed that 10 new employees and 8 additional trucks would access the site.

The following three scenarios were analyzed.

s Existing
s Existing + Project
= FExisting + Project + Cumulative

The operations of the project area intersections and segments are characterized using the concept of
“Level of Service” (LOS). LOS is the term used to denote the different operating conditions which
occur on a given roadway segment under various traffic volume loads. It is a qualitative measure
used to describe a quantitative analysis taking into account factors such as roadway geometries,
signal phasing, speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver, and safety. LOS provides an index to the
operational qualities of a roadway segment or an intersection. LOS designations range from A
through F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing the worst
operating conditions. LOS designation is reported differently for signalized and unsignalized
intersections, as well as for roadway segments.

Table 4-1 summaries the description for each level of service.

Table 4-2 summarizes the delay in seconds per vehicle associated with each level of service.

41  Unsignalized Intersections
All study area intersections are unsignalized, and level of service is determined by the computed or
measured control delay and is defined for each minor movement. Level of service is not defined for

the intersection as a whole.

g
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Level of Service F exists when there are insufficient gaps of suitable size to allow a side street
demand to safely cross through a major street traffic stream. This level of service is generally
evident from extremely long control delays experienced by side-street traffic and by queuing on the
minor-street approaches. The method, however, is based on a constant critical gap size; that is, the
critical gap remains constant no matter how long the side-street motorist waits.

LOS F may also appear in the form of side-street vehicles selecting smaller-than-usual gaps. In such
cases, safety may be a problem, and some disruption to the major traffic stream may result. It is
important to note that LOS F may not always result in long queues but may result in adjustments to
normal gap acceptance behavior, which are more difficult to observe in the field than queuing.

Appendix B contains the peak hour intersection worksheets.

TABLE 4-1
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS

Level of Service

Description

Occurs when progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green
phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay.

Generally occurs with good progression and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than
for LOS A, causing higher levels of average delay.

Generally results when there is fair progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle
failures may begin to appear in this level. The number of vehicles stopping is significant at
this level, although many still pass through the intersection without stopping.

Generally results in noticeable congestion. Longer delays may result from some combination
of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high volume-to-capacity ratios. Many
vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures
are noticeable.

Considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. These high delay values generally indicate
poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume-to-capacity ratios. Individual cycle
failures are frequent occurrences.

Considered to be unacceptable to most drivers. This condition often occurs with over
saturation i.e. when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. It may also
occur at high volume-to-capacity ratios below 1.00 with many individual cycle failures. Poor
progression and long cycle lengths may also be major contributing causes to such delay
levels.

e
>
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TABLE 4-2
INTERSECTION LOS & DELAY RANGES

LOS Delay (seconds/vehicle)
Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections
A <10.0 <10.0
l; 10.1 t0 20.0 10.110 15.0
C 20.1 t0 35.0 15.11025.0
D 35.1t055.0 25.1t035.0
E 55.110 80.0 35.1t050.0
F > 80.1 >50.1

Source: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual

4.2  Street Segments

Street segments were analyzed based upon the comparison of ADT to the County of Imperial
Roadway Classifications, Levels of Service (LOS) and Average Daily Traffic (ADT) table (see
Table 4-3 below). Table 4-3 provides segment capacities for different street classifications, based
on traffic volumes and roadway characteristics. Segment analysis is a comparison of ADT volumes
and an approximate daily capacity on the subject roadway.
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TABLE 4-3

IMPERIAL COUNTY STANDARD STREET CLASSIFICATION AVERAGE DAILY VEHICLE TRIPS

Road Level of Service W/ADT*

Class X-Section A B C _

Expressway 128/210 30,000 42,000 60,000 70,000 | 80,000
Prime Arterial 106/ 136 22,200 37,000 44,600 50,000 57,000
Minor Arterial 82/102 14,800 24,700 29,600 33,400 37,000
B oqColeciy 64/ 84 13,700 22,800 27,400 30,800 34,200
(Collector)

](‘g‘c‘; %“’)llll:‘;t[‘(’)’r) 40770 1,900 4,100 7,100 10,900 16,200
Residential Street 40760 * + <1,500 . +
micie | g 3 I (N L
Industrial Collector 76196 5,000 10,000 14,000 17,000 20,000
Isf;f;‘;“"al el 44/ 64 2,500 5,000 7,000 8,500 10,000

* Levels of service are not applied to residential streets since their primary purpose is to serve abutting lots, not carry through trafTic. Levels of service
normally apply to roads carrying through traffic between major trip generators and atiractors

v
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5.0 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The County of Imperial does not have published significance criteria. However, the County General
Plan does state that the LOS goal for intersections and roadway segments is to operate at LOS C or
better. Therefore, if an intersection or segment degrades from LOS C or better to LOS D or worse
with the addition of project traffic, the impact is considered significant. If the location operates at
LOS D or worse with and without project traffic, the impact is considered significant if the project
causes the intersection delta to increase by more than two (2) seconds, or the volume to capacity
(V/C) ratio to increase by more than 0.02.

A project is considered to have a significant impact if the new project traffic decreases the operations
of surrounding roadways by a defined threshold. The defined thresholds for roadway segments and
intersections are defined in Table 5—1 below. If the project exceeds the thresholds in Table 5-1, then
the project may be considered to have a significant project impact. A feasible mitigation measure
will need to be identified to return the impact within the thresholds (pre-project + allowable
increase) or the impact will be considered significant and unmitigated.

TABLE 5-1
TRAFFIC IMPACT SIGNIFICANT THRESHOLDS

Allowable Increase Due to Project Impacts
I . .
Level of Service with Freeways Roadway Segments ntersections | Ramp Metering
Project * V/C | Speed (mph) | V/C | Speed (mph) | Delay (sec.) Delay (min.)
D,E&F
(or ramp meter delays | 0.01 1 0.02 1 2 2°
above 15 minutes)

Footnoles:

a. All level of service measurements are based upon HCM procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, V/C ratios for Roadway Segments
may be estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Tzble 4-3 or a similar LOS chart for each jurisdiction), The acceptable
LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally “D” (“C” for undeveloped or not densely developed locations per jurisdiction
definitions). For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. Howsver, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered excessive.

b. If a proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are deemed 1o be significant. These impact
changes may be measured from appropriate computer programs or expanded manual spreadsheets. The project applicant shall then identify
feasible mitigations (within the Traffic Impact Study [TIS] report) that will mainiain the traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If the LOS
with the proposed project becomes unaccepieble (see note 2 above), or if the project adds a significant amount of peak hour trips to cause
any traffic queues to exceed on- or oft-ramp storage capacities, the project applicant shall be responsible for mitigating significant impact
changes.

¢. The allowable increase in delay at a ramp meter with more than 15 minutes of delay and freeway LOS E is 2 minutes and at LOS F is 1
minute.

General Noles:
1. V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio

2. Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour
3. Delay = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters,
4

LOS =Level of Service

L
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6.0 ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
6.1  Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service

The project study area is located in a rural setting and both intersections are unsignalized. As seen in
Table 6-1, both study area intersections are calculated to currently operate at LOS A during both the

AM and PM peak hours.

Appendix B contains the peak hour intersection analysis worksheets.

TABLE 61
EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS
. Control Peak Existing
Intersection >
Type Hour Delay* LOS
AM 9.1 A
1. SR-115/Gonder Road JWSC PM 9.2 A
AM 8.6 A
2. Gonder Road / Project Driveway ANES PM 8.5 A
Fooinoies: UNSIGNALIZED
a, Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b.  Level of Service. DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS
c. TWSC — Two-Way Stop Controlled intersection (Minor street turn delay is reported) Delay LOS
00 < 10.0 A
10.110 15.0 B
15.1t0 25.0 c
25.] to 35.0 D
35.1to 50.0 E
> 501 F

e
>
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6.2  Daily Street Segment Levels of Service
As described above, the project study area is located in a rural setting and all segments are two-lane
facilities. As seen in Table 6-2, all study area segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS B

or better on a daily basis.

TABLE 6-2
EXISTING STREET SEGMENT OPERATIONS
Capacity b c d
Street Segment (LOSE)* ADT LOS v/IC
SR-115
North of Gonder Road 16,200 2,370 B 0.146
South of Gonder Road 16,200 3,960 B 0.244
Gonder Road
SR-115 to Project Driveway 16,200 330 A 0.020
East of Project Driveway 16,200 330 A 0.020

Footnotes:

a  Roadway capacity corresponding to Level of Service E from Imperial County Standard Street

Classification, Average Daily Vehicle Trips table.

. Average Daily Traffic volumes
c.  Level of Service
d.  Volume / Capecity ratio.

v
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7.0 TRIP GENERATION/DISTRIBUTION/ASSIGNMENT

74  Trip Generation

Project traffic generation is based on site-specific trip generating characteristics provided by the
applicant. The Project would expand operations at the current project site. Based on discussions
with the applicant, it is expected that 4 additional trucks per day would ingress and egress the site
per day. To be conservative, the analysis assumes an additional 8 trucks.

In addition to trucks, the applicant will have 5 new employees at the site to run operations. The
majority of the new worker trips are expected to arrive/depart during the AM/PM peak hours. To be
conservative, 10 new workers were assumed.

Based on the information obtained from the applicant, the Total Project would generate a maximum
of 20 ADT by passenger vehicles. It would also generate 48 equivalent ADT from trucks, with 6
inbound and 6 outbound trips during the AM and PM peak hours. A passenger car equivalence factor
(PCE) of 3.0 is applied to these trucks trips for the purposes of the analysis to account for the
reduced performance characteristics (stopping, starting, maneuvering, etc.) of heavy vehicles in the
traffic flow. Table 7-1 is a summary of the Project traffic generating.

TABLE 7-1
TRIP GENERATION
. \ AM Peak PM Peak
Daily Trips Hour Hour
H *
Use Quantity PCE I Volume Volume
Rate ADT®

In Out In Out

Heavy Veh (trucks)® 8 3.0 2.0/ vehicle® 48 6 1 1 6

Employees® 10 1.0 2.0 / vehicle 20 8 1 1 8
Subtotal 68 14 2 2 7

Footnotes:

a.  ADT - Average daily traffic.

Trucks assumed to arrive/leave the site evenly throughout the day’s work shift (6AM — 5PM)
80% of employee trips are assumed to enter and 80% to exit the site during the peak periods.
Employees and trucks enter and exit each day and therefore a factor of 2.0 was applied.

PCE Factor of 3.0 utilized for truck trips.

*a e o

»
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7.2  Trip Distribution

Regional trip distribution for truck traffic was based on discussions with the applicant. Based on
these discussions, 90% of truck traffic would come from the north and south principally utilizing
SR-115. The remaining truck traffic (10%) would come from the east utilizing Gonder Road.
Figure 7-1 shows the distribution of truck traffic in the study area.

It is anticipated that the majority of new workers will be from the proximate local population centers
of Calipatria, Brawley, and El Centro. Figure 7-2 shows the distribution of employee passenger car
traffic. The majority of employee traffic (65%) would come from the north and south utilizing SR-
115 with a lesser amount of 35% from the east utilizing Gonder Road.

7.3  Trip Assignment

The Project trip generation values shown in Table 7-1 were multiplied by the related truck and
employee distribution percentages shown on Figures 7—I and 7-2, respectively. The Project truck
traffic assignment is shown on Figure 7-3 and Figure 7-4 shows the Project employee traffic
assignment. Figure 7-5 depicts the Total Project traffic assignment. Figure 7-6 depicts the Existing
+ Total Project traffic assignment.

-
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8.0 CUMULATIVE PROJECTS AND ANALYSIS RESULTS

There are no significant planned projects in the area adjacent to the project site that may add traffic
to the surrounding roadways. Therefore to account for any unforeseen increase in traffic, a 20%
growth factor was applied to the existing traffic volumes to account for cumulative traffic.

Figure 8-1 depicts the Existing + Total Project + Cumulative growth.

8.1  Existing + Project Analysis

8.1.1 Intersection Operations

Table 8-1 summarizes the intersection operations throughout the project study area with the addition
of project traffic. Table 8-1 shows that all of the intersections in the study area are calculated to
operate at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours.

8.1.2 Segment Analysis

Table 8-2 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area with the
addition of project traffic. Table 8-2 shows that all of the street segments in the study area are
forecasted to operate at LOS B or better on a daily basis.

8.2  Existing + Project + Cumulative Analysis

8.2.1 Intersection Analysis

Table 8-1 summarizes the intersection operations throughout the project study area with the addition
of cumulative growth. Table 8-1 shows that all of the intersections in the study area are calculated to
continue to operate at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours.

8.2.2 Segment Analysis

Table 8-2 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area with the
addition of cumulative growth. Table 8-2 shows that all of the street segments in the study area are
forecasted to continue to operate at LOS C or better on a daily basis.

v
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TABLE 8-1

NEAR-TERM INTERSECTION OPERATIONS

Control | Peak | Existing + Project | Existing + Project
Intersection Type | Hour + Cumulative Significant?
Delay® | LOS® | Delay LOS
1. SR-115/Gonder Road . | AM 9.2 A 93 A No
TWSC
PM 9.3 A 9.5 A No
2. SR-115/Project Driveway AM 8.6 A 8.7 A No
TWSC
PM 8.6 A 8.6 A No
Footnoles:
a.  Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. UNSIGNALIZED
b.  Level of Service.
c. TWSC - Two-Way Stop Controlled intersection Delay LOS
{Minor street turn delay is reported); WB=Westbound, SB=Southbound. 00 < 10.0 A
10.1to 15.0 B
15.110 25.0 C
251to0 35.0 D
35.1to 50.0 E
> 50.1 F

-
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9.0 PROJECT ACCESS

Project traffic will utilize the existing project driveway along the north side of Gonder Road. Based
on the location of the driveway, the relatively low amount of project trips, and the very low traffic
volumes along Gonder Road, the driveway should perform adequately.

L
>
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10.0 CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

The capacity analyses performed for the key roadway segments and unsignalized intersections
indicate that no significant impacts would occur during the daily operations of the project.

No traffic related mitigation measures are necessary.
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APPENDIX A

INTERSECTION AND SEGMENT MANUAL COUNT SHEETS
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Intersection Turning Movement - Peak Hour Summary

LINSERR Location: #01 File Name: ITM-18-106-01
RPN |tcrsection:  SR-115 & Gonder Road Project: LLG Ref. 3-18-2922
PO Date of Count:  Thursday, July 19, 2018 Calipatria
AM:O 0 38 7
g PM:0 0 9 5
¢}
0/0 .¥ Gonder Road
2 Z AM T‘"‘:YZ‘:)"':’ d08 00 =R
= £ = (7:00 to 08:
o o = PM = 1500 to 16:00 £ o=
=} = ‘ <§( E
é (=]
oo .«
Gonder Road ﬁ 0/ 0
0
MM rs
AM: 0 69 4 0 o
i
PM: 0 74 0 0 a

Report Generated by Bearcat Enterprises LLC, DBA "Count Data" | 619-987-5136 | info@yourcountdata.com
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APPENDIX B

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS

A J

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers

LLG Ref. 3-18-2922
Moiola Brothers Cattle feeders
N:\2922\Report\2922. Appendices.doc
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex AM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersection 5 ) = o SFEead
Int Delay, s/veh 14
Movement ~ EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 1
Lane Configurations & ot» & &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 8 0 7 0 89 4 7 38 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 8 0 7 0 69 4 7 38 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - — - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 9 0 8 0 75 4 8 4 0
Major/Minor: Minor2 Minord __ Majort Major2 N
Conflicting Flow All 138 136 41 134 134 77 M 0 0 79 0 0
Stage 1 57 57 - 17T - - - - - - -
Stage 2 81 79 - 57 57 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 712 652 622 742 652 622 4.12 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 552 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 833 755 1030 838 757 984 1568 - - 1519 - -
Stage 1 955 847 - 932 831 - - - - - -
Stage 2 927 829 - 955 847 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 823 751 1030 835 753 984 1568 - - 1519 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 823 751 - 83% 753 - - - - - - -
Stage 1 955 843 - 932 831 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 920 829 950 843 - - - - - -
Approach ~ _EB i ] NB SB N
HCM Control Delay, 0 9.1 0 11
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBREBLn‘iWBLn’I' SBL SBT SBR T BV
Capacity (veh/h) 1568 - - 898 1519 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.018 0.005 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 91 74 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 01 0 - -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex AM.syn 02/20/2019

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Synchro 10 Report

Ex AM

2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019
Intersection = it "
Int Delay, s/veh 39
Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR 'J
Lane Configurations b 4 o &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 5 0 0 9 5 0 0 0 5 0 6
Future Vol, veh/h 6 5 0 0 9 5 0 0 0 5 0 6
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 7 5 0 0 10 5 0 0 0 5 0 7
Major/Minor — Majort Major2 ‘Minort Minor2 Wik
Conflicting Flow All 15 0 0 5 0 0 40 34 5 32 32 18
Stage 1 - - - - - - 19 19 - 13 13 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 21 15 19 19 -
Critical Hdwy 412 - - 412 - - 712 652 622 712 652 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.12 552 - 612 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2218 - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1603 - - 1616 - - 964 859 1078 976 861 1061
Stage 1 - - - - - 1000 880 - 1007 885 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 998 883 - 1000 880 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1603 - - 1616 - - 951 856 1078 973 858 1056
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 951 856 - 973 858 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 9% 876 - 1003 885 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 987 883 - 996 876
Mma@h T EB WB NB . SB .
HCM Control Delay, s 4 0 0 8.6
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/MajorMvmt  NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLn1 a0 AT el e
Capacity (veh/h) - 1603 - - 1616 - - 1017
HCM Lane VIC Ratio - 0.004 - - - - - 0.012
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 73 0 - 0 - - 86
HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0 - - 0 - - 0
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex AM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex PM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersection : 5 |
Int Delay, siveh 0.7
Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR |
Lane Configurations & &b 0 &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 74 0 5 92 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 74 0 5 92 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - 0 - - 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 80 0 5 100 0
Major/Minor — Minor2 _ Minori ‘Majort. Major2
Conflicting Flow All 193 190 100 190 190 80 100 0 0 80 0 0
Stage 1 10 110 - 8 80 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 83 80 - 110 110 - - - - =
Critical Hdwy 712 652 622 712 652 622 4.12 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 767 705 956 770 705 980 1493 - - 1518 - -
Stage 1 895 804 - 929 828 - - - - -
Stage 2 925 828 - 89% 804 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 761 703 956 768 703 980 1493 - - 1518 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 761 703 - 768 703 - - - - - -
Stage 1 895 802 - 929 828 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 920 828 - 892 802 - - - - -
Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 9.2 0 0.4
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/MajorMymt  NBL NBT NBREBLniWBLn1 SBL SBT SBR ]
Capacity (veh/h) 1493 - - - 861 1518 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.013 0.004 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 92 74 0
HCM Lane LOS A - A A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 0 0 - -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex PM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex PM

2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019

Intersection 5 5 2

Int Delay, s/veh 43

Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR ;

Lane Configurations & & & P

Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 4 0 5

Future Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 4 0 5

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None

Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 2 3 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 4 0 5

Major/Minor Majort _Major2 Minor1 Minor2

Conflicting Fiow All 7 0 0 3 0 0 21 14 3 13 13 M1
Stage 1 - - - - - - 7 7 - 6 6 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 14 7 - 7 7 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 412 - - 742 652 622 712 652 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2218 - - 2218 - - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1614 - - 1619 - - 992 880 1081 1004 881 1070
Stage 1 - - - - - - 1015 890 - 1016 891 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 1006 890 - 1015 890 -

Platocn blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1614 - - 1619 - - 981 879 1081 1003 880 1065

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 981 879 - 1003 880 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 1014 889 - 1015 891 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 99 890 - 1014 889 -

Approach  EB w8 NB S8 =

HCM Control Delay,s 2.9 0 0 8.5

HCMLOS A A

Minor Lane/MajorMvmt _ NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLni T o A

Capacity (veh/h) - 1614 - - 1619 - - 1037

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.001 - - - - - 0.009

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 72 0 - 0 - - 85

HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A

HCM 95th %file Q(veh) - 0 - - 0 - - 0

N:\2922\Synchro\Ex PM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex+P AM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersection C il
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & > &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 9 0 8 0 69 8§ 13 38 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 9 0 8 0 69 8§ 13 38 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 10 0 9 0 75 g9 14 4 0
Major/Minor _ Minor2 Minort Majort Major2 _ ':
Conflicting Flow All 153 153 41 149 149 80 41 0 0 84 0 0
Stage 1 69 69 - 80 80 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 84 84 - 69 69 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 712 652 622 712 652 6.22 412 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 552 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1Maneuver 814 739 1030 819 743 980 1568 - - 1513 - -
Stage 1 941 837 - 929 828 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 924 825 - 941 837 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 801 732 1030 813 736 980 1568 - - 1513 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 801 732 - 813 736 - - - - - - -
Stage 1 941 829 - 929 828 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 916 825 - 933 829 - - - - -
Approach . _EB WB NB SB L
HCM Control Delay, s 0 9.2 0 1.9
HCM LOS A A
Miror Lanel/MajorMumt____ NBL NBT NBREBLnWBLn1 SBL SBT SBR o0
Capacity (veh/h) 1568 - - - 884 1513 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.021 0.009 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 92 74 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) 0 - - - 041 0 - -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P AM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10‘heport Ex+P AM
2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019
Int Delay, s/veh 44
Movement ~ EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR |
Lane Configurations & @ & &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 5 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 5 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 16 5 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 5 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 5 0 0 10 10 0 0 0 5 0 9
Major/Minor__ Major1. Major2_ Minor1. Minor2 B
Conflicting Flow All 20 0 0 5 0 0 64 59 5 54 54 20
Stage 1 - - - - - 39 39 - 15 15 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 25 20 - 39 3 -
Critical Hdwy 412 - - 412 - - 712 652 622 712 652 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2218 - - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1596 - - 1616 - - 930 832 1078 944 837 1058
Stage 1 - - - - - - 976 862 - 1005 883 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 993 879 - 976 862 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1596 - - 1616 - - 910 823 1078 936 828 1053
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 910 823 - 936 828 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 965 853 - 994 883 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 980 879 965 853 -
Approach  EB ; WB_ NB B
HCM Control Delay,s 5.5 0 0 8.6
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/MajorMvmt ~ NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLni _ "
Capacity (veh/h) - 1596 - - 1616 - - 1005
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.011 - - - - - 0.014
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 73 0 - 0 - - 86
HCM Lane LOS A A A A - A
HCM 95th %tile Q{veh) - 0 - 0 - - 0
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P AM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report Ex+P PM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersecton
Int Delay, s/veh 1.2
Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations < b & &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 9 0 M1 0 74 1 6 92 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 9 0 " 0 74 1 6 92 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 9 82 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 80 1 7 100 0
MajoriMinor — Minor2 Minor1 _Majort ~ Major2 = '
Conflicting Flow All 201 195 100 195 195 81 100 0 0 81 0 0
Stage 1 14 114 - 8 8 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 87 81 - 14 114 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 712 652 622 742 652 622 4.12 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 552 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 757 700 956 764 700 979 1493 - - 1517 - -
Stage 1 891 801 - 927 828 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 921 828 - 891 801 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 745 697 956 761 697 979 1493 - - 1517 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 745 697 - 761 697 - - - - - - -
Stage 1 891 797 - 927 828 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 910 828 - 887 797 - - - - - - -
Approach EB WB NB B T T T
HCM Control Delay, s 0 9.3 0 0.5
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt __ NBL NBT NBREBLniWBLn1 SBL SBT SBR e e T
Capacity (veh/h) 1493 - - - 867 1517 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0.025 0.004 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 93 74 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 01 0 -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P PM.syn 02/20/2019

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Synchro 10 Report

Ex+P PM

2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019

Int Delay, siveh 6.1

Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR R Y

Lane Configurations & o &

Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 5 0 0 15

Future Vol, veh/h 16 5 0 0 15

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 5

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop

RT Channelized - - None - - None

Storage Length - & - = - -

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92

Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2

Mvmt Flow 17 5 0 0 16

MajorMinor __ Majort g s 22N

Conflicting Flow All 7 0 51 5 11
Stage 1 - - 44 6 -
Stage 2 - - 7 44 -

Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 712 6.52 6.52 6.22

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 612 552 5.52 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 612 552 5.52 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - 3.518 4.018 4.018 3.318

Pot Cap-1 Manewver 1614 - 840 841 1070
Stage 1 - - 858 891 -
Stage 2 - - 890 858 -

Platoon blocked, % -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1614 - 827 828 1065

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - 827 828 -
Stage 1 - - 844 891 -
Stage 2 - - 890 844 -

Approach _ EB =

HCM Control Delay,s 5.5

HCM LOS

Minor Lane/MajorMvmt  NBLni EBL EBT EBR WBL _WBRSBLn{1.

Capacity (veh/h) - 1614 - 1022

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.011 - 0.024

HCM Control Delay (s) 0 -

HCM Lane LOS A -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - -

N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P PM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report Ex+P+CG AM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersection i v
Int Delay, s/veh 17
Movement . EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL ;tiﬁTf NBR SBL SBT SBR |
Lane Configurations o> > <> &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0o 1M1 0 9 0 83 9 14 46 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 M 0 9 0 83 9 14 46 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Siop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - . - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 12 0 10 0 9 10 15 50 0
Major/Minor  Minor2 Minord  Majort Major2 : TR, T
Conflicting Flow All 180 180 50 175 175 95 5 0 0 100 0 0
Stage 1 80 80 - 9 9 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 100 100 - 80 8 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 742 652 622 712 652 622 4.12 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 552 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 782 714 1018 788 718 962 1557 - - 1493 - -
Stage 1 929 828 - 912 816 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 906 812 - 929 828 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 768 707 1018 782 711 962 1557 - - 1493 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 768 707 - 782 ™ - - - - - - -
Stage 1 929 820 - 912 816 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 897 812 - 920 820 - - - - - - -
Approach _ EB __ws CUNEL T e eesEe . = S Fade,
HCM Control Delay, s 0 9.3 0 1.7
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/Major Mymt NBL NBT NBREBLniWBLni SBL SBT SBR C
Capacity (veh/h) 1857 - - - 854 1493 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - - 0025 0.01 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 93 74 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 041 0 - -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P+CG AM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex+P+CG AM

2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019
Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.3
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations g & o &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 6 0 0o 11 10 0 0 0 6 0 9
Future Vol, veh/h 17 6 0 0 11 10 0 0 0 6 0 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 7 0 0 122 N 0 0 0 7 0 10
Major/Minor _Major1 Major2 ‘Minor1 ' Minor2 ENITILEY|
Conflicting Flow All 23 0 0 7 0 0 71 66 7 61 61 23
Stage 1 - - - - - - 43 43 - 18 18 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 28 23 - 43 43 -
Critical Hdwy 412 - - 412 - - 712 652 622 712 652 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 6.12 552 - 612 552 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1592 - - 1614 - - 920 825 1075 934 830 1054
Stage 1 - - - - - - 971 889 - 1001 880 -
Stage 2 - - - - - 989 876 - 9711 859 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1592 - - 1614 - - 900 816 1075 927 821 1049
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - 900 816 - 927 821 -
Stage 1 - - - - - - 960 850 - 990 880 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 975 876 - 960 850
Approach _ EB W8 NB SB ]
HCM Control Delay,s 5.4 0 0 8.7
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 _EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLni 5 ]
Capacity (veh/h) - 1592 - - 1614 - - 997
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.012 - - - - - 0.016
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 73 0 - 0 - - 87
HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0 - - 0 - - 04
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P+CG AM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex+P+CG PM

1: SR-115 & Gonder Rd 02/20/2019
Intersection B ¥ SN o TR il MRy
Int Delay, s/veh 1.1
Movement  EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations B ap & &
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 89 1 7 M0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 10 0 12 0 89 1 7 110 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 M 0 13 0 9 1 8§ 120 0
MajoriMinor  Minor2 Minert Majort Major2
Conflicting Flow All 240 234 120 234 234 98 120 0 0 98 0 0
Stage 1 136 136 - 98 98 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 104 98 - 136 136 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 712 652 622 712 652 622 4.12 - - 412 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 612 552 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 714 666 931 721 666 958 1468 - - 1495 - -
Stage 1 867 784 - 908 814 - - - - - -
Stage 2 902 814 - 867 784 - - . - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 701 662 931 717 662 958 1468 - - 1495 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 701 662 - 717 662 - - - - - -
Stage 1 867 779 - 908 814 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 890 814 - 862 779 - - - - -
Approach (BB w8 NB SB ‘
HCM Control Delay, s 0 9.5 0 0.4
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/MajorMvmt  NBL NBT NBREBLniWBLn1 SBL SBT SBR D 2= i P
Capacity (veh/h) 1468 - - - 831 1495 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.029 0.005 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 0 95 74 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 041 0 - -
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P+CG PM.syn 02/20/2019
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Synchro 10 Report

Ex+P+CG PM

2: Gonder Rd & Proj Dwy 02/20/2019
Intersection '
Int Delay, s/veh 59
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL 'SBT SBR
Lane Configurations & & &% S
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 4 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 9 0 16
Future Vol, veh/h 4 4 0 0 6 2 0 0 0 9 0 16
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Myvmt Flow 4 4 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 10 0 17
Major/Minor — Majort Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 9 0 0 4 0 0 34 21 4 20 20 13
Stage 1 - - - - - - 12 12 - 8 8 -
Stage 2 - - - - 22 9 - 12 12 -
Critical Hdwy 412 - - 412 - - 712 652 622 712 652 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - 612 552 - 6.12 552 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 612 552 - 612 552 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2218 - - 3518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1611 - - 1618 - - 973 873 1080 993 874 1067
Stage 1 - - - - - 1009 886 1013 889 -
Stage 2 - - - - - - 9% 888 - 1009 886 -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1611 - - 1618 - - 951 871 1080 991 872 1062
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 951 871 - 991 872 .
Stage 1 - - - - - - 1007 884 - 1011 889 -
Stage 2 - - - - 975 888 1007 884 -
Approach _EB “WwB NE 8B =3
HCM Control Delay,s 3.6 0 0 8.6
HCM LOS A A
Minor Lane/Major vt NBLni EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBRSBLnd 5
Capacity (veh/h) - 1611 - - 1618 - - 1035
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.003 - - - - - 0.026
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 72 0 - 0 - - 86
HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0 - - 0 - - 01
N:\2922\Synchro\Ex+P+CG PM.syn 02/20/2019
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< AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS STUDY **
PE———— ===
This analysis was prepared in accordance with § 15063 (d)(3) and Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines to determine the potential significant air quality effects on the physical environment that
could result from the implementation of the project.

Report
Preparers:

Name & Title: MICHAEL ROGOZEN, Senior Principal Engineer
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Signature: My T o~ Date: an 0,2019
Name & Title: EO'B ineer
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Signature: ‘\/‘ Date: January 30, 2019
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<+ AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS STUDY %
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders Ltd, the applicant, operates a cattle feedlot and composting facility
located north of Gonder Road, 0.5 mile east of Highway 115, about four miles north of the city of
Holtville and approximately eight miles east-southeast of the city of Brawley, California, in Imperial
County. The existing facility has a cattle headcount of 20,000. The project proposes to expand these
operations on a 160-acre site about 100 feet to the south, across Gonder Road (APN# 041-090-004).
The new feedlot will house an additional 18,000 head of cattle. Operations at the proposed feedlot
will be similar to those of the existing feedlot, except that the proposed expansion will not include a
composting facility. The regional location of the proposed expansion is shown in Figure 1.0-1. The
site and vicinity are shown in Figure 1.0-2.

This air quality analysis was conducted within the context of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA, California Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.). The methodology follows the CEQA
Air Quality Handbook! prepared by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD) for
quantification of emissions and evaluation of potential impacts on air resources.

1 CEQA Air Quality Handbook: Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Air Quality Act of 1970 as amended.
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District. Final - December 12, 2017.

#
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Figure 1.0-2
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

At present, the applicant operates a 20,000-head capacity feedlot and composting facility located to
the north of Gonder Road. The applicant is proposing to expand this operation to a parcel across
Gonder Road to the south to accommodate an additional 18,000 head. The expansion area would not
include a composting facility. The primary entrance to the proposed facility will be located right
across the street from the existing feedlot and will be designed to receive automobiles for employees
and business-related traffic. Traffic activity will include employees, visitors, and feed and cattle
transport trucks. According to the traffic study prepared for the project, the number of employees is
expected to increase by ten, and trucks by an additional eight per day.2

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The project site is located in an unincorporated area of Imperial County, which is in the Salton Sea
Air Basin (SSAB). The SSAB includes the Imperial Valley and the central part of Riverside County,
including the Coachella Valley. The Imperial Valley is bordered by the Salton Sea to the north, the
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park to the west, the Chocolate Mountains to the northeast, and the
U.S./Mexican Border to the south. The proposed site is located approximately eight miles
east-southeast of the city of Brawley.

31 Existing Sensitive Land Uses

The project site is surrounded mostly by cultivated agricultural fields. Six residential structures are
located within one mile of the proposed project, the nearest being adjacent to the northwest corner
of the project. (See Figure 3.1-1.)

3.2 Regional Climate/Meteorology

Meteorology is the study of weather and climate. Weather refers to the state of the atmosphere at a
given time and place regarding temperature, air pressure, humidity, cloudiness, and precipitation.
The term “weather” refers to conditions over short periods; conditions over prolonged periods,
generally at least 30 to 50 years, are referred to as climate, Climate, in a narrow sense, is usually
defined as the “average weather,” or more rigorously as the statistical description in terms of the
mean and variability of relevant quantities over a period ranging from months to thousands or
millions of years. These quantities are most often surface variables such as temperature,
precipitation, and wind.

Climatic conditions in Imperial County are governed by the large-scale sinking and warming ofairin
the semi-permanent tropical high-pressure center of the Pacific Ocean. The high-pressure ridge
blocks out most mid-latitude storms except in winter when the high is weakest and farthest south.
The coastal mountains prevent the intrusion of any cool, damp air found in California coastal
environs. Because of the weakened storms and barrier, Imperial County experiences clear skies,
extremely hot summers, mild winters, and little rainfall. The flat terrain of the valley and the strong
temperature differentials created by intense solar heating produce moderate winds and deep
thermal convection.

2 Nufiez, ], Transportation Impact Analysis. Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders. County of Imperial, California. Linscott,
Law & Greenspan Engineers, San Diego, CA. LLG Ref 3-18-2922, August 13,2018.
f
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Figure 3.1-1
SENSITIVE RECEPTORS IN PROJECT AREA
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The subsiding air, protective mountains, and distance from the ocean all combine to limit
precipitation severely. Rainfall is highly variable with precipitation from a single heavy storm
sometimes exceeding the entire annual total during a later drought condition.

Imperial County enjoys a year-round climate characterized by a temperate fall, winter, and spring
and a harsh summer. Humidity often combines with the valley's normal elevated temperatures to
produce a moist, tropical atmosphere that frequently seems hotter than the thermometer suggests.
The sun shines, on the average, more in Imperial County that anywhere else in the United States.

3.2.1 Temperature and Precipitation

The nearest National Weather Service Cooperative Observer Program weather station to the project
is in Brawley near Mulberry Elementary School, approximately 8.2 miles west-northwest of the
project. At the Brawley? station, average recorded rainfall during the period of record (1910 to 2007)
measured 2.65 inches, with 72% of precipitation occurring between October and March and 47% in
just December, January, and February. Monthly average maximum temperatures at this station vary
annually by 38.2 degrees Fahrenheit (°F): 107.6°F at the hottest to 69.4°F at the coldest and monthly
average minimum temperatures vary by 36.9°F annually; i.e, from 38.9°F to 75.8°F. In fact, this
station shows that the months of June, July, August, and September have monthly maximum
temperatures greater than 100°F.

3.2.2 Humidity

Humidity in Imperial County is typically low throughout the year, ranging from 28% in summer to
52% in winter. The large daily oscillation of temperature produces a corresponding large variation
in the relative humidity. Nocturnal humidity rises to 50-60% but drops to about 10% during the day.
Summer weather patterns are dominated by intense heat-induced low-pressure areas that form over
the interior desert,

3.2.3 Wind

The wind direction follows two general patterns. The first occurs from fall through spring, where
prevailing winds are from the west and northwest. Most of these winds originate in the Los Angeles
Basin. The second pattern consists of occasional periods of high winds. Wind speeds exceeding
31 miles per hour (mph) occur most frequently in April and May. On an annual basis, high winds,
those exceeding 31 mph, are observed 0.6 percent of the time, while speeds of less than 6.8 mph
account for more than half of the observed winds. Wind statistics indicate that prevailing winds are
from the west-northwest through southwest; however, a secondary flow pattern from the southeast
is also evident.

3.24 Inversions

Air pollutant concentrations are primarily determined by the amount of pollutant emissions in an
area and the degree to which these pollutants are dispersed in the atmosphere. The stability of the
atmosphere is one of the key factors affecting pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability regulates
the amount of vertical and horizontal air exchange, or mixing, that can occur within a given air basin.

3 Western U.S. Climate Historical Summaries. Western Regional Climate Center,
http://www.wrec.driedu/Climsum.html. Accessed October 2018.
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Horizontal mixing is a result of winds, as discussed above, but vertical mixing also affects the degree
of stability in the atmosphere. An interruption of vertical mixing is called an inversion.

In the atmosphere, air temperatures normally decrease as altitude increases. However, the presence
of the Pacific High-Pressure Cell can cause elevated air to warm to a temperature higher than that of
the air below. This highly stable atmospheric condition, termed a subsidence inversion, can act as a
nearly impenetrable lid to the vertical mixing of pollutants. The strength of these inversions makes
them difficult to disrupt. Consequently, they can persist for one or more days, causing air stagnation
and the buildup of pollutants. Highest or worst-case ozone levels are often associated with the
presence of this type of inversion.

Imperial County experiences surface inversions almost every day of the year. Due to strong surface
heating, these inversions are usually broken, allowing pollutants to disperse more easily. Weak,
surface inversions are caused by radiational cooling of air in contact with the cold surface of the earth
at night. In valleys and low-lying areas, this condition is intensified by the addition of chilly air flowing
down slope from the hills and pooling on the valley floor.

3.3 Regulatory Setting

Federal, state, and local agencies have set ambient air quality standards for certain air pollutants
through statutory requirements and have established regulations and various plans and policies to
maintain and improve air quality, as described below.

3.3.1 Air Pollutants of Concern#

As required by the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
has identified criteria pollutants and established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to
protect public health and welfare. NAAQS have been established for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NOz), sulfur dioxide, suspended particulate matter (PM), and lead. Suspended PM
includes both PM with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less (respirable PM, or PMio)
and PM with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (fine PM, or PMz;). The California
Air Resources Board (ARB) has established separate standards for the state; i.e, the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The ARB established CAAQS for all the federal pollutants,
plus sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility-reducing particles.

For some of the pollutants, the identified air quality standards are expressed in more than one
averaging time to address the typical exposures found in the environment. For example, CO is
expressed as a one-hour averaging time and an eight-hour averaging time. Regulations have set
NAAQS and CAAQS limits in parts per million (ppm} or micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3).
Table 3.3-1 summarizes the state and federal ambient air quality standards for all criteria pollutants.
Criteria pollutants of concern in Imperial County are ozone and PM, since the standards for other
criteria pollutants are either being met or are unclassified in the county, and the latest pollutant
trends suggest that these standards will not be exceeded in the foreseeable future.

4 This section discusses only criteria pollutants. Greenhouse gases are defined and discussed in Section 5.
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Table 3.3-1
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS FOR CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS

Air Pollutant Averaging Time California Standard National Standard
1 hour 0.09 ppm —
Ozone (03)
8 hour 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm *
Respirable particulate 24 hours 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m3
matter (PMio) Mean 20 ug/m3 —
4-h
Fine particulate matter ) c-)ur ) — 35 pg/m?
(PMzs) Annual Arithmetic 12 i .
25 Mean pg/m 12.0 yg/m
1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm
Carbon monoxide (CO) . PP
8 hour 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
1 hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb
Nitrogen dioxide {(NO2) PP B
Mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm
1 hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb
Sulfur dioxide (SOz) T o
24 hour 0.04 ppm —
30-day 1.5 ug/m3 —
Lead
Rolling 3-month - 0.15 pg/m3
Sulfates 24 hour 25 pg/m?
Hydrogen sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm
] . No
Vinyl chloride 24 hour 0.01 ppm National
Standards

Extinction coefficient of 0.23 per

Visibility-reducing 8 hour kilometer, visibility of ten miles or
particles more due to particles when relative

humidity is less than 70%.

* Op October 1,2015, the national 8-hour ozone standard was lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.
** On December 14, 2012, the national PMzs standard was lowered from 15 pg/m3to 12.0 ug/m3.

Abbreviations:
ppm = parts per million ppb = parts per billion
pg/m? = micrograms per cubic meter Mean = Annual Arithmetic Mean

30-day = 30-day average
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Ozone (0:) is not emitted directly to the atmosphere but is formed by photochemical reactions
between reactive organic gases (ROG), or volatile organic compounds® (VOC), and oxides of nitrogen
(NOx) in the presence of sunlight. The long, hot, humid days of summer are particularly conducive to
ozone formation; thus, ozone levels are of concern primarily during May through September. Ozone
is a strong chemical oxidant that adversely impacts human health through effects on respiratory
function. It can also damage forests and crops. Troposphericé ozone is formed by a complex series of
chemical reactions involving nitrogen oxides, the result of combustion processes and evaporative
ROGs such as industrial solvents, toluene, xylene, and hexane; as well as the various hydrocarbons
that are evaporated from the gasoline used by motor vehicles or emitted through the tailpipe
following combustion. Additionally, ROGs are emitted by natural sources such as trees and crops.
Ozone formation is promoted by strong sunlight, warm temperatures, and winds. High
concentrations tend to be a problem in Imperial County only during the hot summer months when
these conditions frequently occur. '

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) are defined as any compound of carbon, excluding CO, carbon
dioxide (CO2), carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate, which
participate in atmospheric photochemical reactions. It should be noted that there are no state or
national ambient air quality standard for ROG because ROGs are not classified as criteria pollutants.
They are regulated, however, because a reduction in ROG emissions reduces certain chemical
reactions that contribute to the formulation of ozone. ROGs are also transformed into organic
aerosols in the atmosphere, which contribute to higher PMq and lower visibility.

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) serve as integral participants in the process of photochemical smog
production. The two major forms of NOx are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2).” NO is a
colorless, odorless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion takes place
under high temperature and/or high pressure. NO; is a reddish-brown irritating gas formed by the
combination of NO and oxygen. NOx is an ozone precursor. A precursor is a directly-emitted air
contaminant that, when released into the atmosphere, forms, causes to be formed, or contributes to
the formation of a secondary air contaminant for which an Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) has
been adopted, or whose presence in the atmosphere will contribute to the violation of one or more
AAQSs. When NOx and ROG are released in the atmosphere, they can chemically react with one
another in the presence of sunlight to form ozone.

Particulate Matter (PM) is a general term used to describe a complex group of airborne solid, liquid,
or semi-volatile materials of various size and composition. Primary PM is emitted directly into the
atmosphere from both human activities (including agricultural operations, industrial processes,
construction and demolition activities, and entrainment of road dust into the air) and
non-anthropogenic activities (such as windblown dust and ash resulting from forest fires). Secondary
PM is formed in the atmosphere from predominantly gaseous combustion by-product precursors,
such as sulfur oxides and NOy, and ROGs. The overwhelming majority of airborne PM in Imperial

5  Emissions of organic gases are typically reported only as aggregate organics, either as Volatile Organic Compounds
{(VOC) or as Reactive Organic Gases (ROG). These terrns are meant to reflect what specific compounds have been
included or excluded from the aggregate estimate. Although the USEPA defines VOC to exclude both methane and
ethane, and the ARB defines ROG to exclude only methane, in practice it is assumed that VOC and ROG are essentially
Synonymous.

6 The troposphere is the atmospheric layer closest to the Earth’s surface. Ozone produced here is an air pollutant that
is harmful to breathe, and it damages crops, trees and other vegetation.

7 Another form of NOx, nitrous oxide (N20), is a greenhouse gas and is discussed below.

—...... .+
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County is primary PM. The major source of primary PM is fugitive windblown dust, with other
contributions from entrained road dust, farming, and construction activities.

Particle size is a critical characteristic of PM that primarily determines the location of PM deposition
along the respiratory system (and associated health effects) as well as the degradation of visibility
through light scattering. In the United States, federal and state agencies have established two types
of PM air quality standards, as shown in Table 3.3-1. PMy, corresponds to the fraction of PM no
greater than 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter and is commonly called respirable particulate
matter, while PMzs refers to the subset of PMio of aerodynamic diameter smaller than
2.5 micrometers, which is commonly called fine particulate matter.

PM air pollution has undesirable and detrimental environmental effects. PM affects vegetation, both
directly (e.g. deposition of nitrates and sulfates may cause direct foliar damage) and indirectly (e.g.
coating of plants upon gravitational settling reduces light absorption). PM also accumulates to form
regional haze, which reduces visibility due to scattering of light.

3.3.2 Ammonia

Ammonia (NHs) is addressed in the 2013 PM; s SIP8 due to its role as a precursor to PMyg, specifically
the wintertime violations. The cooler temperatures and higher humidity of the winter months are
conducive to ammonium nitrate (NH4NO3) formation through a complex process involving NOy, NH3,
and ROGs. This occurs both at the surface and aloft, via both daytime and nighttime chemistry.
Understanding the interactions amongst these precursors is needed to design an appropriate and
effective approach to reduce NH4NOs. The 2020 Imperial County Emission Inventory? shows that
about 48% of the NH; is generated from farming operations (primarily feedlots) and another 46% is
from the use of pesticides and fertilizers.

3.3.3 Applicable Regulations
3.3.3.1 Federal Regulations

The federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), passed in 1970, established the national air pollution control
program. The basic elements of the FCAA are the National Ambient Air Quality Standards {(NAAQS)
for criteria air pollutants (discussed above), hazardous air pollutants standards, state attainment
plans, motor vehicle emissions standards, stationary source emissions standards and permits, acid
rain control measures, stratospheric ozone protection, and enforcement provisions.

Data collected at permanent monitoring stations are used by the USEPA to classify regions as
“attainment” or “nonattainment,” depending on whether the regions met the requirements stated in
the primary NAAQS. In addition, the FCAA uses a classification system to design cleanup
requirements appropriate for the severity of the pollution and set realistic deadlines for reaching
cleanup goals. If an air basin is not in federal attainment for a particular pollutant, the Basin is
classified as a marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme nonattainment area, based on the

8 Imperial County 2013 SIP for the 2006 24-hr PM2.5 Moderate Nonattainment Area. Imperial County Air Pollution

Control District. December 2, 2014.
9  Almanac Emissions Projection Data. California Air Resources Board. http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/. Accessed

May 2017.
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estimated time it would take to reach attainment. Nonattainment areas must take steps towards
attainment by a specific timeline. This is discussed further in Section 3.4.

Although new source performance standards have been set for a wide variety of air pollution
emissions sources, no federal regulations govern emissions from livestock operations.

3.3.3.2 State Regulations

The State of California began to set CAAQS in 1969 under the mandate of the Mulford-Carrell Act.
There were no attainment deadlines for the CAAQS originally. However, the State Legislature passed
the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) in 1988 to establish air quality goals, planning mechanisms,
regulatory strategies, and standards of progress to promote their attainment. The ARB, which
became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) in 1991, is responsible for
ensuring implementation of the CCAA, responding to the FCAA, and for regulating emissions from
motor vehicles and consumer products.

The CCAA requires attainment of CAAQS by the earliest practicable date. The state standards are
generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards. Attainment plans are required
for air basins in violation of the state ozone, PMiq, CO, SOz, or NO: standards. Responsibility for
achieving state standards is placed on the ARB in cooperation with local air pollution control
districts/air quality management districts. District plans for nonattainment areas must be designed
to achieve a 5% annual reduction in emissions. Preparation of and adherence to attainment plans are
the responsibility of the local air pollution districts or air quality management districts. CAAQS are
included in Table 3.3-1.10

Senate Bill 700 (Chapter 479, Statutes of 2003)

SB 700 deals with agricultural air pollution and specifies how California will conform to federal and
state air pollution laws. Prior to the adoption of SB 700, California law had exempted agricultural
sources from requirements to obtain air permits. This had resulted in a conflict between state and
federal law, and California faced sanctions if it failed to correct the problem. SB 700 defined
“agricultural source,” removed the restriction from state law that prevented air districts from
requiring permits for agricultural sources, required emission-control regulations in areas that have
not attained NAAQS for PMy and required permits and emissions mitigation for confined animal
facilities.1!

3.3.4 Air Quality Plans
3.3.4.1 Ozone Plan

On December 3, 2009, the USEPA issued a final ruling determining that the Imperial County
“moderate” 8-hour ozone non-attainment area attained the 1997 8-hour NAAQS for ozone. The
determination by the USEPA was based upon complete, quality-assured, and certified ambient air
monitoring data for 2006 through 2008. This determination effectively suspended the requirement
for the state to submit an attainment demonstration, an RFP plan, contingency measures, and other
planning requirements for so long as Imperial County continues to attain the 1997 8-hour ozone

10 Ambient Air Quality Standards. California Air Resources Board. https:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf.,
May 4, 2016. Accessed October 2018.

11 Health and Safety Code Sections 39011.5, 39023.3, 40724-40724.7, 40731, 42301.16-,42301.18, 42310 and 44559.9.

#

DuBose Design Group Page 11

Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot January 2019

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



%+ AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS STUDY ¢

NAAQS. However, this determination did not constitute a re-designation to attainment; therefore, the
classification and designation status for Imperial County remain as a “moderate” non-attainment
area of the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS. Imperial County was required to submit for USEPA approval
a 2009 8-Hour Ozone “Modified” Air Quality Management Plan (Modified AQMP), which was
approved July 13, 2010.

The Modified AQMP served as a comprehensive planning document intended to provide guidance to
the ICAPCD, the County, and other local agencies on how to continue maintaining the 1997 8-hour
ozone NAAQS. The Modified AQMP includes control measures consisting of three components: 1) the
ICAPCD’s Stationary Source Control Measures; 2) Regional Transportation Control Measures; and
3) the State Strategy. These measures primarily rely on the traditional command and control
approach and provide the framework for ICAPCD rules that reduce ROG and NOx emissions.

The current designation for the PMjo standard remains nonattainment as of September 30, 2018.12
The ICAPCD is in the process of requesting an attainment redesignation and maintenance plan.!3
However, Imperial County’s 2017 Ozone SIP4, demonstrates that Imperial County is in attainment of
the 2008 8-hour ozone standard but for emissions emanating across the international border. In
addition, a weight-of-evidence analysis has been included to show that Imperial County will maintain
this status of attainment through the July 2018 attainment date. :

As of November 2017, after consideration of the ARB’s recommendations, the USEPA “is designating
Imperial County, CA as nonattainment for the 2015 ozone NAAQS".15

3.3.4.2 PMjoPlan

The ICAPCD District Board of Directors adopted the PMjs SIP for Imperial County on
August 11, 2009.16 The PM;; SIP meets USEPA requirements to demonstrate that the County will
attain the PMyo standard as expeditiously as practicable. The PMyo SIP was required to address and
meet the following elements, required under the FCAA of areas classified to be in serious
nonattainment of the NAAQS:

e Best available emission inventories.

e A plan that enables attainment of the PMy, federal air quality standards.

e Annual reductions in PMso or PM;g precursor emissions that are of not less than 5% from the
date of SIP submission until attainment.

e Best available control measures and best available control technologies for significant
sources and major stationary sources of PMio, to be implemented no later than four years
after reclassification of the area as serious.

12 Green Book PM-10 (1987) Area Information. United States Environmental Protection Agency.
https://www.epa.gov/green-book/green-book-pm-10-1987-area-information. Accessed October 2018.

13 Draft Imperial County 2018 Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for Particulate Matter less than 10 Microns
in Diameter. Imperial County Air Pollution Contro! District. September 2018.

14 2017 Imperial County State Implementation Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard. Imperial County Air Pollution
Control District, September 12, 2017.

15 California - Final Area Designations for the 2015 Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, Technical Support
Document. United States Environmental Protection Agency. November 16, 2017.

16 2009 Imperial County State Implementation Plan for Particulate Matter Less Than 10 Microns in Aerodynamic
Diameter. Imperial County Air Pollution Control District. July 10, 2009.
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e Transportation conformity and motor vehicle emission budgets in accord with the
attainment plan.

e Reasonable further progress and quantitative milestones.

e Contingency measures to be implemented (without the need for additional rulemaking
actions) if the control measure regulations incorporated in the plan cannot be successfully
implemented or fail to give the expected emission reductions.

The PMyp SIP updated the emission inventory to incorporate revised cattle emissions, revised
windblown dust model results, revised Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
activity data, and updated entrained and windblown unpaved road dust estimates. The adjustments
made to the emission inventory fell in two categories: (1) adjustments to incorporate new
methodology and updated information (e.g. throughputs, activity data, etc.}; and (2) adjustments to
incorporate emission reductions arising from the implementation of new control measures.

Additionally, the PM1o SIP demonstrates that Imperial County attained the Federal PM1p NAAQS, but
for international emissions from Mexico, based on 2006-2008 monitoring data. Attainment was due,
in part, to ICAPCD’s November 2005 adoption and subsequent implementation of Regulation VIII
fugitive dust rules; those rules were based on the related 2005 Best Available Control Measure
(BACM) analysis.

Since the reclassification of Imperial County to serious nonattainment for PMio occurred in
August 2004, control of fugitive PMio emissions from the significant source categories that meets
BACM stringency identified in the PMjo SIP began in January 2006.

Major stationary sources are required to implement Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to
control PMyo emissions (Rule 207) and they are required to comply with the 20% opacity rule (Rule
403). In addition, stationary sources will be required to mitigate fugitive dust emissions from access
roads, construction activities, handling and transferring of bulk materials, and track-out/carry-out
according to the requirements of Regulation VIIL

Because Imperial County is shown in the PMao SIP to have attained the 24-hour PMio NAAQS but for
international transport of Mexicali, Mexico emissions in 2006-2008, reasonable further progress and
milestone requirements are unnecessary, and specifically the 5% yearly emission reductions
requirement does not apply to future years. As documented in the PMyo SIP, all remaining SIP
requirements applicable to the 2009 Imperial County PM1o Plan have been successfully addressed.

3.3.4.3 PM:sPlan

The ICAPCD District Board of Directors adopted the PMas SIP for Imperial County on
December 2, 2014.17 The PM;; SIP fulfills the requirements of the CAA for those areas classified as
“moderate” nonattainment for PMs. It incorporates updated emission inventories, and analysis of
Reasonable Available Control Measures (RACM), an assessment of Reasonable Further Progress
(RFP), and a discussion of contingency measures. Analyses in the PM;s SIP included assessing
emission inventories from Imperial County and Mexicali; evaluating the composition and elemental
makeup of samples collected on Calexico violation days; reviewing the meteorology associated with
high concentration measurements; and performing directional analysis of the sources potentially

17 Imperial County 2013 SIP for the 2006 24-hr PM2.5 Moderate Nonattainment Area. Imperial County Air Pollution
Control District. December 2, 2014.
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impacting the Calexico PMzs monitor. As is demonstrated in the PMzs SIP, the primary reason for
elevated PMas levels in Imperial County is transport from Mexico. Essentially, the PMzs SIP
demonstrated attainment of the 2006 PMzs NAAQS “but for” transport of international emissions
from Mexicali, Mexico.

3.3.5 Local Regulations
3.3.5.1 Air Quality

The ICAPCD also has the authority to adopt and enforce regulations dealing with controls for specific
types of sources, emissions of hazardous air pollutants, and New Source Review. The ICAPCD Rules
and Regulations are part of the SIP and are separately enforceable by the EPA. The following ICAPCD
rules potentially apply to the project.

Rules 800 (General Requirements for Control of Fine Particulate Matter [PM-107),
801 (Construction and Earthmoving Activities), 802 (Bulk Materials), 803 (Carry-out and
Track-out), 804 (Open Areas), and 805 (Paved and Unpaved Roads) are intended to reduce the
amount of PMi, entrained in the ambient air as a result of emissions generated by anthropogenic
fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate PM;, emissions. These rules
include opacity limits, control measure requirements, and dust control plan requirements that apply
to activities at a facility.

Rule 217 (Large Confined Animal Facilities [LCAF] Permits Required) requires owners/operators of
any confined animal facility considered large in operation, including beef feedlots that maintain at
least 3,500 head of beef cattle, to obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to Operate (PTO)
for the facility. The rule includes a comprehensive set of “mitigation measures” to reduce ammonia
emissions.

Rule 420 (Beef Feedlots) requires any person using or operating an LCAF to include in the
submission for a permit set forth in Rule 217, a written plan designed to effectively control dust. The
Dust Control Plan is to contain (1) procedures for assuring that manure is at all times maintained at
a moisture factor between 20% and 40%, in the top three inches in occupied pens and (2) an outline
of manure management practices, including standards and time tables for manure removal, designed
to effectively control dust and to prevent adverse public health conditions.

3.3.5.2 Right-to-Farm Ordinance

In recognition of the role of agriculture in the county, Imperial County has adopted a right-to-farm
ordinance. A "right-to-farm" ordinance creates a legal presumption that ongoing, standard farming
practices are not a nuisance to adjoining residences. It requires a disclosure to owners and
purchasers of property near agricultural land operations, or areas zoned for agricultural purposes.
The disclosure advises persons that discomfort and inconvenience from odors, fumes, dust, smoke,
and chemicals resulting from conforming and accepted agricultural operations are normal and
necessary aspects of living in the agricultural areas of the county.

34 Regional Air Quality

Table 3.4-1 shows the area designation status of Imperial County for each criteria pollutant for both
the NAAQS and the CAAQS.
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FEDERAL AND STATE ATTAINMENT-:TlATUS FOR IMPERIAL COUNTY
Pollutant State Designation Fet(ig;:;sli);:;%r:;t;on
Ozone Nonattainment Nonattainment
Respirable PM (PM1o) Nonattainment Nonattainment (Serious) *
Fine PM (PMzs) Attainment®** Nonattainment (Moderate) *
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOz) Attainment Unclassifiable/Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment
Sulfates Attainment
Lead Attainment No
Federal

Hydragen Sulfide Unclassified Standard
Visibility reducing Particles Unclassified

*  Designation for Imperial Valley Planning Area only, which is most of Imperial County save for a
small stretch of land on the County's eastern end.

**  Designation is only for the urban areas within Imperial County. Same attainment status for 24-
hour and annual arithmetic mean standards.

#* Designation for the whole of Imperial County except the City of Calexico.

Source: Area Designations and Maps - 2013. California Air Resources Board. October 2018.

On April 30, 2004, Imperial County was classified as a “marginal” nonattainment area for 8-Hour
Ozone NAAQS under the FCAA. On March 13, 2008, the USEPA found that Imperial County failed to
meet attainment for the 8-Hour Ozone NAAQS by June 15, 2007 and was reclassified as “moderate”
nonattainment. However, on November 17, 2009, EPA announced that Imperial County has met the
1997 federal 8-hour ozone standard—demonstrating improved air quality in the area. The
announcement is based on three years of certified clean air monitoring data for the years 2006-2008.
However, on November 16, 2017 the USEPA designated Imperial County as nonattainment for the
2015 ozone NAAQS.18

In response to the opinion of the US Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in Sierra Club v. United
States Environmental Protection Agency, et al, in August 2004, the USEPA found that the Imperial
Valley PM;o nonattainment area had failed to attain by the moderate area attainment date of
December 31, 1994, and as a result reclassified under the FCAA the Imperial Valley from a moderate
to a serious PM1o nonattainment area. Also, in August 2004, the USEPA proposed a rule to find that
the Imperial area had failed to attain the annual and 24-hour PMy, standards by the serious area
deadline of December 31, 2001. The USEPA finalized the rule on December 11, 2007, citing as the
basis for the rule that six Imperial County monitoring stations were in violation of the 24-hour
standard during 1999-2001. The USEPA’s final rule action requires the state to submit to the USEPA
by December 11, 2008 (within one year of the rule’s publication in the Federal Register) an air quality

18 California - Fina) Area Designations for the 2015 Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards, Technical Support
Document. United States Environmental Protection Agency. November 16, 2017.
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plan that demonstrates that the County will attain the PM3q standard as expeditiously as practicable.
The County is in the process of requesting designation of attainment for PMj.1°

On November 13, 2009, EPA published Air Quality Designations for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particle
(PMz;) National Ambient Air Quality Standards2® wherein Imperial County was listed as designated
nonattainment for the 2006 24-hour PMzs NAAQS. On April 10, 2014, the ARB Board gave final
approval to the 2013 Amendments to Area Designations for CAAQSs. For the state PM; s standard,
effective July 1, 2014, the Calexico area was designated nonattainment, while the rest of the SSAB
was designated attainment. The project lies outside the Calexico nonattainment area.

3.5 Local Air Quality

Ambient air concentrations and historical trends and projections in the project area are documented
by measurements made by the ICAPCD and the ARB. Imperial County began its ambient air
monitoring in 1976; however, monitoring of ozone began in 1986 at the El Centro monitoring station.
Since that time, monitoring has been performed by the ICAPCD, ARB, and private industry. There are
six monitoring sites in Imperial County, from Niland to Calexico.

The nearest monitoring station to the project site is in Brawley, approximately 8.4 miles
west-northwest of the site. The Brawley station is located at 220 Main Street and only monitors PM1p
and PM;s. The nearest site that monitors ozone is in El Centro, approximately 14.1 miles southwest
of the site. Table 3.5-1 summarizes 2015 through 2017 published monitoring data from the ARB’s
Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System (ADAM] for the project vicinity.2

The monitoring data show that the El Centro Station exceeded the federal and state 8-hour ozone and
the state 1-hour ozone standards in all three years. State and federal PMo standards were exceeded
at the Brawley Station for all three years and the federal PM.s standard was exceeded in both 2016
and 2017,

19 Letter from Curtis Blondell, Environmental Coordinator, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, El Centro, CA
to Jim Minnick, Planning & Development Services Director, County of Imperial, El Centro, CA. December 11, 2018,

20 Air Quality Designations for the 2006 24-Hour Fine Particle (PMzs) National Ambient Air Quality Standards. United
States Environmental Protection Agency. Federal Register. Vol. 74, No. 218. November 13, 2009.

21 ADAM Air Quality Data Statistics. California Air Resources Board. http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/adam/welcome.html.

Accessed October 2018.
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Table 3.5-1
AMBIENT CRITERIA POLLUTANT CONCENTRATION DATA FOR PROJECT VICINITY
Air Pollutant Standard/Exceedance 2015 2016 2017
Max. 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 0.099 0.108 0.110
Max. 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 0.079 0.082 0.092
Ozone (03) - E1 Centro | # Days > Federal 8-hour Std. of 0.070 ppm 11 11 17
# Days > California 1-hour Std. of 0.09 ppm 2 4 2
# Days > California 8-hour Std. of 0.07 ppm 6 2 8
Respirable Particulate Max. 24-hour Concentration {(pg/m?3) 304.9 265.3 449.8
Matter #Days > Fed. 24-hour Std. of 150 ug/m3 2 3 8
#Days > California 24-hour Std. of 50 pg/m3 10 18 ND
(PMzo) - Brawley Annual Average(pg/m?) 43.5 54.4 45.4
Max. 24-hour Concentration (pg/m3) 29.5 57.9 46.1
Fine Particulate Matter | State Annual Average (pg/m?) 6.6 11.3 9.4
(PMzs) - Brawley #Days > Fed. 24-hour Std. of 35 pug/m3 0 2 1
Federal Annual Average (pg/m?) 6.5 11.2 9.4
Source: California Air Resources Board, “iADAM Air Quality Data Statistics.” Internet URL: http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/
(October 2018)

ND There were insufficient (or no) data available to determine the value.

4.0 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS ANALYSIS

This analysis was prepared in accordance with the ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and with
Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Air quality impacts are
typically divided into short-term and long-term impacts. Short-term impacts are associated with
construction activities, such as site grading, excavation and building construction of a project.
Long-term impacts are associated with the operation of a project upon its completion.

4.1 CEQA Impact Review Criteria

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, implementation of the project would result in
a potentially significant impact if it were to:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

» Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation;

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air guality
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors);

o Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or
o Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management
district (AQMD) or air pollution control district (APCD) may be relied upon to make the significance
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determinations. As will be discussed in the next section, the ICAPCD has developed a CEQA Air Quality
Handbook to provide a protocol for air quality analyses that are prepared under the requirements of
CEQA.

4.2 Imperial County APCD Thresholds of Significance
Under the ICAPCD guidelines, an air quality evaluation must address the following:

e Comparison of calculated project emissions with ICAPCD emission thresholds.
e Consistency with the most recent Clean Air Plan for Imperial County.

e Comparison of predicted ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from the project to state
and federal health standards, when applicable.

e The evaluation of special conditions that apply to certain projects.
4.2.1 Construction Impacts

As will be discussed in Section 4.5.2, this is a “Tier I project. In general, projects whose operational
emissions qualify them as Tier I do not need to quantify their construction emissions; instead they
adopt the standard mitigation measures for construction (See Section 6.1). The CEQA Guidelines
states the “approach of the CEQA analyses for construction particulate matter impacts should be
qualitative as opposed to quantitative.”

4.2.2  Operational Impacts

To evaluate long-term air quality impacts due to operation of a project, the ICAPCD recommends the
significance criteria shown in Table 4.2-1.

Table 4.2-1
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR PROJECT OPERATIONS?2

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

Tier1 Tier Il
Carbon Monoxide (CO) <550 2550
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) <137 >137
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) <137 >137
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) <150 >150
Particulate Matter (PM10) <150 >150
Particulate Matter (PMzs) < 550 2550
Level of Significance Less Than Significant Significant Impact
Level of Analysis Initial Study Comprehensive Air Quality Report
Environmental Document Negative Declaration MﬁﬁiZi:ZitF f&iﬂ:;ﬁ%&or

22 Imperial County Air Pollution Contral District. 2017. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. November, p. 10.
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4.3 CO “Hotspots” Thresholds

Exhaust emissions from motor vehicles can potentially cause a direct, localized hotspot impact at or
near proposed developments or sensitive receptors, The optimum condition for the occurrence of a
CO hotspot would be cool and calm weather ata congested major roadway intersection with sensitive
receptors nearby, and where vehicles are idling or moving at a stop-and-go pace.

The significance of localized project impacts depends on whether project-related emissions result in
a violation of state and/or federal CO standards. A significant impact would occur if the CO hotspot
analysis of vehicular intersection emissions exposes sensitive receptors to concentrations that are
more than the following thresholds:

e 20 parts per million (ppm) for 1-hour average, and/or
e 9 ppm for 8-hour average.

The ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not specify criteria for significance when ambient CO
levels already exceed a state or federal standard. For that case, we used the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s specification that project impacts are considered significant if they increase
1-hour CO concentrations by 1.0 ppm or more or 8-hour CO concentrations by 0.45 ppm or more.?3

14 Methodology

Regional and local emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, and GHGs during project
operations were assessed in accordance with the methodologies described below. ICAPCD suggests
that the “approach of the CEQA analyses for construction PM1o impacts should be qualitative as
opposed to quantitative”24 but that any projects which are greater than the level of significance for
construction may have a significant impact on local and, under certain circumstances, regional air
quality. This analysis does not include construction PMj,.

Operational emissions were estimated for employees and hauling trucks using methodologies
incorporated in the widely used and recommended California Emissions Estimator Model®
(CalEEMod)?526 and presented in Attachment 1.

4.5 Air Quality Impacts
451  Short-Term Impacts

Project construction activities will generate short-term air quality impacts. Construction related
activities associated with this project will consist of the building of cattle pens that will be used to
house an additional 18,000 head of cattle. Additionally, the proposed feedlot will require the
construction of a new raw water reservoir and retention pond. Use of diesel-fueled construction
equipment such as excavators and graders will result in exhaust emissions of criteria pollutants and
air toxics (mainly diesel particulate matter) and will generate fugitive dust emissions.

23  South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. April.

24 CEQA Air Quality Handbook: Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Air Quality Act of 1970, and amended.
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, November 2007.

25 California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod)®, Version 2016.3.2. California Air Pollution Contro] Officers
Association. November 2017.

26 The CalEEMod software itself was not used.
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However, since the project proponent must comply with all the requirements of the ICAPCD’s rules
and regulations, specifically those of Regulation VIII, which applies to any activity or man-made
condition capable of generating fugitive dust and requires the use of reasonably available control
measures to suppress fugitive dust emissions, the impact will be less than significant.

4.5.2 Long-Term Impacts
4.5.2,1 Mobile Sources

The project will generate long-term air quality impacts associated with the exhaust emissions from
increased truck traffic and employee commuting. Emission factors for employee vehicles and trucks
were obtained from the EMFAC2014 Web Database?? for Imperial County in calendar year 2019. In
addition to generating exhaust emissions, the vehicles generate fugitive dust emissions by causing
silt on roadways to become entrained in the air. The ICAPCD assumes that 50 percent of travel in
Imperial County is on unpaved roads. Estimated unmitigated emissions from mobile sources are
shown in Table 4.5-1. Detailed calculations are provided in Attachment 1.

Table4.5-1
DAILY PROJECT OPERATIONAL MOBILE EMISSIONS (UNMITIGATED)

Emissions Source Pollutant (maximum Ibs/day)
ROG co NOx PM1o PM2s

Exhaust from Trucks (Stock Transport) 0.07 0.19 1.02 0.07 0.06
Exhaust from Trucks (Feed Supply) 0.02 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.01
Exhaust from Employee Vehicles 0.06 1.75 0.23 0.04 0.02
Entrained Road Dust = - - 183.2 18.3

Max Daily Emissions 0.2 2.0 1.5 183.3 18.4
Thresholds for Tier II 137 550 137 150 550
Tier I I I I I

Source: Calculated by OB-1 Air Analyses.

As indicated in Table 4.5-1, the project would generate mobile source operational PM1o emissions
that would exceed the corresponding ICAPCD threshold for Tier II. To ensure that PM¢ emissions are
reduced to a less than significant level, mitigation measure MM AQ-1 (see Section 6.2) will be
implemented.

Mitigated emissions are shown in Table 4.5-2. After implementation of MM AQ-1, emissions of all
criteria pollutants will be less than significant.

27 EMFAC2014 Web Database. California Air Resources Board. (https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/). Accessed

September 2018.
#
DuBose Design Group Page 20
Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot January 2019

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



% AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS STUDY

Table 4.5-2
DAILY PROJECT OPERATIONAL MOBILE EMISSIONS (MITIGATED)

Emissions Source Pollutant (maximum lbs/day)

ROG Cco NOx PM1o PM2s
Exhaust from Trucks (Stock Transport) 0.07 0.19 1.02 0.07 0.06
Exhaust from Trucks (Feed Supply) 0.02 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.01
Exhaust from Employee Vehicles 0.06 175 0.23 0.04 0.02
Entrained Road Dust - - = 78.8 7.9

Max Daily Emissions 0.2 2.0 1.5 78.9 8.0

Thresholds for Tier I 137 550 137 150 550
Tier I I I I I

Source: Calculated by OB-1 Air Analyses.

4.5.2.2 Stationary Sources

The project would fit the definition of a large confined animal facility (LCAF)?® pursuant to
requirements set out in SB 700. ARB has defined beef cattle LCAFs as any facility in an ozone
nonattainment area “that maintains on any one day” 3,500 or more beef cattle and 7,000 or more
beef cattle in attainment areas.2? As such, the project would be subject to ICAPCD Rule 217 and
require an ATC/PTO.

4.5.2.3 PMjo

LCAFs can contribute directly to primary PMj, through several mechanisms, including animal
activity, animal housing fans, and air entrainment of mineral and organic material from soil, manure,
and water droplets generated by high-pressure liquid sprays. Whereas the main purpose of Rule 217
is to reduce to limit emissions of VOC’s and ammonia from LCAFs, to get an ATC an LCAF must submit
a dust control plan that the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) believes is reasonably designed to
effectively control dust. Therefore, required compliance with Rule 420 would reduce the impacts of
fugitive dust to less than significant.

4.5.2.4 VOCs and Ammonia (NH3)

The nitrogen in animal manure can be converted to NHz and be emitted in large quantities from
animal housing and manure management systems and is an indirect precursor to the greenhouse gas
nitrous oxide (N20) emissions as well as an environmental concern. NH; can contribute to reduced
air quality when it reacts with SOz or NO; in the atmosphere to form ammonium sulfate and
ammonium nitrate, respectively; both are forms of PMzs. In addition, animal manure emits VOCs
through the processes of anaerobic and aerobic decomposition. Through the ICAPCD’s permitting
process, emissions of VOC and NHz will be reduced and controlled to the extent feasible; therefore,

28 Final Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking for Large Confined Animal Facility Definition. California Air Resources
Board. Adopted June 23, 2005.

29 Title 17, California Code of Regulations, Division 1, Chapter 1, Subchapter 2.7, commencing with section 86500.
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impacts related to the project’s VOC and NHi: emissions are considered less than significant.
Cumulative impacts of ammonia emissions are discussed in Section 4.5.6.

4.5.3 Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are persons who would be more susceptible to air pollution than the general
population, such as children, athletes, the elderly, and the chronically ill. Examples of land uses where
substantial numbers of sensitive receptors are often found are schools, daycare centers, parks,
recreational areas, medical facilities, nursing homes, and convalescent care facilities. Residential
areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including children and
the elderly) tend to be at home for extended times, resulting in sustained exposure to pollutants. The
closest sensitive receptor to the project site currently is a rural residence immediately adjacent to
the proposed site. (See Figure 3.1-1.) The nearest school is Magnolia Union Elementary School,
located at 4502 Casey Road, Brawley, about 2.5 miles north-northwest of the project.

4.5.4 Objectionable Odors

Odor implications of NHz are localized to regions near the LCAF. NHs is easily recognized by its smell
but is seldom associated with nuisance odor complaints near LCAFs any more than other manure
constituents such as cresols, sulfides, or volatile fatty acids. NHs readily disperses from open-lot feed
yards, which helps reduce its odor intensity to below human detection thresholds. NHz odors tend to
be more noticeable inside animal barns than in open lots30 and are greater on or near LCAFs than at
more distant offsite locations.3!

4.5.5 Conformity with Air Quality Management Plan

The ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook calls for a consistency analysis with the regional clean air
plans, namely ozone and PM, attainment demonstration plans, for large residential and commercial
developments that are required to develop an EIR. Projects that are projected to exceed ICAPCD
thresholds of significance for its operations are considered large developments and are required to
demonstrate consistency with regional air quality plans.

4.5.6 Cumulative Impacts of Ammonia Emissions

Cattle feeding is a major agricultural activity in Imperial County, although it has declined in recent
years. In 2017, almost 350,000 head of cattle, having a gross value of about $387 million, were raised
in feedlots in the county.32 In combination, the many feedlots potentially emit a significant amount of
ammonia. Besides being an air pollutant itself, NHz is a precursor to the criteria pollutant PMzs.
However, as discussed in Section 3.3.5, all feedlots above a certain size must comply with ammonia
mitigation measures prescribed by Rule 217 and must obtain a permit to operate from the ICAPCD
and. The ICAPCD would not issue a permit to operate to a facility whose operations are not

30 For odor generation and dispersal, an open lot and a large confined animal facility (LCALF) are equivalent.

31 Ammonia Emissions from Cattle Feeding Operations. Sharon L. M. Preece, N. Andy Cole, Richard W. Todd, and Brent
W, Auvermann. December 2012. https://aglifesciences.tamu.edu/baen/wp-content/uploads/sites/24/2017/01/E-
632.-Ammonia-Emissions-from-Cattle-Feeding-Operations.pdf.

32 2017 Imperial County Agricultural Crop and Livestock Report. Office of the Agricultural Commissioner. July 10,2018.
https://www.co.imperial.ca.us/ag/docs/spc/crop_reports/ 2017_Imperial_County_Crop_and Livestock_Report.pdf.
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compatible with air quality management plans.33 Cumulative NHz emissions from the proposed new
Moiola facility, along with those of the other feedlots in the county, would not be cumulatively
significant.

5.0 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSIS
5.1 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

If the earth had no atmosphere, almost all of the energy received from the sun would be re-radiated
out into space. Our atmosphere helps retain a major portion of the solar radiation through “the
greenhouse effect.” Short-wavelength solar radiation passes through the atmosphere and is absorbed
by the earth’s surface. The earth re-radiates the heat up into the atmosphere, at a longer wavelength.
GHG in the atmosphere absorb the longer-wavelength heat and then radiate it back downward. In
general, as concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere increase, global temperatures increase.

For many centuries, atmospheric GHG concentrations were relatively stable. As combustion of fossil
fuels for industrial activities and transportation increased, concentrations of CO; in the atmosphere
increased dramatically. The result has been an observed increase in average global temperature. The
current consensus among scientists is that continued increases in atmospheric GHG will not only
raise the average global temperature but will also lead to changes in climate. While air temperatures
will mainly rise, temperatures may decrease in some areas. Rainfall distribution and storm patterns
will be affected. As polar ice melts, sea levels may rise, inundating coastal areas.

GHG is defined under the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) as COz, CHs,
nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorecarbons (HFC), perfluorocarbons (PFC) and sulfur hexafluoride
(SFs). Associated with each GHG species is a “global warming potential” (GWP), which is defined as
the ratio of degree of warming to the atmosphere that would resuit from the emission of one mass
unit of a given GHG compared with one equivalent mass unit of CO; over a given period of time. By
this definition, the GWP of CO; is always 1. The GWP of CHsand N0 are 25 and 298, respectively.*
“Carbon dioxide equivalent” (COze) emissions are calculated by weighting each GHG compound’s
emissions by its GWP and then summing the products.

Carbon dioxide (CO;) is a clear, colorless, and odorless gas. Fossil fuel combustion is the main
human-related source of CO; emissions; electricity generation and transportation are first and
second in the amount of CO, emissions, respectively. Carbon dioxide is the basis of GWP, and thus has
a GWP of 1.

Methane (CHa) is a clear, colorless gas, and is the main component of natural gas. Anthropogenic
sources of CH4 are fossil fuel production, biomass burning, waste management, and mobile and
stationary combustion of fossil fuel. Wetlands are responsible for the majority of the natural methane
emissions.3s As mentioned above, CH4, within a 100-year period, is 25 times more effective in
trapping heat than is CO>.

33 Personal communication from Monica Soucier, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, El Centro, CA to Michael
Rogozen, UltraSystems Environmental, Inc, Irvine, CA and Matthew Harmon, DuBose Design Group, El Centro, CA.
January 23, 2019.

34 (limate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2007.

35 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Methane.” Climate Change Web Site. Internet URL:
http:/ fwww.epa.gov/methane/. Updated April 1, 2011.
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Nitrous oxide (N20) is a colorless, clear gas, with a slightly sweet odor. N20 has both natural and
human-related sources, and is removed from the atmosphere mainly by photolysis, or breakdown by
sunlight, in the stratosphere. The main human-related sources of N20 in the United States are
agricultural soil management (synthetic nitrogen fertilization), mobile and stationary combustion of
fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and nitric acid production.36 Nitrous oxide is also produced from a
wide range of biological sources in soil and water. Within a 100-year span, N20 is 298 times more
effective in trapping heat than is C02.37

5.2 Regulatory Background
5.2.1 Federal Climate Change Regulation

The federal government has been involved in climate change issues at least since 1978, when
Congress passed the National Climate Program Act (92 Stat. 601), under authority of which the
National Research Council prepared a report predicting that additional increases in atmospheric CO
would lead to non-negligible changes in climate. At the “Earth Summit” in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro,
President George H.W. Bush signed the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), a nonbinding agreement among 154 nations to reduce atmospheric concentrations of
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. The treaty was ratified by the U.S. Senate. However,
when the UNFCCC signatories met in 1997 in Kyoto, Japan, and adopted a protocol that assigned
mandatory targets for industrialized nations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the U.S. Senate
expressed its opposition to the treaty. The Kyoto Protocol was not submitted to the Senate for
ratification.

The federal government is taking several steps to address the challenge of climate change. The USEPA
collects several types of GHG emissions data. These data help policy makers, businesses, and USEPA
track GHG emissions trends and identify opportunities for reducing emissions and increasing
efficiency. USEPA has been collecting a national inventory of GHG emissions since 1990 and in 2009
established mandatory reporting of GHG emissions from large GHG emissions sources.

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) is taking steps to create modern solutions to
the challenge of climate change. They have identified the real threat changing climate poses to U.S.
agricultural production, forest resources, and rural economies. These threats have significant
implications not just for farmers, ranchers, and forest landowners, but for all Americans, Land
managers across the country are already feeling the pressures of a changing climate and its effects
on weather. As these risks continue and amplify, producers will be faced with the challenges of
adapting.

To mitigate climate-related risks, USDA has established seven regional hubs3® for risk adaptation and
mitigation to climate change. These Hubs will deliver science-based knowledge and practical
information to farmers, ranchers and forest landowners on a regional basis to support
decisionmaking related to changing climate.

36 U.S.Environmental Protection Agency, “Nitrous Oxide.” Climate Change Web Site. Internet URL:
http://www.epa.gov/nitrousoxide/. Updated June 22, 2010.

37 Ibid.

38 USDA Climate Hubs Webpage, United States Department of Agriculture. https://www.climatehubs.oce.usda.gov/
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5.2.2 California Climate Change Regulation

Since 2005, through legislation, regulations, and executive orders, the State of California has actively
pursued a goal of substantially reducing public and private sector GHG emissions in the state. The
following are the major actions taken to date.

Executive Order S-3-05 (GHG Emissions Reductions). Executive Order #S-3-05, signed by
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80% reduction in GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by
2050.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). In September 2006,
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.), into law. AB 32 was intended to effectively
end the scientific debate in California over the existence and consequences of global warming.
In general, AB 32 directs the ARB to do the following:

e On or before June 30, 2007, publicly make available a list of discrete early action GHG
emission reduction measures that can be implemented prior to the adoption of the
statewide GHG limit and the measures required to achieve compliance with the statewide
limit.

e By]January 1, 2008, determine the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990, and adopt
a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to the 1990 level (an approximately
25% reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions).

e On or before January 1, 2010, adopt regulations to implement the early action GHG
emission reduction measures.

e On or before January 1, 2011, adopt quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable emission
reduction measures by regulation that will achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit by
2020, to become operative on January 1, 2012, at the latest. The emission reduction
measures may include direct emission reduction measures, alternative compliance
mechanisms, and potential monetary and non-monetary incentives that reduce GHG
emissions from any sources or categories of sources as the ARB finds necessary to achieve
the statewide GHG emissions limit.

e Monitor compliance with and enforce any emission reduction measure adopted pursuant
to AB 32.

On December 11, 2008, the ARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan3® pursuant to
AB 32. The Scoping Plan recommends a wide range of measures for reducing GHG emissions,

including {but not limited to):

e Expanding and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs.

39 California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, a Framework for Change, Pursuant to AB3Z, the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (December 11, 2008).
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e Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent.
¢ Developing a GHG emissions cap-and-trade program.

o Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions throughout the
state, and pursuing policies and incentives to meet those targets.

e Implementing existing state laws and policies, including California’s clean car standards,
goods movement measures and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

» Targeted fees to fund the state’s long-term commitment to administering AB 32.

Executive Order S-01-07 (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Executive Order #5-01-07
(January 18, 2007) establishes a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s
transportation fuels by at least 10% by 2020 through establishment of a Low Carbon Fuel
Standard. Carbon intensity is the amount of COze per unit of fuel energy emitted from each
stage of producing, transporting and using the fuel in a motor vehicle. On April 23, 2009 the
ARB adopted a regulation to implement the standard.

Senate Bill 97. Senate Bill 97 was signed by the governor on August 24, 2007. The bill
required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop and
transmit to the Resources Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or
the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, including, but not limited to, effects
associated with transportation or energy consumption. On April 13, 2009 OPR submitted to
the Secretary for Natural Resources its proposed amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines
for greenhouse gas emissions. The Resources Agency adopted those guidelines on December
30, 2009, and they became effective on March 18, 2010. The amendments treat GHG
emissions as a separate category of impacts; i.e. they are not to be addressed as part of an
analysis of air quality impacts.

Section 15064.4, which was added to the CEQA Guidelines, specifies how the significance of
impacts from GHGs is to be determined. First, the lead agency should “make a good faith
effort” to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a
project. After that, the lead agency should consider the following factors when assessing the
impacts of the GHG emissions on the environment:

e The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions, relative to the
existing environmental setting;

e Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project; and

e The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG
emissions.

The governor’s OPR asked the ARB to make recommendations for GHG-related thresholds of
significance. On October 24, 2008, the ARB issued a preliminary draft staff proposal for
Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases
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under the California Environmental Quality Act.*® After holding two public workshops and

receiving comments on the proposal, ARB staff decided not to proceed with threshold
development.*! Quantitative significance thresholds, if any, are to be set by local agencies.

Senate Bill 605. Senate Bill 605 was signed into law on September 21, 2014. The bill required
the ARB to develop a comprehensive strategy to reduce statewide emissions of short-lived
climate pollutants (SLCPs), such as methane. The bill specifically required the ARB to
inventory the sources and emissions of these pollutants, identify research gaps, identify
existing and potential reduction measures, prioritize the development of new measures, and
develop a comprehensive strategy for dealing with SLCPs.

Senate Bill 1383. Senate Bill 1383 was signed into law on September 19, 2016. The bill
required the adoption of a comprehensive SLCP Strategy that included SLCP reduction
targets, including a 40% reduction in statewide methane emissions below 2013 levels by
2030. The SLCP Strategy, which was adopted by the ARB on March 23, 2017, addresses
methane emissions in particular.

5.2.3 Local Significance Thresholds

It is widely recognized that no single project could generate enough GHG emissions to change the
global climate temperature noticeably. However, the combination of GHG emissions from past,
present, and future projects could contribute substantially to global climate change. Thus,
project-specific GHG emissions should be evaluated in terms of whether they would result in a
cumulatively significant impact on global climate change.

Since the County of Imperial has not established a threshold of significance for GHGs, the ICAPCD
recommends that the significance of GHG emissions from a project be evaluated by determining the
extent to which they could practicably be reduced by measures that the state is considering for
reducing enteric fermentation and manure management emissions from livestock operations.?

5.3 Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory

The project will cause emissions of GHG from mobile sources, enteric fermentation, and manure
management. Specific details are presented in Attachment A.

5.3.1 Mobile Source Emissions

The project’s mobile source GHG emissions were determined using the methodologies presented in
Section 4.5.2.1.

40 California Air Resources Board. Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal. Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim
Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act. Planning and Technical

Support Division, Sacramento, California (October 24, 2008).
41 Personal communication from Douglas Ito, California Air Resources Board, Sacramento, California, to Michael Rogozen,

UltraSystems Environmental Inc, Irvine, California. March 29, 2010.
42 Personal communication from Monica Soucier, APC Division Manager, Imperial County, California, to Joe 0'Bannon,
OB-1 Air Analyses. November 1, 2018.
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5.3.2 Enteric Emissions

The microbial fermentation that occurs in the digestive system of some animals is called enteric
fermentation. It is a normal digestive process during which microbes break down indigestible
carbohydrates and reprocess them into nutrients that can be absorbed by the animal. This microbial
fermentation process produces CHs as a by-product, which is then exhaled, eructated or passed out
as gas by the animal. Among domesticated animal species, ruminants (e.g, cattle, buffalo, sheep, and
goats) are the main emitters of CHs. Emission factors used to estimate NHs emissions were obtained
from the ARB’s GHG inventory methodology.+3

5.3.3 Emissions from Manure Management

Other major sources of GHG emissions are NH; and N;O related to manure management. Manure is
generated on feedlots as a by-product of raising animals. This manure need not be merely a waste
product; instead, it is a valuable resource full of nutrients and is treated as such by farmers, Manure
has many different uses (e.g, fertilizer, soil amendment, compost feedstock, biogas feedstock, etc.)
that can be used individually or in combination depending on the farm and types of potential
beneficial end uses. It can be applied as a liquid or a solid to onsite fields to meet crop nutrient needs;
or it can be transported offsite to meet crop nutrient needs ata different facility, among other options.
The beneficial use of the manure is very site-specific and may vary from farm to farm. Emission
factors for NHs and N20O were obtained from the ARB's GHG inventory methodology.

5.3.4 Total Unmitigated Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Table 5.3-1 gives a detailed breakdown of the results of the GHG emissions analysis.
Table 5.3-1

UNMITIGATED ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 2018 AND BEYOND
(Emissions in tonnes)

GHG (tonnes)
Source
CO: CHs4 NzO0 COze
Mabile Emissions 68.3 0.019 0.018 74.3
Enteric Emissions -— 756.0 _— 18,901
Emissions from Manure Management -— 39.08 35.84 11,657
Annual Totals 68 795 35.9 30,632

43 Documentation of California's Greenhouse Gas Inventory -11t% Edition. California Air Resources Board. Last updated
June 22, 2018. https:/ fwww.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/doc/doc_index.php
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5.4 Impact Analysis

UltraSystems used the following factors from § 15064.4(b) of the CEQA Guidelines to assess the
significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 44

e The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as
compared to the existing environmental setting.

e The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse
gas emissions.

54.1 Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As seen in Table 5.3-1, the project will generate about 30,632 tonnes per year of COze emissions,
primarily of CHs and N0 from enteric and manure management sources.

In the first AB 32 Scoping Plan,*s CH and N0 emissions from the agricultural sector were addressed
only through voluntary measures and suggestions for further research, such as manure digester
systems at dairies and fertilizer N2O emissions. The 2014 First Update?*s to the Scoping Plan expanded
on the agricultural strategies but singled out short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs), such as black
carbon, CHs, and some HFCs, since their relatively short lifetimes but inordinate contributions to
climate forcings®’ from anthropogenic sources would produce more immediate effect when
mitigated. In California, the largest anthropogenic sources of CH, are enteric fermentation (belching
by animals), manure management, landfills, natural gas transmission, and wastewater treatment.
Enteric fermentation and manure management contribute 29% and 26% of total California CHs
emissions, respectively.

In 2017 the ARB proposed a strategy that lays out a range of options to accelerate SLCP emission
reductions in California, including regulations, incentives, and other market-supporting activities to
address SLCPs.#8 Reductions in enteric fermentation and manure management emissions are
recommended as further actions and are actively being pursued technologically and legislatively.
Senate Bill (SB) 1383 directs the ARB to develop a manure management strategy that will reduce
dairy and livestock sector methane emissions by up to 40 percent from 2013 levels by 2030.
Reduction measures from manure management being considered by the ARB, the California
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), and stakeholders include switching from flush water
lagoon systems; pasture-based dairy management; and installing anaerobic digestion systems.
SB 1383 requires the state to support efforts to accelerate project development and help the industry
reduce emissions before regulatory requirements take effect, such as to support improved manure
management practices through financial incentives, collaboration to overcome barriers, and other
market support. Strategies that have been investigated to reduce enteric fermentation include
increasing production efficiencies to reduce the amount of methane produced for a given amount of

44 CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.4(b)(1) through 15064.4(b)(3).

45 (Climate Change Scoping Plan; a framework for change. California Air Resources Board. December 2008.

46 First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework. California Air Resources Board. May
2014.

47 “Climate forcings” are defined by the Environmental Literacy Council (https:// enviroliteracy.org), as “processes
within our atmosphere that can force changes in climate include changes in ocean circulation or in the composition of
the atmosphere”

48 Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy. California Air Resources Board. March 14, 2017.
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product, breeding animals for lower methane production, gut microbial interventions, and changes
to nutrition and animal management.

The science and technological and economic feasibility of the above-mentioned measures are in the
early stages of development and industry stakeholders are active participants in the process. In fact,
some mitigation will be implemented through the ICAPCD permitting process, with an Emissions
Mitigation Plan that would demonstrate that the facility would reduce emissions of VOCs and NHa.
The Plan could also affect the GHG emissions related to manure management and enteric emissions.
Feed mitigation measures could improve the quality of the food, lessening the quantity of enteric
emissions. Animal housing mitigation could be effective in reducing the GHG emissions from manure.

Additionally, the applicant currently practices manure management with the composting operations
located in the existing operation area and the project will be added to the operations.

5.4.2 Compliance with Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans

There are currently no regional or local climate action plans or general or specific plan provisions to
reduce GHG emissions in the study area.

6.0 MITIGATION MEASURES
6.1 Standard Mitigation Measures for Construction

Attachment 2 contains the standard mitigation measures for construction emissions recommended
in the ICAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handboaok.

6.2 Mitigation for Criteria Pollutant Impacts

MMAQ-1 The operator will require that employees and cattle trucks drive only on
paved roads.

6.3 Mitigation for Climate Change Impacts

None available, other than GHG emission reductions resulting from implementation of permit
conditions based upon Rule 217 requirements.

#
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ATTACHMENT 1

EMISSION CALCULATION DETAILS
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Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot Air Quality/GHG Calculations

Criteria Emissions Summary

Unmitigated
Pollutant (maximum lbs/day)
Emissions Source
ROG co NOy PM,, PM, s
Trucks stock transport 0.07 0.19 1.02 0.07 0.06
Trucks feed supply 0.02 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.01
Employees 0.06 1.75 0.23 0.04 0.02
Entrained Road Dust - - - 183.15 18.26
Max Daily Emissions 01 2.0 1.5 183.3 18.3

Mitigated
Pollutant (maximum lbs/day)
Emissions Source
ROG co NOy PMyo PM, ¢

Trucks stock transport 0.07 0.19 1.02 0.07 0.06
Trucks feed supply 0.02 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.01
Employees 0.06 1.75 0.23 0.04 0.02
Entrained Road Dust - - - 78.76 7.85

Max Daily Emissions 0.1 2.0 1.5 78.9 7.9

OB-1 Air Analyses November 2018 Page 3 of 9
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Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot

Air Quality/GHG Calculations

Operational On-road Emissions

Activity
Expanded Activiy WVehico | 1oy Trip | VMTpar | VAT por
Trucks stock transport 3 10.8 65 20,292
Trucks feed supply 5 1.5 15 4,693
Employees 10 21.5 430 134,529
TOTAL 18 510 159,513
Criteria Emissions
Pounds per day
Expanded Activity
ROG co NOy PM;, PM;
Trucks stock transport 0.07 0.19 1.02 0.07 0.06
Trucks feed supply 0.02 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.01
Employees 0.06 1.75 0.23 0.04 0.02
Totals 0.1 2.0 15 0.1 0.1
GHG Emissions
o Tonnes per Year
Expanded Activity
co, CH, N0 CO.e
Trucks stock transport 22.09 0.0123 0.0113 25.7
Trucks feed supply 5.11 0.0028 0.0026 6.0
Employees 41.13 0.0039 0.0045 42.6
Totals 68.3 0.019 0.018 74.3
November 2018

OB-1 Air Analyses
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Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot

Entrained Road Dust

Air Quality/GHG Calculations

Entrained road dust emissions are generated by vehicles traveling on both paved and unpaved roads These equations are besed on the paved and
unpaved roads emission factors found in Section 5.3 of Appendix A, CalEEMod Users Guide, version 2016.3.2 and AP-42 Sections 13.2.1 and

13.2.2.
Emission Factors - Paved Roads
EF PMyo= 091 oz 0.00065  Tbs PMyy/VMT
[ LT ) W 7)) 2 (1 - PN -
EF PM,5 = 0.00016 lbs PM;5/VMT
Constant Description Value
PM ;4 particle size multiplier for particle size range and unils of AT
infevest ’
PM riicle si. ltipli ticle siz d unit
FM s pavriicle size multiplier for particle size range and units of 0.00054
imterest
road surface silt loading in g/m E (allowable range is 0.02 10 400 ol
gm’) )
average weight of the vehicles traveling the road in tons (mean 24
average fleet vehicle weight ranging from 1.5 - 3 tons) :
number of “wet" days with at least 0.0] injches of precipitation 75
during the averaging period
number of days in the averaging period (e.g., 363 for annual, 91 365
for seasonal, 30 for monthly)
Emission Factors - Unpaved Roads
EF PMyo = (v (502 *(S/30)°% S MA05)"T - C) 2 (1 - P363) o
g 30)° i i -
EF PM; s = 0.0715
Constant Description Value
PM 1 particle size multiplier for particle size range and units of "
interest ’
PM , 5 particie size multiplier for particle size range and units of E
interest )
surface material sili coniens (%) (allowable range 1.8 - 35 %) 4.3
surface moisiure 1 (%) (allowable range 0.03 — 13 %) 0.5
the average vehicle speed (mph) 40
(allowable range [10 - 55 mph])
PM 5 emission factor for 1980's vehicle fleet exhaust, brake wear
, 0.00047
and tire wear
PM , 5 entission factor for 1980’s vehicle fleet exhaust, brake
i 0.00036
wear and tire wear
number of “wet" days with at least 0.254 mm (0.01 in) of 13

precipitation during the averoging period *

OB-1 Air Analyses

* Dalg from Western Regional Climate Center. Brawley Period of Record General Climate Summary -
Precipitation. hifps: twrec.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN pl?cal 048

November 2018

Ibs PMi/VMT
Ibs PM, s VMT

Page 7 of 9
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Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot

Entrained Road Dust Emissions - Operation

Air Quality/GHG Calculations

vMT/d Paved Roads (Ibs/d) Unpaved Roads (Ibs/d) Total Roads {lbs/d) Mitigated (Ibs/d)
Phase/Category
{paved) | (unpaved) PM,, PM, 5 PM,, PM, PM;p PM_ ¢ PMyy PM,,
Trucks - stock 32 32 0.02 0.01 23.28 232 2330 2.32 10.02 1.00
Trucks - feed 8 B 0.00 0.00 538 0.54 539 0.54 232 023
Operation

Employees 215 215 0.14 0,03 154.33 15.37 154.47 15.40 66,42 6.62
Total 258 255 0.2 0.0 183.0 18.2 183.2 18.3 75.8 7.9

Notes: Pev ICAPCD, vehicular travel in Imperial County is 50% on unpaved roads.

November 2018 Page 8 of 9

0B-1 Air Analyses
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Moiola Brothers Cattle Feedlot Air Quality/GHG Calculations

Travel Distance
Assumptions

Truck Mileages

Activity 1-way
30% Calves in 12.7
70% Cattle out 10

Weighted Average 10.8

Assumed 30% / 70% split reflects the quantity of
calves vs cattle per truck

Truck Mileages
Activity 1-way
Feed Supply 1.5
Feed source from alfalfa fields south of Gonder
Rd and west of Hwy 115

Employee Mileages

Source 1l-way
50% | Brawley 15
50% | El Centro 28
Weighted Average 21.5
OB-1 Air Analyses November 2018 Page 9 of 9
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STANDARD MITIGATION MEASURES FOR CONSTRUCTION
EQUIPMENT AND FUGITIVE PM1o

#
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CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT AND FUGITIVE PM;0 MITIGATION MEASURES?

tandard Mitigation Meas itive PM ]

a. All disturbed areas, including Bulk Material storage which is not being actively utilized, shall
be effectively stabilized and visible emissions shall be limited to no greater than 20% opacity
for dust emissions by using water, chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants, tarps or other
suitable material such as vegetative ground cover.

b. All onsite and offsite unpaved roads will be effectively stabilized and visible emissions shall
be limited to no greater than 20% opacity for dust emissions by paving, chemical stabilizers,
dust suppressants and/or watering.

c. All unpaved traffic areas one (1) acre or more with 75 or more average vehicle trips per day
will be effectively stabilized and visible emission shall be limited to no greater than 20%
opacity for dust emissions by paving, chemical stabilizers, dust suppressants and/or
watering,

d. The transport of Bulk Materials shall be completely covered unless six inches of freeboard
space from the top of the container is maintained with no spillage and loss of Bulk Material.
In addition, the cargo compartment of all Haul Trucks is to be cleaned and/or washed at
delivery site after removal of Bulk Material.

e. All Track-Out or Carry-Out will be cleaned at the end of each workday or immediately when
mud or dirt extends a cumulative distance of 50 linear feet or more onto a paved road within
an Urban area.

f. Movement of Bulk Material handling or transfer shall be stabilized prior to handling or at
points of transfer with application of sufficient water, chemical stabilizers or by sheltering or
enclosing the operation and transfer line.

g. The construction of any new Unpaved Road is prohibited within any area with a population
of 500 or more unless the road meets the definition of a Temporary Unpaved Road. Any
temporary unpaved road shall be effectively stabilized and visible emissions shall be limited
to no greater than 20% opacity for dust emission by paving, chemical stabilizers, dust
suppressants and/or watering

ndard Mitigation I i i uipmen

a. Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this may
include ceasing of construction activity during the peak hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent

roadways

b. Implement activity management (e.g. rescheduling activities to reduce short-term impacts)

1  These mitigation measures are from CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Imperial County Air Pollution Control District.
December 12, 2017. www.co.imperial.ca.us/AirPollution/PlanningDocs/CEQAHandbk.pdf.
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Appeal #18-0001 of Initial Study #17-0026
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TO: PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA DATE: May 8, 2018
FROM: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AGENDA TIME 9:00 A.M. / No.1

PROJECT TYPE: APPEAL #18-0001 OF INITIAL STUDY #17-0026 SUPERVISOR DIST#_5§_
From Griffin to Nolan Roads, approximately 041-20-028-000 (Parcel A) &

LOCATION: 1.5 miles south of SR 78, directly east of SR 115.  APNs: 041-090-004-000 (Parcel B)
98.54 AC (Parcel A)

and approximately 7 miles southeast of Brawley PARCEL SIZES: & 160 AC (Parcel B)
GENERAL PLAN (existing) _Agricutture GENERAL PLAN (proposed) _N/A
ZONE (existing) _ A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) ZONE (proposed)_A-3 (Heavy Agriculture)

GENERAL PLAN FINDINGS X consISTENT ] INCONSISTENT  [] MAY BE/FINDINGS

PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION: HEARING DATE: __05/09/2018
[1 APPROVED [] beniED ] oTHER
PLANNING DIRECTORS DECISION.: HEARING DATE:
(] ApPROVED (] DENIED (] oTHER

ENVIROMENTAL EVALUATION COMMITTEE DECISION: HEARING DATE: ___02/15/2018
INITIAL STUDY: #17-0026

XI NEGATIVE DECLARATION D MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION D EIR

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS / APPROVALS:

PUBLIC WORKS (K NONE [0 ATTACHED
AG. COMMISSIONER ] NONE ] ATTACHED
APCD (d NONE [0 ATTACHED
DEH/EHS B8 NONE [0 ATTACHED
FIRE/OES X NONE [0 ATTACHED
SHERRIFF'S OFFICE ] NONE O ATTACHED
OTHER
REQUESTED ACTION:

REQUEST THAT THE PLANNING COMMISSION HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING FOR APPEAL #18-0001 OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION COMMITTEE (EEC) DETERMINATION OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR INITIAL
STUDY #17-0026. HEAR ALL THE OPPONENTS AND PROPONENTS OF APPEAL #18-0001, THEN MAKE A DECISION ON
ONE OF THE FOLLOWING OPTIONS:

1. APPROVE APPEAL #18-0001, AND FIND THAT THE EEC'S FEBRUARY 15, 2018 DETERMINATION OF A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR INITIAL STUDY #17-0026 IS NOT APPROPRIATE, AND THAT AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) NEEDS TO BE PREPARED; OR

2. DENY APPEAL #18-0001, AND FIND THAT THE EEC’S FEBRUARY 15, 2018 DETERMINATION OF A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION FOR INITIAL STUDY #17-0026 IS APPROPRIATE.
Planning & Development Services Department

801 MAIN BTREET, EL CENTRO, CA, 92243 (442) 265-1736
(Jim Minnick, Director)

PC ORIGINAL P RRSWPN041\0S0004APP18.00G1\APP 18-0001 PROJREP.dock
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TO: Planning Commission May 9, 2018
FROM: Jim Minnick, ICPDS Director M/O

SUBJECT: Consideration of Appeal #18-0001 of the EEC’s
Determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study
#17-0026 with regards to Zone Change #17-0006

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Requested Action:

The Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department respectfully
requests that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing regarding Robert
Bruce Smith’'s appeal (Appeal #18-0001) of the Environmental Evaluation
Committee (EEC)’s determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study #17-
0026 with regards to Zone Change #17-0006, as follows:

1. Consideration of approval of Appeal #18-0001, and find that the EEC's
February 15, 2018 determination of a Negative Declaration for IS #17-0026
is not appropriate, and that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) needs to
be prepared, or

2. Consideration of denial of Appeal #18-0001 and find that the EEC's
February 15, 2018 determination of a Negative Declaration is appropriate.

Background:

Mr. Smith's appeal letter indicates that the Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders’ feediot
was first built in 1968 and that the cattle pens only occupied 30 acres directly north
of his family’s property. It continues to say that in “...1972, the cattle pens covered
approximately 48 acres, and by 1976 it had grown 54 acres. By 1992 the cattle
pens covered 58 acres, and the feedlot had doubled its original (1966) size and
capacity. As the size and capacity of the feedlot grew, so did the traffic, especially

Staff Report {nitial Study #17-0026 Zone Change #17-0006 May 9, 2018
PC ORIGINAL PKG
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from large trucks, noise levels, odors and dust, resulting in the continued
degradation of the peaceful rural setting..."

In 2006, Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders submitted an application for a Parcel Map, a
Zone Change to rezone 37.27 acres from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) to A-
3 (Heavy Agriculture) and Conditional Use Permit for a composting facility. All
these permits were for APN 041-020-018-000, which is parcel east of Parcel A.
(See Attachment F). The appellant states in the appeal letter that the County of
Imperial Zoning Maps did not reflect this change, but as of March 21, 2018, Zone
Map #35 has been revised to reflect the 2006 Zone Change as approved (See
Attachment G). There have been no permit application accepted nor approved on
this parcel, therefore, no land use permits have been granted in an incorrectly
Zoned parcel.

The appeal letter indicates that the Moiola's cattle pens were unpermitted and
within setback areas; however, the Imperial County’s Title 9 Division 10 “Building”
Ordinance was adopted in November 24, 1998, and Section 91002.22 indicates
that “Provisions of this Division are not applicable to livestock feed pens, or
livestock sun shades less than 2,000 square foot (aggregate)”, meaning that there
were no building permit requirements for cattle pens at the time that the feedlot
was first built in 1968. Division 5 of Title 9 Land Use Ordinance was also adopted
in November 24, 1998, so there were no setback requirements imposed to the
feedlot prior to that date. All future cattle pen expansions are subject to Planning
and Development Services Department's review prior to any activity (ies) within
the subject parcels.

Mr. Smith provided a written comment letter opposing the Moiola’s 2006 project
which involved a Parcel Map, Zone Change and Conditional Use Permit on parcels
identified as APN 041-020-018-000, which is now divided into two parcels: APN's
041-020-028-000 (Parcel A of this project) and 041-020-029-000. There was an
Environmental Evaluation Committee hearing on August 10, 2006, Planning
Commission on September 13, 2006 and was approved by the Board of
Supervisors approved on October 25, 2006.

Procedural History:

At the February 15, 2018 public hearing, the Environmental Evaluation
Committee’s Mandatory Findings of Significance indicated that this project does
not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, does not have the
potential to have cumulatively considerable impacts, and does not have the
potential to have significantly adverse effects on human beings directly or
indirectly; therefore, a NEGATIVE DECLARATION was determined.

Thereafter, Imperial County received an appeal letter (APP #18-0001) from Robert
Bruce Smit, who stated that he strongly disagreed with the EEC’s decision as to
the Mandatory Findings of Significance and its decision that a Negative Declaration

Staff Report Initiat Study #17-0026 Zone Change #17-0006 May 9, 2018
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was appropriate and necessary for this project. The letter also indicated that the
Moiola’s feedlot, which is adjacent to the project site area, was not in compliance
since they had begun composting without the proper permit or zoning.

The appellant stated that the 2006 project to rezone to A-3 was not adequately
shown on the Zoning Maps on the Imperial County website and stated that the
applicant had disregarded the County of Imperial setback requirements and has
unlawfully built cattle pens in these setback areas, resulting in the applicant's
feedlot “tripling in size to 90 acres from its original 36 acres size in 1968..." adding
that “...as the size and capacity of the feedlot has grown, so has the traffic, noise
level, odor and dust, and the air quality and general environmental condition of the
area continues to significantly deteriorate”.

The appeal received to the EEC Action, requested the following reasons for appeal
to be considered:

A. The Notice and Agenda of the EEC Hearing was insufficient to provide
the public with adequate notification as to the purpose of the hearing.
A notice of the project was sent on 02/02/18 to all property owners within %
mile of the proposed project site to let them know about the EEC Hearing
scheduled for 02/15/18. A copy of the Public Notice was published in the
Imperial Valley Press (IVP) on Sunday, 02/04/18, and the Agenda and EEC
package were posted online (www.icpds.com) on 2/12/18. CEQA
Determination was published in the IVP on the 02/20/18. Mr. Smith’s appeal
letter states that he received the agenda and EEC Hearing package on
02/12/18, however, he should have received the notice by mail since his
address appears on the mailing list that was used to provide noticing 10
days prior to the hearing as per County of Imperial’'s Rules and Regulations
to implement CEQA.

In addition, the “Notice of Public Hearing & Scheduled Hearing Date(s)”
letter advices the recipient of the notice that the hearing body, in this case
the Environmental Evaluation Committee (EEC) will review and process the
project, and that “...as an interested person or agency, you have the
opportunity to comment on this project by visiting the Department to review
the file, or by calling the Department for further information, or by submitting
written documentation to the Department or by appearing at the public
hearing...” It also has the contact information of the Staff member who
prepared the Initial Study, so any questions could have been addressed by
this person or Management.

B. The Notice, Agenda and Initial Study do not provide an accurate
description of the project and its location.
The original application package consisted of (1) Zone Change and (2)
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) applications. Our office started the

review process of the applications and further preparation of the Initial

Staff Report Initial Study #17-0026 Zone Change #17-0006 May 9, 2018
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Study. Later, the applicant decided to withdraw (1) Conditional Use Permit
and approximately two months later, decided to withdraw the other CUP.
The environmental document was revised accordingly, but some sections
of the Initial Study package that included language about the composting
facility were not removed from the document as they should have.
Therefore, the Initial Study #17-0026 Project Description (page 8), the
Environmental Checklist (page 10) and Site Plan (page 12), have been
revised and included as attachments of this document. These changes have
been included in the Revised Initial Study #17-0006 as well, and can be
found in Attachment D.

C. Conduct of the EEC Hearing
The EEC Hearing was opened to the public for comments but no comments

were received until after the second item was heard and closed.

D. The EEC’s Findings as to Environmental Impacts of the Applicant’s
Project are incorrect

1. I. Aesthetics
The applicant has indicated that there was a mistake in the Site Plan.
The applicant has stated that they would like to add 18,000 more
cattle in the future, not 36,000 new cattie. The total cattle head count
would be 38,000 (20,000 existing and 18,000 new) and not 56,000.

2. [I. Agriculture and Forest Resources
According to communication with the applicant, Moiola Bros. Cattle
Feeders intend to continue using Parcel A (98.54 acres) for
agricultural purposes.

3. Ill. Air Quality (a-c)

The applicant indicated that they (Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders) do
not intend to add 80,000 to 100,000 cattle to its current feeding
operations. They intend to add 18,000 to the approximately 20,000
cattle head count they currently have. Currently, and according to the
Moiola's calculations, which can be found on Attachment 12 of their
response letter, fourteen (14) cars go in and out of the site for daily
operations. The Moiola Brothers’ car traffic analysis includes five (5)
additional daily trips if five (56) new employees are hired to work on
the future feedlot, so a total of nineteen (19) daily trips would be
expected, not 250 as per the appeal letter.

4. . Air Quality (d); Noise (a-d); and Transportation/Traffic
Please refer to the applicant’s response letter (Attachment 12) for
their daily traffic analysis.
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5. lll. Air Quality (e
The applicant is willing to place hay buffer on the west the parcel
between Mr. Smith’s property and Parcel B to lessen any impacts
related to air quality.

6. IX. Hydrology and Water Quality, (a-j): XVIII. Utilities and Service

Systems
The applicant will provide a Grading Plan to Public Works

Department to address drainage issues.

7. Xlll. Population and Housing
The appellant’s letter indicates that their property values would be
significantly decreased as a consequence of the zone change
approval and future feedlot expansion project. The applicant’s
response letter states that they are willing to place a hay buffer
between the appellant's residence and the feedlot and place the
cattle on the east side of the parcel, which would be farthest away
from the appellant’s residence.

8. XlV. Public Services
Magnolia School has been added to the Initial Study XIV. Public
Services and has been included in the attached Revised Initial Study
#17-0006 found in Attachment D.

Furthermore, Mr. Smith requests appeal of the EEC's Mandatory Findings of
Significance in accordance with Section 15065 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and the EEC’s determination that a Negative
Declaration was appropriate for providing the necessary environmental
documentation and clearance for the Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders’ project
identified as “Assessment #17-0026, Zone Change #17-0006 and Initial Study #17-
0026".

Mr. Smith is requesting an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared to
adequately study and address the potentially significant environmental effects of
the Applicant’s Project.

On March-26 April 26, 2018, the County Planning & Development Services Dept.
received a response letter from the applicant, Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders.

The County has satisfied the legal requirements for notice and production of
documents for this hearing. Notice of this hearing for Appeal #18-0001 was
published in the Imperial Valley Press WITHIN 10 calendar days (a newspaper of
general circulation) and, in addition, public notice of this hearing was mailed to the
surrounding property owners within a “one half mile radius” of the project
boundaries within 10 calendar days. Notices were provided to all those who
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provided written comments at the EEC hearing, specifically the above appellants.
The required documents and agendas were posted on the Department's website.

Procedure for Planning Commission Appeal Hearing:

This is an appeal hearing, which is a hearing to review the EEC's February 15,
2018 determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study #17-0026 with
regards to Zone Change #17-0006, (See Rules to Implement CEQA) as amended.

REQUESTED ACTION:

ICPDS Staff requests that the Planning Commission hold a Public Hearing for
Appeal #18-0001 of the Environmental Evaluation Committee (EEC)'s February
15, 2018 determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study #17-0026. Hear
all the opponents and proponents of Appeal #18-0001, then make a decision on
one of the following options:

1. Approve Appeal #18-0001, and find that the EEC’s February 15,
2018 determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study #17-
0026 is not appropriate, and that an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) needs to be prepared; or

2. Deny Appeal #18-0001 and find that the EEC's February 15, 2018
determination of a Negative Declaration for Initial Study #17-0026 is
appropriate.
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Project Details

Applicant/Owner: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders
1594 Gonder Road, Brawley, CA 92227

Project Location:

The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles south of State Route 78,
approximately 2.5 miles north of E. Keystone Road, directly east of State Route
115 and approximately 1 mile west of Holt Road, from Griffin to Nolan Roads. It is
approximately 7 miles southeast of Brawley; further identified as Assessor’s Parcel
Number(s) 041-020-028-000 (Parcel A) and 041-090-004-000 (Parcel B). See
attached Location and Site Plans for reference.

Project Summary:

The Zone Change application includes two parcels (Parcel A: north of Gonder
Road and Parcel B: south of Gonder Road), and the applicant intends to rezone
both parcels, from A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural) to A-3 (Heavy Agriculture) to
be able to apply for a future building pemmit application for additional cattle pens
on Parcel B (south of Gonder Road), which is currently being used as farmland
and for hay storage. Parcel B is identified as Assessor's Parcel Number (APN)
041-090-004-000, and is located south of the existing feedlot and composting
facility, which are both owned by the applicant.

According to the applicant, the feedlot has an existing cattle head count of 20,000
and they would like to add 18,000 more if the Zone Change application is
approved. The purpose of the Zone Change application is to be able to have room
for future feedlot expansion.

Pursuant to Division 5§ Chapter 9 Section 90509.06, there shall be a 300-foot
setback from centerline of adjacent street(s) for any animal, livestock pens, so any
future cattle expansion project shall have to reflect the previously referenced
setback.

Additionally, stockyard is a permitted use under the A-3 Zone. According to the
applicant, the feedlot expansion permit application would be submitted after the
Zone Change application, if approved. See attached Application, Project
Description Sheet and Site Plan for additional information.
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Environmental Setting:

The project site is surrounded mostly by agricultural fields. There are two (2)
parcels within a 2 mile radius of the site that are being used for cattle related
purposes, and are owned by the applicant, Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders. There are
six (6) residences nearby, the closest one being across the street of the existing
feedlot and composting facility, and west of the northwest corner of Parcel B, which
is where the property owners are planning to build the additional cattle pens in the
future. Neighboring parcels include similar zones, such as: A-2 (General
Agricultural) and A-3 (Heavy Agricultural). In addition, there is a parcel
approximately 0.85 miles southeast of Parcel B, which is currently being used as
a feedlot and is also owned by the Moiola Bros. The environmental setting is mostly
open flat space due to agricultural fields.

Analysis:

The project site is zoned A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) per Zoning Map
#31 (Title 9, Section 92531.04), and is surrounded by similar agricultural zoning
areas (A-2 and A-3). The approval of the proposed application for a zone change
would allow for stockyard after the Zone Change application has been reviewed
and approved of. Stockyard is listed as a permitted use in the A-3 zone according
to Title 9, Division 5, Chapter 9, Section 90509.01 n), but is not part of this
proposed application.

The proposed application may be consistent with the Imperial County General
Plan’s designation, and the Imperial County's Land Use Ordinance. In addition, the
adoption of the CEQA Initial Study for this project would be consistent with
applicable County and State ordinances and regulations.

The Initial Study determination from EEC shows that no significant impacts to the
environment are being anticipated as a result of the project approval.

General Plan Consistency:

Complementing to the analysis stated above, the project site is designated as
“Agriculture”, according to the County’'s General Plan Land Use Map. The
proposed project is not expected to conflict with the County’s General Plan, and
can be found consistent with the Agricultural Element's Goals and Objectives,
especially Goal 10, which addresses cattle production on agricultural land (pages
35 and 36) and with its Implementation Programs and Policies.

EEC Determination:
On February 15, 2018, the EEC held a publicly noticed regularly scheduled hearing

and reviewed the Initial Study #17-0026 including the 18 categories of the Initial
Study.
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In Initial Study “SECTION 3"of the Mandatory Findings of Significance, the EEC
members made a determination that this project does not have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment; the impacts do not have the potential to
have cumulatively considerable impacts and does not have the potential to have
significantly adverse effects on human beings directly or indirectly.

Finally, the Environmental Evaluation Committee found that the proposed
project Initial Study #17-0026 Zone Change #17-0006, could not have a
significant effect on the environment.

X sy

Diana Robi9§on,’Planﬁ§ =

womme 400 1,

Michael Abraham, AICP, ICPDS Assistant Director

APPROVED BY: % %Q\_QJM/-—/
DY+18

Jim Minnick, Director, ICPDS

Attachments:

Attachment A: Appeal Letter from Robert Bruce Smith received February 26, 2018

Attachment B: Response Letter from Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders received
March 27, 2018.

Attachment C: EEC Hearing Package with Initial Study #17-0026 with attached
comment letters.

Attachment D: Revised Initial Study #17-0026

Attachment E: Revised Site Plan from Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders dated March
27,2018

Attachment F: Project Report from 2006 Parcel Map, Zone Change and CUP

Attachment G: Revised Zone Map #35

$:\APN\041\090\004\APP18-0001\APP 18-001 STAFF REPORT.docx
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Attachment A.
Appeal Letter from Robert Bruce Smith
Received February 26, 2018
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Pebruary 21, 2018 RECEIVED

Jim Minnick, Director FEB 26 2018
Planning & Development Services Department

County of Imperial IMPERIAL COUNTY

801 Main Street PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

El Centro, CA 92243

Re:  Appeal of Environmental Evaluation Committee’s Decision to Prepare Negative
Declaration for Assessment #17-0026: Applicant: Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders
APNS: 041-090-004-000 and 041-020-028-000
Hearing Date and Time: 2/15/2018 at 1:30 p.m.

Dear Mr. Minnick,

On February 15, 2018 at 1:30 p.m., the Environmental Evaluation Committee (EEC) held
a hearing on the Applicant’s Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders’ proposed project identified as
“Assessment #17-0026”, “Zone Change #17-0006", “Conditional Use Permit #17-0017", and “IS
#17-0026”, to be located at 1594 Gonder Road, Brawley, California, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers
041-090-004-000 and 041-020-028-000, for a zone change of the two above-referenced parcels
from their current designation as A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A-3 (Heavy
Agricultural) so that the Applicant will have room to expand its current existing feedlot once the
zone change is processed. After the EEC made its findings as to the Mandatory Findings of
Significance in accordance with Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) guidelines, the ECC determined that a Negative Declaration was appropriate for
providing the necessary environmental documentation and clearance for the project. 1 strongly
disagree with the EEC’s decision as to the Mandatory Findings of Significance and its decision
that a Negative Declaration was appropriate and necessary for this project, and hereby appeal the
EEC’s decision.

BRIEF HISTORY

My name is Bruce Smith. My address is 681 Marilyn Avenue, Brawley, California, 92227.
My telephone number is (760) 344-6655. My father, James R. Smith, my siblings (Katherine
Worrell, David Smith, and Leslie Smith), and I own the parcel (Oxalis 23) and residence (1593
East Gonder Road) directly south of Parcel A (the north parcel, APN: 041-020-028-000) and
directly west of Parcel B (the south parcel, APN: 041-090-004-000) of the Applicant’s proposed
project. My family has owned this property since 1924, over 93 years. The residence was built in
approximately 1937, 30 years before the Applicant’s current feedlot was built. My father and his
siblings were raised in the residence, and my grandmother lived there until she passed away in
1982, My parents then remodeled the residence and they lived there until my mother passed away
in 2011 and my father’s medical needs necessitated a move into town. Currently, the residence is
occupied by one of my employees, and I farm Oxalis 23.

In 1968, when the feedlot was first built, the cattle pens only occupied 30 acres directly
north of my family’s property. Since that time, the feedlot and its environmental impacts have
continued to grow exponentially. In 1972, the cattle pens covered approximately 48 acres, and by
1976 it had grown to 54 acres. By 1992 the cattle pens covered 58 acres, and the feedlot had
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doubled its original (1968) size and capacity. As the size and capacity of the feedlot grew, so did
the traffic, especially from large trucks, noise levels, odors, and dust, resulting in the continued
degradation of the peaceful rural setting.

The feedlot remained at 58 acres until 2006, when the feedlot size was expanded to 66
acres (the limit of its A-3 zoning), and the feedlot owners began composting without the proper
permit or zoning. The feedlot owners applied for a zone change (from A-2 to A-3) and a
conditional use permit (for a composting operation) for real property they owned in Tract 147
(APN 141-020-018-000), and although my family objected to both the zone change and
conditional use permit, we were unable to convince the Board of Supervisors, and the feedlot’s
project was granted. Both the zone change and the conditional use permit were granted in
connection with 8 minor subdivision, and parcel 1 (approximately 98.54 acres) was to retain its A-
2 zoning. Unfortunately, according to the zoning maps on the Imperial County website, it appears
the entire 231,31 acres the Applicant owns in Tract 147 was rezoned A-3 in complete contravention
of the size, scope, and restrictions of the 2006 project. Since 2006, it appears the Applicant has
taken advantage of this mistake. In 2008, the Applicant added cattle pens to the north of the
existing feedlot (an area zoned A-2) and to the west of the existing feedlot (the area permitted for
the composting operation). Moreover, in both of these areas, the Applicant has disregarded the
County of Imperial setback requirements, and has unlawfully (and most likely without the proper
permitting) built cattle pens in these setback areas. This has all resulted in the Applicant’s feedlot
tripling in size to 90 acres from its original 36 acres size in 1968. Again, as the size and capacity
of the feedlot has grown, so has the traffic, noise level, odor, and dust, and the air quality and
general environmental condition of the area continues to significantly deteriorate.

APPEAL

A, The Notice and Agenda of the EEC Hearing Was Insufficient to Provide the
Public with Adequate Notification as to the Purpose of the Hearing

The Notice of Public Hearing & Scheduled Hearing Date(s) I received in the mail
did not contain any notification that the February 15, 2018 EEC hearing was related to the
environmental review process, that there would be a discussion of the Project’s environmental
impacts, or that a determination would be made as to the CEQA environmental document
(Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, Environmental Impact Report) required
for the project. In fact, the Notice does not contain any mention of CEQA at all. Moreover, the
Agenda (entitled “Public Notice”), which was only made available to me late afternoon on
Monday, February 12, 2018, and only after repeated requests to the Planning Department, only
states that the EEC, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, will be meeting to review the Project,
and thereafter describes the Applicant’s request for a zone change. The Agenda does not contain
any notification that the EEC hearing would be used to discuss the environmental impacts of the
Applicant’s Project or that a determination would be made at the hearing as to the CEQA document
required for the Project.

One of the basic purposes of CEQA is to inform the governmental decision makers
and the public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed projects, and to
identify the ways in which that environmental damage can be either avoided or reduced.
Additionally, a determination by a public agency to require any type of CEQA document for a
project is always a matter of public interest and concern. The failure to provide the public with
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adequate notice that the EEC hearing would be used to be discuss the potential environmental
effects of the Applicant’s Project and to determine the type of CEQA document required for the
Applicant’s Project hindered my and the public’s ability to engage in a meaningful discussion of
the potential environmental harm the Applicant’s Project may or could cause.

B. The Notice, Agenda, and Initial Study Do NOT Provide an Accurate
Description of the Project and its Location

The Notice includes a “Project Description” which references both a zone change
number (Zone Change #17-0006) and a conditional use permit number (Conditional Use Permit
#17-0017). The reverse side of the Notice includes a Project Location Map which again lists both
the Zone Change number and the Conditional Use Permit number. The Agenda ONLY references
the Zone Change number (Zone Change #17-0006) and Assessment #17-0026, with NO mention
of the Conditional Use Permit. The Initial Study, Environmental Checklist Form & Negative
Declaration only references Zone Change #17-0006 and IS #17-0026.

The Initial Study must include a brief, accurate description of the project and its
location to allow for meaningful evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a project. The
Initial Study completely fails to provide an accurate description of the project or its location.
According to some of the documents, the Applicant desires to rezone Parcel A (north of Gonder
Road, APN: 041-020-028-000) and Parcel B (south of Gonder Road, APN: 041-090-004-000),
totaling 258.54 acres, from A-2-R to A-3. What is the true purpose of the Applicant’s Project? Is
the Applicant expanding its feedlots? If so, by how many cattle? And where will the cattle be
located? Is the Applicant relocating its composting operation? If so, where will it be located? The
Initial Study provides conflicting answers to all of these questions as indicated below:

1. Page 3, Section L, subsection A.: states the purpose of the Initial Study is to
evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Applicant’s proposed zone change,
where the Applicant intends to rezone two parcels currently zoned A-2-R (General
Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A-3 (Heavy Agricultural) so that the Applicants can expand their
existing feedlot once the zone change is processed.

2. Page 8, Section II., subsection 10: states the Applicant intends to rezone
both Parcels A and B from A-2-R to A-3 to add additional cattle pens on BOTH parcels. 1t also
states the feedlot has an existing cattle head count of 20,000 cattle and they would like to add
18,000 more cattle.

3. Page 8, Section II., subsection 11: indicates the cattle pen addition will be
located on the Parcel A (the North Parcel) and the composting activities will be located on the
Parcel B (the South Parcel).

4, Page 10, Section IL., subsection C.: The first two paragraphs state the
Applicant’s intention to add cattle pens on Parcel A (the North Parcel) AND the south portion
(40 acres) of Parcel B (the South Parcel). However, the third paragraph states the Applicant
wants to add 18,000 more head of cattle, but on the South Parcel. Moreover, the parcel where
the Applicant’s current feedlot is located is misidentified as APN: 041 -020-029-000; the majority
of the Applicant’s existing feedlot is located in APN: 041-020-019-000.
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5. Page 10, Section II., subsection D.: indicates that the cattle pen addition
will be located on Parcel A (the North Parcel) and the composting activities will be located on
the Parcel B (the South Parcel).

6. Page 12, Site Plan: indicates there will be cattle pens on BOTH Parcel A
(the North Parcel) and Parcel B (the South Parcel). Under Packet 2 of the Site Plan, it is also
indicated that the zone change is for new cattle pens, for an extension of the feedlot across the
street, of 36,000 castle. The current Applicant’s current “20,000 head of cattle” with water
reservoir and feed mill (no retention basin) on the existing feedlot covers approximately 100 gross
acres. Why does the Applicant want to rezone an additional 258.54 acres for ONLY 18,000
additional head of cattle? If the Applicant’s zone change is granted, they will be able to add an
additional 80,000 to 100,000 head of cattle WITHOUT another public hearing or review.

C. Conduct of the EEC Hearing

The EEC hearing on February 15, 2018 was conducted in such a manner that it was
not clear when, if at all, the public was allowed to comment on or question the Applicant’s Project,
Initial Study, or other concems. There were approximately ten land owners who own real property
adjacent or contiguous to the proposed location of the Applicant’s Project present at the EEC
hearing, and NONE of those property owners ever heard the chairman ask for public comment, or
pause for public comment. While reviewing the Environmental Checklist Form for the Applicant’s
Project, the chairman read each question and the resulting answer to each item in the Checklist and
then asked if there was any comment. However, on the rare occasion the Chairman looked up
from the Checklist, he only looked out at the other members of the EEC, and not to the public,
making it appear that he was only asking for comment from the EEC members, and not the public
at large. However, when the Chairman orally reviewed the Environmental Checklist Form for the
next project on the Agenda, after the Chairman read each question and the responding answer, he
asked if the Committee had any questions or comments, and then asked if the public had any
questions or comments. This was completely different from the manner in which the review of
the Applicant’s Project was conducted. Unfortunately, the confusion caused by the manner in
which the hearing was conducted resulted in my inability to raisc my concerns about the
environmental impact of the Applicant’s project.

D. The EEC’s Findings as to Environmental Impacts of the Applicant’s Project
are Incorrect

I object to and appeal the ECC’s acceptance and/or findings of No Impact or Less
Than Significant Impact in response to the questions posed in the Environmental Checklist Form
as further detailed below. I believe substantial evidence exists to show the Applicant’s Project
may have a significant adverse environmental impact.

*Moreover, for the sake of brevity, I object to any response which indicates that
compliance with the codes and ordinances would cause for no impacts or less than significant
impacts. The Applicant has consistently proven its failure to comply with current rules,
ordinances, and restrictions on its feedlot and composting operation. Responses should be based
on current data and evidence, not on assumptions that the Applicant will comply withall applicable
codes and regulations.
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1. 1. Aesthetics

Although the area surrounding the Applicant’s proposed Project area has
been used as a feedlot in the past, only approximately 100 acres were used as cattle pens, and for
only 20,000 cattle. The Applicant is requesting a zone change of 258.54 acres, which could result
in 80,000 to 100,000 ADDITIONAL cattle, tripling the size of the current feedlot, and quadrupling
the amount of cattle, substantially degrading the existing visual character of the area.

2. 11. Agriculture and Forest Resources

This Project will impact the surrounding farm ground by restricting the
agricultural practices in the surrounding area, including the types of crops that can be grown, the
types of pesticides that can used, and the manner in which such pesticides can be applied. Dueto
food safety issues, some agricultural processors and distributors require a zone of separation
(buffer zone) of a half mile, & mile, or more, between crops and an animal feeding operation.
Moreover, although the parcels involved in the Applicant’s Project are not Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of State Importance being converted to nonagricultural use, the
Project still reduces approximately 258.54 acres of available farmland in the Imperial County.

3. 1. Air Quality (a-¢

The Applicant’s ability to be able to add an additional 80,000 to 100,000
cattle to its current feeding operating (making it the largest cattle feeding operating in Imperial
County) will most definitely have a significant impact on the air quality. The increase to the
amount of cattle and the size of the composting operation will significantly increase the haze, dust,
nightly green fog (PM 10), odor, flies, and insects in the area. The Valley is a non-attainment area.
1 have attached as Appendix A reports from three air quality monitors closest to the site. The
closest one is located at Green Road and Silliman Road, approximately 4.5 miles northeast of the
project site. All three reports indicate PM10 levels gbove the CARB standards. Morcover, the
increase in traffic (as further addressed below), especially by large cattle trucks, will result in
increased diesel exhaust and volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions related to said trucks
and machinery, which will cause significant impacts to the air quality.

4. 1L Air Quality (d): X11. Noise (a-d); and XVI. Transportation/Traffic

Although the response to section III, d. states that vehicles would be used
only to transport the cattle in the future pen expansion project and then would decrease, this is
incorrect. Trucks will constantly be coming in and out of the feedlot, delivering and removing
cattle, feed, and waste, all of which will result in increased diesel exhaust and VOC emissions.
The layout of the feedlot creates a lot of traffic. Currently all products (feed ingredients, feed,
feeder cattle, fat cattle, fuel, supplies, tools, manure, compost, etc.) come through the same
entrance/exit on Gonder Road. Some of these vehicles will ingress and egress multiple times in
one day while in the process of weighing in, going to the off-load location, returning to the scale
to weigh again, and then finally to leave the property. In 2006 I counted 40 trucks entering and
exiting the feedlot in one day, and that was when the feedlot only spanned approximately 60 acres.
On Monday, February 19, 2018, I counted 85 vehicles, 53 of which were large trucks, entering and
exiting in six hours. Feed and employees must be transported to the multiple satellite sites.
According to the application, the employee parking, restrooms, and break room will remain at the
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current location thereby requiring multiple trips through the Gonder Road entrance/exit .by
employees working at the different sites. Doubling the head count of the cattle and nearly tripling
the area of the feedlot will increase only this traffic.

Moreover, the existing entrance is directly north of a private driveway on
Gonder Road. Gonder Road is a narrow and poorly maintained paved county road. Trucks
commonly drive off the road and onto the private driveway to make the left turn into the narrow
entrance to the feedlot. Additionally, it is very common to have trucks parked on either side of
Gonder Road as they wait to enter or leave the feedlot.

1 estimate an increase of 18,000 head of cattle will also result in an increase
the vehicle traffic to an excess of 250 vehicles a day, and I cannot even begin to estimate what
kind of vehicular increase would result if the Applicant decides to increase the head of cattle by
80,000 to 100,000. Clearly, by doubling (or more) the amount of cattle and nearly tripling the area
of the feedlot, there will be a significant increase in traffic on Gonder Road. There will also be a
significant increase in the noise and vibration levels for anyone in the area.

s. III, Air Quality, (e

The question asked on the Initial Study, Environmental Checklist (page 16)
is whether the project will create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
However, nuisance is defined by Imperial County Ordinance 91302.01 “anything which is
injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of
property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property...”. This ordinance
does not apply only to a substantial number of people, it merely requires something be indecent or
offensive to the senses. Clearly, 38,000 head of cattle and a huge composting operating would be
both indecent and offensive to the senses. Moreover, the area surrounding the project site are
home to a substantial number of people, who would, without a doubt, find this project creates
objectionable odors. As shown on Appendix B attached hereto, there are thirty residences and a
school within 2.3 miles from the project site. I have also included a chart below showing the
residences and their various distances from the project site.

DISTANCE DISTANCE

RESIDENCE 1 0 FT RESIDENCE 16 1.3 MILES
RESIDENCE 2 QFT RESIDENCE 17 1.3 MILES
RESIDENCE 3 OFT RESIDENCE i8 1.5 MILES
RESIDENCE 4 Q FT RESIDENCE  19-21 1.6 MILES
RESIDENCE 5 500 FT RESIDENCE 22 1.7 MILES
RESIDENCE 6 2500 FT RESIDENCE 23 1.9 MILES
RESIDENCE 7 0.77 MILES RESIDENCE 24 1.9 MILES
RESIDENCE 8 1 MILES RESIDENCE 25 2 MILES
RESIDENCE 9-10 1 MILES RESIDENCE 26 2.1 MILES
RESIDENCE 11-12 1.2 MILES RESIDENCE 27 2.1 MILES
RESIDENCE 13 1.2 MILES RESIDENCE 28 2.3 MILES
RESIDENCE 14 1.2 MILES RESIDENCE  29-30 2.3 MILES
RESIDENCE 5 1.2 MILES

Distances are from the closest of the existing feedlot or project site.
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6. IX. Hydrology and Water Quality, (a-); XVIII. Utilities and Service
Systems

The Project lies just East of State Highway 115 and an abandoned Rail Road
bed. The general slope of the land in this area is to the west, towards the Alamo River. The canals
in this area lie east-west, and the water also flows to the west, towards the Alamo River. The old
Rail Road bed and Highway 115 are elevated in relation to the surrounding farm ground. When
there is & storm, all water runs through the siphons under the Rail Road bed and Highway 115,
creating a restriction because there is too much water for the siphons to handle, especially when
coupled with debris and other obstructions which find their way into the siphons thereby impeding
the free flow of the water. This causes a lake like condition and uncontrolled flooding to the east
of the Rail Road bed and Highway 115, possibly flooding the area where the proposed compost
operation or cattle pens may be located. If the water breaches feedlot or compost operation, the
water will be contaminated and spread to neighboring fields, residences, and the environment.
Attached as Appendix C are images from a flooding event that took place in August of 2012. As
you can see, the flooding was in the south parcel (of the proposed project site), clearly showing
such flooding could result in manure and contaminated storm runoff leaving the site and ending
up in a IID drain or in nearby fields.

7. XI11. Population and Housing

The Applicant’s Project could displace a family by further degrading the
local environment. Property values in the areas surrounding the project will be significantly
decreased. For me personally, my family’s residence and farm ground will be almost surrounded
by a huge cattle feedlot and composing operation. My use and enjoyment of the property will be
significantly diminished. The value of the farm ground will be decreased, as will any rents 1 may
receive on said property due to the restrictions to farming practices that will be required as a result
of the proximity to the expanded farming operation. The County is effectively taking my property
if they permit the applicant’s zone change application.

8. XIV. Public Services

Is the operator in compliance? The original site plan for the composting
project approved in 2006 called for a fire suppression water pond. Was that installed or were the
plans changed? The applicant has built cattle pens and has stored compost on the set back areas
required in the 2006 zone change? Additionally, Magnolia School is 1.8 miles from project site.

EFFORTS TO ARRIVE AT AN ACCEPTABLE SOLUTION

My previous efforts to arrive at an acceptable solution to the above referenced issues,
discrepancies, inaccuracies, and environmental issues and areas of concern have entailed a written
letter submitted to the EEC, attendance at the EEC hearing on February 15, 2018 (although it was
very unclear when, if at all, the public was permitted to question the EEC members or the Applicant
regarding the Project and Initial Study), and regular communication through my attorney with
Diana Robinson, Planner II, Imperial County Planning and Development Services. I have not yet
addressed these concems to the Applicant, but would welcome the opportunity to do so.
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ACTION REQUESTED

I respectfully request appeal of the EEC’s Mandatory Findings of Significance in
accordance with Section 15065 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA™) guidelines
and the ECC’s determination that a Negative Declaration was appropriate for providing the
necessary environmental documentation and clearance for the Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders’
project identified as “Assessment #17-0026", “Zone Change #17-0006, and “IS #17-0026". 1
request an Environmental Impact Study be prepared to adequately study and address the potentially
significant environmental effects of the Applicant’s Project.

Sincerely,

Bruce Smith

681 Marilyn Avenue
Brawley, CA 92227

(760) 344-6655
Smi6655@yahoo.com
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@ Imperial AIR QUALITY MONITOR

LOCATION: Green Road and Silliman Road
Approximately 4.5 miles from Project Site

Tuesday, February 13, 2018 at 09:06 AM

vl o ths oo

Fioahih e, acndirees Tes conad e e e e ol

Current Community Air-Quality Level (CAL) reading for this monitor (updated every 5 min)

caL [

PM2.5* 4
PM10* 43

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m®)

Air quality summary for the past 24 hours

CAL
Average 71
Highest 167
Lowest §

PM2.5*
Average 10
Highest 23
Lowest 1

PM10* California 24 hour Standard is 50 ua/mP
Average 105

Highest 288

Lowest <1

“estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m®)

1
G/S Rd.
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Air quality summary for the past 30 days
Green Road and Silliman Road

CAL

30-day average 32
Highest 24-hour average 155
Lowest 24-hour average 8

PM2.5*
30-day average 8
Highest 24-hour average 2

Lowest 24-hour average 2

PMI10* California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 20 ua/m*
30-day average 38

Highest 24-hour average 264

Lowest 24-hour average <1

*estimated particulate matter concentration (ug/m®)

Air quality summary for the past 90 days

CAL

90-day average 38
Highest 24-hour average 155
Lowest 24-hour average 0

PM2.5*
90-day average 10
Highest 24-hour average 38

Lowest 24-hour average <l

PM10* California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 20 ya/m?
90-day average 37

Highest 24-hour average 264

Lowest 24-hour average <1

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m?)

G/S Rd.
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@ Imperial

Brawley North 11th Street and River Drive

Tuesday, February 13, 2018 at 09:58 AM

Current Community Air-Quality Level (CAL) reading for this monitor (updated every 5 min)

CAL

PM2.5% 6
PM10* 15

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m?)

Air quality summary for the past 24 hours

CAL
Average 79
Highest 230
Lowest 6

PM2.5*
Average 16
Highest 39
Lowest 2

PM10* California 24 hour Standard is 50 ug/m*
Average 124

Highest 376

Lowest <1

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m®)

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG



Air quality summary for the past 30 days

CAL
30-day average 42
Highest 24-hour average 121

Lowest 24-hour average 16

PM2.5* alifornia Annual Arithmetic Mean
30-day average 11

Highest 24-hour average 4

Lowest 24-hour average 4

PM10* California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 20 yg/m?
30-day average 47

Highest 24-hour average 196

Lowest 24-hour average 3

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m®)

Air quality summary for the past 90 days

CAL

90-day average 46
Highest 24-hour average 121
Lowest 24-hour average 1

PM2.8* California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 12 ug/m*
90-day average 12

Highest 24-hour average 35
Lowest 24-hour average <1

PMI0*  California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 20 ug/m*
90-day average 45

Highest 24-hour average 196

Lowest 24-hour average <1

*estimated particulate matter concentration (pg/m®)
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@ Imperial  AIR QUALITY MONITOR

Holtville High School
Approximately 9 miles from Project Site
Tuesday, February 13, 2018 at 09:48 AM

Monitor currently offline

Air quality summary for the past 90 days

CAL

90-day average 49
Highest 24-hour average 87
Lowest 24-hour average §
PM2.5*

90-day average 13
Highest 24-hour average 29

Lowest 24-hour average 1

PM10* California Annual Arithmetic Mean Standard is 20 ua/m?

90-day average 56
Highest 24-hour average 119
Lowest 24-hour average <1

*estimated particulate matter concentration (ug/m®)

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG



APPENDIX B

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG



]
SINW €°2 0€-6Z S3Y ~

—— e p———

"SITNW 6T €254 < Z ST 6 TPz SIH

ORIGINAL EEC PKG

TSI — <~SIHN 9-T-TZ-6T .53

T 3DN3AIS3y

<gsdeE b3}

ST CESTINNSTT BT SHY

poﬁ.*um ONTISTXAS STl €7 o753
= — FHATESTH o

“STMAN T LT SH e : U STHANST ST ST
ST £'T 22 SIY. SITIW Z'T €T S3H SANW ET 6T S3Y - .

L - 3 G

ST £z Rz SIM T e T ey Sy gy
_  SIMW T YT s3Iy FUW m,bﬂ-m 3
SINN'ZSZSTIH < ST 1 {00YIS THoUTTLy

~ = SINUW T°Z29¢Z S34.

PC ORIGINAL PKG

ALISNEA GONAAISTY




APPENDIX C

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG



ORIGINAL EEC PKG



s

LN
i ‘. :l?‘ﬂ'.'

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



}

/

PC ORIGINAL PKG

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



PC ORIGINAL PKG

ORIGINAL EEC PKG



O
X
o
O
I
i
-
<
Z
Q
e
@)




Attachment B.

Response Letter from Moiola Bros. Cattle
Feeders received March 27, 2018
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APRIL 25,2018

Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders LTD
1594 E. Gonder Road

Brawley, CA 92227

760-344-1919

john@moiolabros.com

Re: Response to Mr. Bruce Smith Appeal of Environmental Evaluation Committee’s
decision.

Applicant: Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders

Date and Time: 2/15/2018 at 1:30 pm

Assessment #17-0026

BRIEF HISTORY: Three brothers from Orange County area began farming in the
Imperial Valley. With roots in the dairy industry they quickly decided to utilize the
abundant, available forage to feed eattle — so begins Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders.

Since late 1940°s. Over time and through three generations they have grown the
operation. They currently have 20,000 head of cattle, a state of the art low emission feed
mixer and ever evolving practices that lead to a great product.

Providing jobs to Valley Residents and adding to the tax revenues of City of Brawley and
Holtville Unified School District, also giving back the community through a variety of
charities is important to the Moiola Family. The goal of Moiola Brothers is to provide the
safest, best tasting beef to the market.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Parcel A - REZONE A2R TO A3: APN 041-020-028 98.54 ACRES TO REMAIN
FARMLAND.

Parcel B - REZONE A2R TO A3: APN 041-090-004 160 ACRES. THIS AREA WILL BE
THE CATTLE PENS EXPANSION OF 18,000 CATTLE, TWO RETENTION PONDS,
ONE WATER RESEVIOR, A NEW CATTLE SCALE. BOTH THE NORTHEAST AND
NORTHWEST ENTRANCES WILL BE MAINTAINED. THE EXPANSION WILL
PROVIDE FUTURE JOB CREATION.

A. The notice of Public Hearing & Scheduled Hearing Date(s) Agenda was SUFFICIENT.
The notice of the Public Hearing was posted in the IV Press two weeks prior to the
Meeting Date. The applicant (Moiola Bros. was sent the package and agenda in the mail
two weeks prior to meeting. This is common practice for all Meetings so the Public may
review and be informed and are invited to attend and comment to all decision(s) made by
the Board. (attachment 1) Email with the information of the Hearing postings.
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B. The Notice provided to the public was Accurate: The applicant is doing a Zone Change
(from A2R to A3) at Parcel 041-020-028 98.54 Acres & Parcel 041-090-004 160 Acres
(from A2R to A3) which will be for the Feedlot expansion of an additional 18,000 cattle.
The parcel will have a water reservoir, two retention ponds for the rainwater, one scale
for the cattle intake and discharge. The northeast and northwest entrance onto the lot
shall remain from Gonder Road to the Property. The Application to withdraw the CUP
(17-0017) for Parcel 041-090-004 was received at the County Nov. 14,2017 by a hand
written formal request (attachment 2) The Composting area is to remain with the existing
CUP #06-0016 and is not a part of this application. After a scheduled CUP compliance
inspection performed on October 1, 2017, it was found that the property is consistent with
all applicable regulations and all the conditions under CUP #06-0016. (attachment 3)

C. The EEC Hearing was conducted in a manner that was clear to the public. The public was
asked several times to comment on all decisions made. The Chairman conducted the
meeting as was clear to all. Due to Mr. Smith’s representative not having the proper
knowledge of the proper way to respond at the meeting, he was unable to be heard and is
now appealing the decisions made, which is why we are responding to his appeal letter
with hopes that will make our project clear to him. And that we may continue our project
with no further delays. (attachment 9)

D. The EEC’s Findings as to the Environmental Impacts with No impact or less than
significant impact are adequate. The Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders have always
complied with all requirements, rules and ordinances required by the County as stated in
the letter (attachment 3) and (attachment 4) a copy of Current 2017 APCD Permit
Renewal. The feedlot has a current complete and effective dust control plan. The
property runs sprinklers twice a day while also utilizing a water truck (daily). They
currently are in research of new advances in the airborne insect mitigation measures for
the future. They will continue to implement whenever possible available to the industry
and to continue to follow all provisions of the CEQA guidelines. If the expansion is
approved, a mosquito abatement plan will be completed per County Standards.
(attachment 5).

1. Aesthetics: The feed lot as noted in Item B (this letter) states the future uses of
the land. The expansion will be 18,000 head refer to (attachment 12) traffic
and employees.

2. Agriculture and Forest Resources: All waste or runoff is to be maintained on
site. There is a berm around the entite feedlot, two retention ponds will be
added to parcel 041-090-004 for the future cattle pens. Current Leafy Green
Products Handler Marketing Agreement metrics allows for produce to be
grown within 400 feet of Concentrated animal feeding operation refer to
(attachment 11) per our map the property of Mr. Smith is already impacted
with 3 existing Concentrated animal feeding operations and an open river
bottom.

3. Air Quality, sections a), b), ¢): refer to (attachment 4) APCD current 2017
permit renewal. This would not be possible if the feedlot and/or compost
yards where not in compliance. The additional 18,000 head of cattle will
comply with all County Mitigation measures. Appendix B reports attached to
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Mr. Smith’s letter of appeal are for areas 4.5 miles northeast of our project
site.

4. Air Quality, section d): XXI, Noise; and XVI. Transportation/Traffic:

Information on all traffic is referenced in (attachment 12) traffic is

significantly less than Mr. Smith claims in his study.

I1I. Air Quality, section e): Refer to D this letter

6. IX Hydrology and Water Quality, sections a) thru j): XVII. Utilities and
Service Systems: Feedlot is % mile east of this picture (attachment 6) there is
a berm surrounding the entire feedlot, when this event happened the existing
retention pond never overflowed nor did any water ever leave the property.
(Attachment 7 & 8) this was a drain ditch backup nothing to do with the
feedlot. No feedlot run off has ever affected any homes, roads or areas
surrounding the lots by /2 mile or more.

7. XII1. Population and Housing: the expansion of the feedlot will in no way
change the surrounding areas. All of the housing surrounding the area within
Y mile is owned by the Moiolas and family, except the property across
Gonder Road where a renter of Mr. Bruce Smith currently resides. We are
willing to place a hay buffer ‘on the northwest comer of the parcel 041-090-
004 for the noise and view of the residences currently residing there,
additionally Mr. Smith’s property has an oleander buffer on the east side of
his property adjacent to the field where the expansion will occur. See revised
site plan with actual distances to current and future cattle pens.

8. XIV. Public Services: the applicant is in compliance with all current codes
refer to (attachment 3 & 4) Magnolia School has provided a letter stating they
are in no way against the expansion. (attachment 10)

bt

We sincerely hope this helps to clarify any and all issues to the appeal letter RECEIVED by:
Tmperial County Planning & Development Services February 26, 2018 from Mr. Bruce Smith.

Thank you

John Moiola
Property Owner and Applicant
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ATTACHMENT 1

E"’%‘"T‘ Gm a il Cecilla Griffiths Vogel <cga567600@gmail.com>

Z2C17-0006 Notices for Moiola

Diana Robinson <DianaRobinson@co.imperial.ca.us> Mon, Mar 26, 11:13 AM
To: Cecilia Griffiths Vogel <cg4557600@gmail.com>

Good moming Cecllia,

Please see the attached files regarding the noticing of the Zone Change project. This emall includes:

1. Anotice of the project that was sent to all property owners within ¥ mile of the propased project slte.
2. Copy of the Public Notice as it appeared on the imperial Valley Press (IVP) on Sunday, 02/04/18..

3. Agenda and EEC package were posted online (www.icpds.com) on 02/12/18.

4. IVP CEQA Determination on the 02/20/18 publication.

a

As per our phone conversation, the applicant ia the only one to receive a hard copy of the agenda and the Initlal Study package
for the public hearing. Nelghbors receive the notice of the project only. The notice says that they have the opportunity 1o
comment on the project by visiting the Departmant to review the file, by calling the Department, by submitting written
documentation to the Department or by appearing at the public hearing. It also includes a note to the property owners that says
"If you have any questions on the project or with 1o review the project file, please contact the Department for an appointment.
(442) 265-1736”. My phone number with extension and email is provided in the notice as well as the County Planning
Department's address and office phone number. The information is avallable in Spanish as well.

Let me know If you have any questions or comments.
Thank you,

Diana Robinson, Planner Il

Imperial County Planning & Development Services
B01 Main Street, El Centro, CA 82243

Phone (442) 265-1736 x1751

Fax (442) 265-1735 / icpds.com

The preceding e-mail message (including any attachments) contains information that may be conlidential, be protected by the attornay-
client or other applicable privileges, or constitute non-public information. It is intended to be conveyed only to the designated reciplent(s). If
you are not an intended recipient of this message, please notlly the sender by replying o this message and then delete it from your system.
Use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message by unintended recipients is not authorized and may be unlawful.

IVP CEQA Determination ND 02-20-18.pdf, Notice of Public Hearing 02-02-18.pdf, Public Notice 02-04-

18.pdf
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ATTACHMENT 3

Imperial County Planning & Development Services
Planning / Building / Parks & Recreation

January 23, 2018

Jim Minnick
DIRECTOR

Cecilia Vogel
652 Lee Road
Imperial, CA 92251

SUBJECT: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT #06-0019; THIRD TIME EXTENSION #17-0019,
1594 GONDER ROAD, BRAWLEY, CA; APN 041-020-018-000

Dear Ms. Vogel:

On September 18, 2017, the Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department
received your time extension request as pursuant to General Condition 8, “Time Limit", for
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) #08-0016. This Conditional Use Permit, which was recorded in
December 12, 2006, was approved by the Imperial County Planning Commission to construct
and operate a Composting Facility upon the above site, also identified as Assessor's Parcel
Number 041-020-018-000.

After a scheduled CUP compliance inspection was performed on October 11, 2017, it was found
that the property is consistent with all the applicable regulations and all the conditions under
CUP #06-0018.

The purpose of this letter is to hereby grant the requested time extension for this Conditional
Use Permit with an expiration date of December 12, 2018. Prior to the expiration of this third
time extension period, a written request for a fourth and final extension, along with the
appropriate extension fee shall be filed. An extension shall not be granted if the project is in
violation of any one or all of the conditions.

Should you have any questions, please contact Diana Robinson, Planner II at (442) 265-1738
extension 1751 or by via e-mail at dianarobinson@co imperial.ca.us.

Sincerely,

JIM MINNICK ;

ICPDS, Director : .
U =X

By. < Br\r’/{”‘?f’(-ﬂfy— X :
Diana Robinson,

ICPDS, Planner Il

cC: Jim Minnick, ICPDS, Direstor
Michaal Abraharm, AICP, ICFDS, Aseletant Director
Digna Robinson, Pianner Il
Moiola Broa. Cattie Feaders, 1584 Gonder Road, Brawley, CA 82227
Flle: 10.101, 10.102, 10.104, Flle

GMDRISAAPNID41 102010 1B\EXT17-001AEXT17-0018 TIMEEXTLTR DOCX
#

5);1_ (AT ([F 0 e A i U R R ol e ISP S Lo I U RTRYRIT o [ ERTSRR R TR  (RE TE EE ks,
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ATTACHMENT 4

COUNTY

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
2017 APCD PERMIT RENEWAL
Facility name and mailing address: Permit Number: 3645 PTO
Active
MOIOLA BROS. CATTLE FEEDERS
1554 GONDER ROAD Permit Type BEEF FEEDLOT

BRAWLEY, CA 92227
Location Address 1584 GONDER ROAD

FEE FOR THE YEAR $365.00 BRAWLEY, CA 982227

Resp. Agent THOMAS MOIOLA

Phone 760-344-1919
Issued: 1/1/2017
BALANCE DUE $365.00 Expires: 12/31/2017

CERTIF;:ICATION BY AUTHORIZED AGENT

The permit presented here is correct. The authorizations, cerifications, and infarmation from the application and permit being
renewad, remain valid and will be kept with this ANNUAL PERMIT RENEVWAL

DATE _) ﬂ# &L}Jﬁ o SIGNATURE (/)L 1’”1_(5{ . o

CERTIFICATION BY APCD OFFICER

This permit becomes valid when signed by authorized agent

I
/

This permit, or .in approved facsimile, shall be mounted so as to be clearly visible in an
accessible place within 25 feel of the article, machine, equipment, or olher conlrivance, or
maintained readily available at all times on the operaling premises. (Rule 201D)

KEEP THIS COPY FOR POSTING
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ATTACHMENT 5

BOS APPROVED: 11-06-07
=a MO.#23

A RESOLUTION OF THE IMPERIAL COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT BOARD
OF DIRECTORS APPROVING THE IMPERIAL COUNTY CEQA AIR QUALITY HANDBOOK AND
SIMULTANEOUSLY ADOPTING BY REFERENCE, THE STATE CEQA IMPLEMENTATION
GUIDELINES

RESOLUTION NO. 2007-08%

WHEREAS, growth in the housing and commercial development markets bave increased substantially causing a
potential to adversely affect air quality; and

WHEREAS, the stat California Baviroumental Quality Act (CEQA) is the avenue by which information is
relayed to decision-makers and the general public about the potential environmental impacts of a proposed project;
and

WHEREAS, the state CEQA Guidelines § 15022() require public agencies to adopt objectives, criteria and
specific procedures consistent with the state CEQA and the general provisions of the state guidelines for
administering its responsibilities under CEQA; and

WHEREAS, the Imperial County finds it necessary to adopt the CEQA Air Quality Handbook as 2 supplemental
guideline specific to all of the political boundary end incorporated local entities within Imperial County and
consisient with the state CEQA guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the state CEQA Guidelines have been updated soveral times over these past years and will continus
to be updated; and

WHERFEAS, pursuant to the state CBQA Guidelines § 15022(d), a public agency may adopt the state CEQA
Gnuidelines through incorporation by reference; and

WHEREAS, the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District finds the incorporation of the state CEQA
Guidelines 88 an effective manner of incorporating by-refercace-any-revisions of the stets CEQA Guidelines into
the Imperial County Air Pollution Air Quality Hendbook.

NOW THEREFORE BF, IT RESOLVED, that the Imperial County Air Pollution Contre] Board of Directors
supports and approves the Imperial County Air Poliution Control Air Quality Handbook as a specific guideline
tailored to the whole of Imperisl County, including incorporated local entities and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Imperial County Air Pollution Control Board of Dircctors supports and
approves the most current version and any firture revisions to the state CEQA Guidelines (§15000 et. seq.) a5
approved by the Office of Administrative Law, by reference for use in the Imperiel County Air Pollution Control
Distri

PASSED AND ADOPTED, by the Imperial Caunty Air Pollution Cantrol Board of Directors, State of California
this 6* day of November, 2007 by an affirmetive roll call vote.

Larry L. Grogan, Cheirman
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District

o N

Sylvia BenmndesUlerk of the Board \K
Imperial County Air Pollution Control Districi
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ATTACHMENT 9

PUBLIC NOTICE

Pursuant to the requirements of the CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
(CEQA) and the County’s “RULES AND REGULATIONS TO IMPLEMENT CEQA, AS
AMENDED" the Imperial County Environmental Evaluation Committee will meet on
February 15, 2018 at 1:30pm in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 940 Main Street,
El Centro, to review the below-mentioned projec(s):

Assessment #17-0026: Applicant: Moiola Brothers Cattle Feeders project applicant
is proposing Zone Change #17-0006 with the intention to rezone two parcels currently zoned A-
2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone), to A-3 (Heavy Agricultural) so that the property owners can
have room to expand the existing feedliot, once the zone change is processed. Cattle grazing is
listed as a permitted use under the A-3 zone. The project area totals approximately 258.54 acres.
The property is legally located as Parcel 1 per PM 02406, also being a portion of Tract 147 (north
parcel) and East half of Tract 122 Township 14 South Range 15 East (south parcel), in an
unincorporated area of the County of Imperial. Assessor's Parcel Numbers 041-090-004-000 &
041-020-028-000, (1584 Gonder Road, Brawley), (Supervisorial District #5), [Diana Robinson,
Planner |l at {442) 265-1736, extension 1751 or by email at dia i obinsongecs imperial, ca.us)

Assessment #17-0028: Applicant: Verizon Wireless/J5IP project applicant is proposing
Conditional Use Pemmit #17-0019 VZW Sonoran Desert, to install a new wireless
telecommunication facility located on the site of an existing gas station. It is being proposed as a
75-foot tall monopalm tower with ancillary antennas and equipment, which includes: 12 (8-0)
panel antennas, 1 microwave antenna, 1 GPS antenna, 18 RRUs, 3 raycaps, 1 emergency diesel
generator on a concrete pad, and 2 equipment cabinets. The project is being proposed on a 400
square foot lease area (20 feet x 20 feet) and the project site would be enclosed with an B-foot
high chainlink perimeter fence with privacy slats. The property is legally described as the portion
of, South half the southeast quarter of Section 21, Township 16 South, Range 21 East. Assessor's
Parcel Numbers 056-470-009-000, (611 Sidewinder Road, Winterhaven, CA), Supervisorial
District #1), [Diana Robinson, Planner il at (442) 265-1736, extension 1751 or by email at
dianarobinson@co.imperial.ca.us],

Assessment #18-0001: Applicants: Tao Ruspoll, et. al., the event organizers propose to have
an annual weekend event, basically to be held on Friday evening untit Sunday afternoon (March
16 through March 18%). The proposed avent will be similar to the event that was held In 2017 in
Bombay Beach. The private properties where art display/installations will be presented are going
to be done by various artists. The project will have art digplays/installations in various parcels in
Bombay Beach. The Assessor Parcel Number is 002-207-007-000 et. al. Township 9 South,
Range 12 East, SBB&M (2151 First Street, Bombay Beach, CA), (Supervisorial District #1),
[Richard Cabanilla, Planner IV, at (442) 265-1736, extension 1750, or by email at
richardcabanilla@co.imperial.ca.us].

Jim Minnick, Chairman
Environmental Evaluation Committee

Sl usted requlere esta Informacién en espafol, favor de llamar al (442) 265-173€.
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ATTACHMENT 10

Magnolia Union Elementary
4502 Casey Road

Brawley, CA 92227
760-344-2494
brsmith@magnoliatigers.com

Imperial County Building/Planning Department

801 Main Street

El Centro, CA 92243

2-28-2018

To Whom It May Concern:

The purpose of this letter is to inform the Imperial County Planning Department that the
Magnolia Union Elementary School District does not object to the current proposed Moiola Feed

Lot requested zone change. If you require further information, please contact me at the
Magnolia Union Elementary District Office.

Sincerely,
Blaine R. Smith

Supt/Principal
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ATTACHMENT 11
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ATTACHMENT 12

MOIOLA BROTHERS CATTLE FEEDERS:

HOURS OF OPERATION 7 DAYS A WEEK / HOURS 6AM -4 PM
Traffic is coming in from Gonder Road east and west, from Hwy 115 north and
south.

EMPLOYEES: 28 TOTAL
CAR TRAFFIC DAILY
1 EMPLOYEE LIVES ON SITE
18 EMPLOYEES CARPOOL (5 CARS)
EXISTING - 14 CARS COME IN AND 14 OUT DAILY

5 NEW EMPLOYEES WILL BE HIRED (FUTURE)
TOTAL CARS WILL BE 19 (COULD BE LESS IF THEY CARPOOL)

COMMODITIES: TRUCK TRAFFIC
From the last year 2017 (12 months) scale tickets the average monthly was obtained

MONTHLY
EXISTING : 84
FUTURE BUILD-OUT: 168

WEEKLY
EXISTING : 21
FUTURE BUILD-OUT: 42

DAILY

EXISTING: 4
FUTURE BUILD-OUT: 8
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Attachment C.

EEC Hearing Package with Initial Study #17-0026
with attached comment letters
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TO: ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AGENDA DATE: February 15, 2018
COMMITTEE
FROM: PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES AGENDA TIME  1:30 PM/ No. 1
Zone Change #17-0008

PROJECT TYPE: |S#17-0028 Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders SUPERVISOR DIST #_5 _
Approximately 1.5 miles south of SR-78, Parcels (A) 041-020-028-000

LOCATION: from Griffin to Nolan Roads, approximately APN: _and (B) 041-090-004-000

7 miles southeast of Brawley, CA PARCEL SIZE: N/A
GENERAL PLAN (existing) Agriculture GENERAL PLAN (proposed)_ N/A
ZONE (existing) A-2-R (General Agriculture/Rural Zone)  ZONE proposed) N/A

GENERAL PLAN FINDINGS CONSISTENT  [[] INCONSISTENT  [] MAY BE/FINDINGS

PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION: HEARING DATE: N/A
) APPROVED [J pENIED [ oTHER
PLANNING DIRECTORS DECISION: HEARING DATE: N/A
[J APPROVED (] DENIED O oTHEr

ENVIROMENTAL EVALUATION COMMITTEE DECISION: HEARING DATE: 02/15/18
INITIAL STUDY: 17-0026

[J NEGATIVE DECLARATION [] MITIGATED NEG. DECLARATION O ER

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS / APPROVALS:

PUBLIC WORKS [C] NONE ATTACHED
AG X1 NONE (] ATTACHED
APCD [] NONE (X] ATTACHED
E.H.S. [CJ] NONE (] ATTACHED
FIRE/ OES X1 NONE [0 ATTACHED
SHERIFF X NONE [0 ATTACHED
OTHER IID and NAHC
REQUESTED ACTION:
(See Attached)
Planning 8 Developmant Services

801 MAIN ST., EL CENTRO, CA, 92243 442-265-1738
(Jim Minnick, Director)
S:\APN\041\080\004\ZC17-0008\EEC\ZC 170008 - EEC PROJREPT.doox
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K NEGATIVE DECLARATION
O MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

MHM&WM

Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders

1S#17-0026
ZC#17-0006

Prepared By.

COUNTY OF IMPERIAL
Planning & Development Services Department
801 Maln Street
El Centro, CA 82243
(442) 265-1738
www, lcpds.com

February 2018
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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

This document Is a (] policy-level, [X] project level Initial Study for the evaluation of potential environmental
impacts resulting with the proposed Zone Change #17-0006, where the applicant intends to rezone two parcels
cumently zoned A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) to A-3 (Heavy Agricultural), so that the owners can have
room to expand the existing feedlot, once the zone change Is processed. Cattle grazing is Iisted as a permitted
use under the A-3 zone. The project area fotals approximately 258.54 acres. For purposes of this document, the
abovementioned project will be called the “proposed application”. (Refer to Exhibit A" & *B").

B. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPERIAL COUNTY'S
GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING CEQA

As defined by Section 15063 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and Section 7
of the County's “CEQA Regulations Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA, as amended", an Initlal Study is
prepared primarily to provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for determining whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Negative Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration would be appropriate
for providing the necessary environmental documentation and clearance for any proposed project.

[] According to Section 15085, an EIR is deemed appropriate for a particular proposal if the following conditions
oceur;

» The proposal has the potential to substantially degrade quality of the environment.

« The proposal has the potential o achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term
environmenta goals.

¢ The proposal has possible enviranmental effects that are individually limited but cumwlatively considerable,
o The proposal could cause direct or indiract adverse effects on human beings.

[] According to Section 15070(a), a Negative Declaration is deemed appropriate if the proposal would not result
in any significant effect on the environment.

[ According to Section 15070(b), a Mitigated Negative Declaration is deemed appropriate if it is determined
that though a proposal could result in a significant effeot, mitigation measures are avallable 1o reduce these
significant effects to insignificant levels.

This Initial Study has determined that the proposed applications wik not result in any potentially significant
environmental impacts and therefore, a Negative Declaration is deemed as the appropriate document to provide
necessary environmental evaluations and clearance as identified hereinatter. ‘

This Inlia) Study and Negative Declaration are prepared in conformance with the Califomia Environmental Quallty

Act of 1970, as amended (Public Resources Cade, Section 21000 et. seq.); Section 15070 of the State & Counly

of Imperial's Guidelines for Implementation of the Califomia Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended

(Califomia Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15000, et saq.); applicable requirements of the

County of Imperial; and the regulations, requirements, and procedures of any other responsible public agency or

an agency with jurisdiction by law.
mpedst Cossty Piandig & Doveiopunant Bevvices Deperimend
FPage 3o/ M
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Pursuant to the County of Imperial Guidelines for Implementing CEQA as amended, depending on the project
scope, the County of Imperial Board of Supenvisors, Planning Commission and/or Planning Director is designated
the Lead Agency, in accordance with Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Lead Agency is the public
agency which has the principal responsibility for approving the necessary environmental clearances and analyses
for any project in the County.

C. INTENDED USES OF INITIAL STUDY AND NEGATIVE DECLARATION

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration ars informational documents which are intended to inform County of
Imperial decision makers, other responsible or interested agencles, and the general public of potential
environmental effects of the proposed applications. The environmental review process has been established to
enable public agencies to evaluate environmental consequences and fo examine and implement methods of
eliminating or reducing any potentially adverse impacts. While CEQA requires that consideration be given to
avoiding environmental damage, the Lead Agency and other responsible public agencies must balance adverse
environmental effects against other public objectives, including economic and social gosls.

The Initial Study and Negative Declaration, prepared for the project will be circulated for a period of 20 days (30-
days if submitted fo the Slate Clearinghouse for & project of area-wide significancs) for public and agency review
and comments. At the conclusion, if comments are received, the County Planning & Development Services
Department will prepare a document entitied “Responses to Comments” which will be forwarded to any
commenting entity and be made part of the record within 10-days of any project consideration.

D. CONTENTS OF INITIAL STUDY & NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Thie Initial Study Is organized to facilltate a basic understanding of the existing setting and environmental
implications of the proposed applications.

SECTION 1

. INTRODUCTION presents an Introduction to the entire report. This seclion discusses the environmental
process, scope of environmental review, and incorporation by reference documents.

SECTION 2

II. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM contains the County's Environmental Checklist Form. The checklist
form presents results of the environmental evaluation for the proposed applications and those issue areas that
would have elther a significant impact, potentially significant impact, or no impact.

PROJECT SUMMARY, LOCATION AND EVIRONMENTAL SETTINGS describes the proposed project
entitiements and required applications. A description of discretionary approvals and permils required for project
implementation is also included. It also identifies the location of the project and a general description of the
surrounding environmental settings.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS evaluates each response provided in the environmental checkdist form. Each
response checked in the checkiist form is discussed and supported with sufficient data and anelysis as necessary.
As appropriate, each response discussion describes and identifies specific impacls anticipated with project
implementation. '

SECTION 3

Iil, MANDATORY FINDINGS presents Mandatory Findings of Significance in accordance with Section 15085 of
the CEQA Guidelines.
\irperist Cotnty Planvisg L Devtiep 5 0 IrillM.EMGHWC!WFMIHMMIM!MN&EMMF&MISII?M
PagedtiH
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V. PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED identifies those persons consulted and involved in
preparation of this Initial Study and Negative Declaration.

V. REFERENCES lists bibliographical materials used in preparation of this document.
V1. NEGATIVE DECLARATION — COUNTY OF IMPERIAL
VIi. FINDINGS

SECTION 4
Vill. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS (IF ANY)

IX, MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) (IF ANY)
E. SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

For evaluation of environmental impacts, each question from the Environmental Checkiist Form is summarized
and responses are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Inilial Study. Impacts and effecls
will be evaluated and quantified, when appropriate. To each question, there are four possible responses, including:

1. No impact: A "No Impact' response is adequately supported if the impact simply does not apply to the
proposed applicatione.

2. Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed applications will have the potential to impact the environment.
These Impacts, however, will be less than significant; no additional analysis is required.

3. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated: This applies where incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from *Potentially Significant Impact" to a “Less Than Significant Impact”.

4. Potentlally Significant Impact: The proposed applications could have impacts that are considered
significant. Additional analyses and possibly an EIR could be required to identify mitigation measures that
could reduce these impacts to less than significant levels.

F. POLICY-LEVEL or PROJECT LEVEL ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration will be conducted under a (O policy-level, I project level analysis.
Regarding mitigation measures, it is not the intent of this document fo "overlap" or restate conditions of approval
that are commonly established for future known projects or the proposed applications. Additionally, those other
standard requirements and regulations thet any development must comply with, that are oulside the County's
Jurisdiction, are also not considered mitigation measures and therefore, will not be Identifled in this document.

G. TIERED DOCUMENTS AND INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Information, findings, and conclusions contained In this document are based on Incorporation by reference of tiered
documentation, which are discussed in the following section.

1. Tiered Documents

As permitted in Section 15152(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, information and discussions from other documents
can be included into this document. Tiering is defined as follows:

N

m::uﬁmlmmmw mlfsmﬁ_r,ammnulMIFMIMWD!MnhmmMFMIEﬂ?‘m
Fan Sol3d
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*Tiering refers to using the analysis of general maters contained in 8 broader EIR (such as the one prepared
for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and negalive declarafions on narrower projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or
negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.”

Tiering also allows this document to comply with Section 15152(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which discourages
redundant analyses, as follows:

“Agencies are encouraged to tier the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but related
projects including the general plans, zoning changes, and development projects. This approach can eliminate
repetilive discussion of the same issues and focus the later EIR or negative declaration on the actual issues
ripe for dacision at each level of environmental review. Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of analysis
is from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy or program to an EIR or negative declaration for another
plan, policy, or program of lesser scape, or to a site-specific EIR or negative declaration.”

Further, Section 15152(d) of the CEQA Gulideines states:

“Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or ordinance consistent with the
requirements of this section, any lead agency for a later project pursuant lo or consistent with the program,
plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the later project to effects which:

(1) Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR; or

(2) Are susceplible to substantial reduction o avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the project, by
the imposition of conditions, or other means."

2. Incorporation By Reference

Incorporation by reference is a procedure for reducing the size of EIRs/MND and is most appropriate for
including long, descriptive, or tachnical materials that provide general background information, but do not
contribute diractly to the specific analysis of the project itsef. This procedure is particularly useful when an
EIR or Negative Declaration refles on a broadly-drafted EIR for its evaluation of cumulative impacts of related
projects (Las Virgenes Homeowners Federation v. Counly of Los Angeles [1986, 177 Ca.3d 300)). Ifan EIR
or Negative Declaration relies on Information from a supporting study that is avallable to the public, the EIR
or Negative Declaration cannot be deemed unsupported by evidence or analysis (San Francisco Ecology
Center v. Clly and County of San Francisco [1875, 48 Ca.3d 584, 595]). This document incorporates by
reference appropriate informetion from the °Final Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
As:assmam for the *County of Imperial General Plan EIR" prepared by Brian F. Mooney Associates in 1993
and updates.

When an EIR or Negative Daclaration incorporates a document by reference, the incorporation must comply
with Section 15150 of the CEQA Guidelines as folliws:

o The incorporated document must be available to the public or be a matier of public recard (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15450[a)). The General Pian EIR and updates are available, along wilh this
document, at the County of Imperial Planning & Development Services Department, 801 Main Strest, El
Centro, CA 92243 Ph. (442) 265-1736.

o This document must be available for inspection by the public at an office of the lead agency (CEQA

Guidelines Section 15150[b]). These documents are available at the County of Imperial Planning &
Devslopment Services Department, 801 Main Street, E| Centro, CA 82243 Ph, (442) 265-1736.

Imparial County Ptanning & Davsiopemerd arvices Degarimei InHiMy.EnmmldMﬂvalmlialﬁmllﬂ Cotts Frodery 159170008

Page 8 of 34
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o These documenis must summarize the portion of the document being incorporated by reference or briefly
describe information that cannot be summarized. Furthenmore, these documents must describe the
refationship between the Incomperated information and the analysls in the tiered documents (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150[c]). As discussed above, the tiered EIRs address the entire project site and
provide background and inventory information and data which apply 1o the project site. Incorporated
information and/or data will be cited in the appropriate sections.

« These documents must include the State identification number of the incorporated documents (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15150[d)). The State Clearinghouse Number for the County of Imperial General Plan
EIR is SCH #93011023.

o The material to be incorporated in this document will include general background information (CEQA
Guldelines Section 15150f]). This has been previously discussed in this document.

wﬂwm&wmml il Siudy, Envirgamants Chackind Form & Nigatvs Coclirafos e Mlola Bros. Calfe Foacrn 5 A1T-0000
age 701 36

EEC ORIGINAL PKG

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG




I Environmental Checklist

Project Title:  Moiola Bros, Cattle Feeders - Zone Change #17-0006 Initial Study #17-0026

Lead Agency: Imperial County Planning & Development Services Department

Contact person and phone number: Diana Robinson, Planner I, (442)265-1736, ext. 1751

Address: 801 Main Street, El Centro CA, 92243

E-mall: dianarobinson@co.imperial.ca.us

Project location: The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles south of State Route 78, approximately 2.5

milss north of E. Keystone Road, directly east of State Route 115 and approximately 1 mile west of Holt Road,

from Griffin to Nolan Roads. It is approximately 7 miles southeast of Brawley; further identified as Assessor's

Parcel Number(s) 041-020-028-000 (Parcel A) and 041-090-004-000 (Parce! B). See Exhibit A.

7. Project sponsor's name and address: Moiola Bros. Cattle Feeders. 1594 Gonder Road, Brawley, CA 92227
. Goeneral Plan designation: Agriculture

9. Zoning: A-2-R (General Agricuitural/Rural Zone)

10. Description of project: The zone change application includes fwo parcels (Parcel A: north of Gonder Road and
Parcel B: south of Gonder Road), and the applicant intends to rezona from A-2-R (o A-3 to submit for a building
permit for additional cattle pens on the both north and south parcets. The project site area is adjacent lo a parcel
with an existing feediot and composting facility, both owned by the applicant. The feedlot has an exisling catlle
head count of 20,000 and they would like to add 18,000 more. The purpose of the zone change application is to
be able to have room for the feediot expansion. See attached Applications, Project Description Sheet and plans
for additional information.

[~ o o

11, Surrounding land uses and setting: The project site is surrounded mostly by cultivaled agricultural fields. There
are two (2) parcels within a 2 mile radius of the site that are being used for catile related purposes, and are owned
by the applicant, Moiola Bros, There are five (5) residences nearby, the closest one being 0.25 miles southeast of
the proposed location for the cattle pen addition, and approximalely 0.45 miles northwest of the proposed location
for the composting activities. Neighboring parcels include similar zones, such as: A-2 (General Agricullural) and
A-3 (Heavy Agricuttural). There s a parcel approximately 0.30 miles northeast of the proposed location for the
cattle pen addition that is currently being used as offices of the feediot and to store cattle equipment. In addition,
there Is a parce! approximately 0.85 miles southeast of the proposed location for the composting, that is currently
being used for as a feedlot and is also owned by the Moiola Bros. The environmental setting is mostly open flat
space due to agricultural flelds.

12. Other public agencies whose approval Is required (.g., parmits, financing approval, or parilcipation
agreement.): A) Planning Commission B) Reglonal Water Qualtty Control Boand

13. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally afflliated with the project area requested
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? if so has consultation begun?
Native American Tribe zones are not near the project site, and members of the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) have been contacted and invited to participate in the *Request for Review and Comment' as
part of the Initial Study review process. A Sacred Files Search was requested and came back with negative
findings. A tribal list was delivered from NAHC so that the project was sent out to them for review and comment.
No comments related to significant impacts were received. All the tribes that were listed were contacted either via
email, phone or fax and only one tribe member repiied. This tribe member belongs to lipay Nation of Ysabel
(Kumeyaay), saying they had no comment regarding the project.

m
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially atfected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a "Potentially Significant impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[0 Acetheics O  Agriculure and Foresiry Resourcas 7] Air Qualtty

Blological Resowres [J CulurlResources O  Geology [Bolls
O Greenhouse GasEmissions [ Hazards & Hazardouts Materigls [0 Hydwlogy/ Water Quallty
O LendUse/Planning [Q Mineral Resources O Nolee
[0  Population /Housing O  PublcServices O  Recrealion
O  TramporationTraffic [Q  Tribel Gulture! Resources 0  Utilea!Servios Systems
O e

ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION COMMITTEE (EEC) DETERMINATION

After Review of the Initial Study, the Environmental Evaluation Commitiee has:

Found that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
D RATION will be prepared.

] Found that atthough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions In the project have besn mede by or agreed to by the project proponent.

A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
[J Found that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

[ Found that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact® or "potentially significant unless
miligated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earfier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigalion measures based on the earier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze
only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[ Found that although the propesed 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 mitigaled pursuant o that earier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE DE MINIMIS IMPACT FINDING: T3 Yes CINo

EEC VOTES YES
PUBLIC WORKS
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 8vCS
OFFICE EMERGENCY SERVICES
APCD
AG
SHERIFF DEPARTMENT
ICPDS

G el O 215719
Jim Minnick, Director of Planning/EEC Chairman Date:

m&rmmimmmu MM,MMleMMhM&w.MHIMﬂﬂ?M
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PROJECT SUMMARY

A, Project Locatlon: The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles south of State Route 78, approximately 2.5
miles north of E. Keystone Road, directly east of State Route 115 and approximately 1 mile west of Holt Road,
from Griffin to Nolan Roads. It is approximalely 7 miles southeast of Brawley; further identified as Assessor's
Parcel Number 041-020-028-000 and 041-090-004-000 (See Exhibit A).

B. Project Summary: Pursuant to the project description as submitted by the applicant, the proposed project site
includes two parcels that are currently being used for agricultural purposes, and they are located north and south
of Gonder Road. The application consists of rezoning those two parcels from A-2-R to A-3. The applicant wishes
to be able to add cattle pens on the Parcel A, or parcel north of Gonder Road, which is identified as Assessor's
Parcel Number (APN) 041-020-026-000, and is adjacent to the existing feedlot and composting facility.

Parcel B, or parcel south of Gonder Road is identified as Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 041-090-004-000 and
Is currently used as farmiand and for hay storage. Once the zone change process has been completed and
approved, the applicant intends to apply for a building permit application to add cattle pens on the south portion of
this parcel (40 acres). Pursuant to Division 5 Chapter 9 Section 80508.06, there shall be a 300-foot setback from
centerline of adjacent street(s) for any animal, livestock pens, so any future cattle expansion project shall have to
reflect the previously referenced setback.

The existing feed lot on parce! identified as APN 041-020-028-000 has a current cattle head count of 20,000 and

the applicant would like to add 18,000 more, but on the parcel south of Gonder Road. The grazing of cattie is a

permitted use under the A-3 Zone. According to the applicant, the feediot expansion permit application would be

submitted after the zone change application, if approved. See attached Applications, Project Description Sheet
- and plans for additional information.

C. Environmental Setting: The project site is sumounded mostly by agricutural fields. There are two (2) parcels
within a 2 mile radius of the site that are being used for cattle related purposes, and are owned by the applicant,
Moiola Bros. There are five (5) residences nearby, the closest one being 0.25 miles southeast of the proposed
location for the cattle pen addition, and approximately 0.45 miles northwest of the proposed location for the
composting activities. Neighboring parcels include similar zones, such as: A-2 (General Agricultural) and A-3
(Heavy Agricultural). There is a parcel approximately 0.30 miles northeast of the proposed location for the cattle
pen addition that is currently being used as offices of the Feedlot and to store cattle equipment. In addition, there
is a parce) approximately 0.85 miles southeast of the proposed location for the composting, that is currently being
used for as a feedlot and is also owned by the Moiola Bros. The environmental setting is mostly open fiat space
due to agricultural flelds.

D. Analysis: The project site is zoned A-2-R (General Agricultural/Rural Zone) per Zoning Map #31 (Title 9, Section
92531.04), and Is surrounded by similar zoning areas (A-2 and A-3). The approval of the proposed application for
a zone change would allow for cattle grazing after the zone change application has been reviewed and approved
of. Cattle grezing Is listed as a permitted use in the A-3 zone according to Title 9, Division 5, Chapter 9, Section
90509.01 n), but is not part of this proposed application.

The proposed application may be consistent with the Imperial County General Plan's designation, and the Imperial
County's Land Use Onrdinance. In addition, the adoption of the CEQA Initial Study for this project would be
consistent with applicable County and State ordinances and regulations.

E. General Pian Consistency. Complementing to the analysis stated above, the project site is designated as
“Agriculture”, according to the County's General Plan Land Use Map. The proposed project is not expected fo
conflict with the County's General Plan, and can be found consistent with the Agricultural Element's Goals and
Objectives, especially Goal 10, which addresses cattie production on agricultural land (pages 35 and 36) and with
its Implementation Programs and Pallcies.

e —————————————— e —————
Imgerial County Planring & Development Services Depariman {nitadl Skxdy, Environmental Chiecidist Form & Negative Declwraton for Melols Bros. Catfe Faeders 18 #{7-0026
Page 100/ 33

EEC ORIGINAL PKG

PC ORIGINAL PKG
ORIGINAL EEC PKG




Exhibit “A”
Vicinity Map

m
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Exhibit “B"

Site Plan
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)  Abriefexplanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by the
Information sources a lead agency cites In the parentheses fallowing each question. A *No Impact® answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show thet the Impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one Involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) Al answers must take account of the whole action Involved, including off-sile as well as on-site, cumulative as
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3)  Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may oceur, then the chacklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant, "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more *Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an
EIR Is required.

4)  "Negalive Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact’ to a "L ess Than Significant
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect
to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be
cross-referenced).

5)  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA pracess, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)3)(D). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:

@) Earfier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are avallable for reviaw.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checkiist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the eariier analysis.

¢) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Miigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are sncouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general pians, zoning ordinances), Reference to a praviously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference fo the page or pages whers the statement (s substantiated.

7)  Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited In the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use dlifferent formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects
in whatever format Is selected.

9)  The explanation of each issue should identify:

g) The significance criterla or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance

#
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Potentially

Potentlially Significant Lesa Than
Significant Unlass Mitigation  Signiflcant
Impacl Incarporated Impaci No Impacl
(P8I (PSUMI) (LT8I) (NI
I. AESTHETICS Would the project:
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on & scenlc vista or scenlc O O = |

highway?

a) According to the Caitrans’ Guldelines for the Official Designation of Scenlc HIghwm‘. the merits of a nomlnated highway
are evaluated on how much of the natural landscape  passing motorist sees and the extent o which visual Intruslons Impact
the “sconle corridor”, which Caltrans defines es “...The area of land generally adjacent to and visible from the highway. i la
usually fimited by topography endlor Jurisdictional boundaries...” The project I8 located approximately 1.5 miles south of
State Route 78, and I diractly east of State Route 115. State Route 78 Is listed a8 having the potentlal o becoming 8 state-
deaignated sconlc highwaye but the segments that are ellglble for future Scenic Highway Dealgnation stalus, lie towards the
San Diego County liae and Its Junction wilh State Route 86, ond is coneidered acenic bacsuse of its view of the Salton Sea.
There are no additional scenic views surrounding the propossd project. The extating vista would not be significantly altered
a8 a consequence of the approval of the proposed zone change and fulure feedlot expansion since the surrounding area has
boen usod as a feedlot In the past; therefore, less than significant impacts are expacted.

b) Substanllaly demage scenic resources, Including, but not
limifed fo irees, rock oulcroppings, and historte bulldings wilhin | | O R
a slale scanle highway?
b) The proposed projoct site Is not within a state scenic highway and thero are no scenkc resourcos such as trees, rock
outcropplings or historic bulldings Jocsted neor the proposed project; thorefors, no Impacts ara oxpected.

o)  Subslantially degrade lhe exisling visual characler or quallly O O = 0

of the slle and e surrounding?

¢) The proposed project conslats of a zona change from A-2-R to A-1, The application Is conslstent with the surounding
uses and wilh the County’s General Pian and Land Use Ordinance, The proposed project would not substantially degrade
the existing visual character sinca tho adjacent parcel of the projact sito ks already being used for grazing and composting.
Tho applicant wishas to expand cattle grazing to the adjecent parcel after the zone change and to the parcel south of Gonder
Road, towards the south portion of the parcel. The approval of the project would cause for the existing visual character to
chango but not substantlslly; therefora, less than significant impacts are expected.

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 0 O R O
adversely affect day or nighllime views in the area?
d) All sources of lighting that may bo used for the proposed feediot after the zone change process, including security and
oporational lighting as required by State Codes and Gounty Ordinances, shall be shielded or directed onsite to minimize
offelte Interferance from unacceptable lavels or light or glare. Compliance with sald codes and ordinances would cause for
lons than significant impacts.

1L AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

In dolérmining whether impacls to agricullural resources are significant environmenial eflects, lead agencies may refer 1o Lhe Callfomia
Agricullural Land Evaluation and Slte Assessment Model (1887) piepared by the Callfornla Department of Conservation as an optional model to
use In assessing impacis on agricullure and farmland. In delermining whether Impacls lo {orast rasources, including timberlend, are significant
envilonmental eflects, lead agencles may refer o information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prolection regarding
the stae's inventory of forest land, Including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Fores! Legacy Assessment project; and forest
carbon maasurement mathodology provided In Forest Prolocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. ~Would fhe projec!:

8) Convert Pime Farmland, Unique Fammiand, or Farmiand of
Slatewide Imporiance {Famiand), 88 shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmiand Mapping and Monltoring | O | X
Progtam of the Californla Resources Agency, fo non-
egricullural use?
8) Tha project sits appears as “Farmisnd of Statewide Importance” aceording to the California Department of Conservation
Farmiand Mapping Program?, and [s surounded by the same plassification, except for the oxhting composting area, which
appesrs as by "Other Land”. Tha nearest parcel that is designated as "Prime Farmland" Is located approximately 0.75 miies
southesst of the project slte. The proposed project does not convert prime tarmland, unique farmiand, farmland of slatowide
importance (farmiand), to non-agricultural use, nor does i Include modifications from farmiand to non-agricultural land. No
Impacts are being anficlpated regarding convension to non-agricultural use.

1 Imparial County Ganera! Plan Clreulabon and Scenic Highways Element, pge. 30 & 93 hitp:wvew.lopds.com/CMEMedia/Clrculation-Scenic-Highway-Elament-{2008). pdf

2 Gaiomis Imzortant Familand. 1984.2014 hops nuﬁs:ff@.commmnmﬂmgmlw
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Potentlally

Polentlally Significanl Less Than
Signlficant Unless Mitigalion  Slgnificant
|mpact Incorporaled Impact No Impact
(PSI) (PSUMI) (LTSH (N)
b) Confilct with existing zoning for agricullural use, o a O 0 | =4

Willamson Act Conlract?

b) The project ste In zoned A-2-R (Genaral AgriculluralRurai Zone), which is used to designate aroas that are sullable and
Intended primarlly for agricultural purposes (limited) and agriculiural related compatible uses, The proposed project does
not confllct with exleting zoning for agrcultural use end Is not under a Willlamson Act contract, according to the Willlamson
Act map croated in 2012 by ICPDS for the Imperial County Board of Supervisora Order #10a; therefore, no impacte are
expacted.

)  Conflict with existing zoning for, o cause rezoning of, iovest
and (as delined in Public Resources Cade seclion 12220(g)),
timberisnd (as defined by Public Resources Code seclion d O 4 X
4526), or imberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Governmenl Code Seclicn 51104(g))?
¢) No forest land Is avallable in or near the vicinity of the project, and the sio's current uae, zoning and land use designation,
do not support the definitions provided by Public Recourses Code for timberland or forestiand, or Government Code Section
for "Timberland Production". The proposed project is mostly surrounded by open and flat agilculturel lunds, and would not
cauee for any forest land to ba converted Info non-forest use. No impacts are expected to occur.

d)  Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land o e
non-forest use? O O O e
d) As previously staled, there |8 no forest tand In the area of the project locetlon and no conversion to non-forest use would
occur as a consequence of the approval of the propased project; therefore, no Impacts would occur.

g) Involve o