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This section includes comments received during public circulation of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) prepared for the Major Modification to Conditional Use
Permit CUP-5001-1 (Case No. PL13-0101).

The MND was circulated for a 30-day public review period that began on April 10, 2023
and ended on May 10, 2023. The Ventura County Resources Management Agency
received 11 comment letters on the MND. The commenters and the page number on
which each commenter’s letter appear are listed below. The individual comment letters
are attached as Attachment B of this response to comments document.

Letter No. and Commenter Page No.
1 Calleguas Municipal Water District B-1
2 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District B-4
3 Friends of Ormond Beach B-6
4 Joan Tharp B-8
5 Joy Kobayahi B-10
6 Local Agency Formation Commission B-11
7 Shirley & Larry Godwin B-13
8 The Nature Conservancy B-16
9 Ventura Audubon Society B-22
10 City of Oxnard B-25
11 State_ of California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and
Wildlife B-35

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters are numbered
sequentially, and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has
been assigned a number. The responses to each comment identify first the number of the
comment letter, and then the number assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example,
indicates that the response is for the first issue raised in Comment Letter 1).

Where a comment resulted in a change to the MND text, a notation is made in the
response indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by strikeout font
(strikeoutfont) where text was removed and by underlined font (underlined font) where
text was added.




Response to Comments
Case No. PL13-0101
Page 2 of 39

Letter 1

COMMENTER: Calleguas Municipal Water District, Jennifer Lancaster
DATE: May 9, 2023

Response 1.1

The commenter states that the facility and subject property are located partially within the
Metropolitan Water District and Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas) as
indicated on an exhibit in the response letter. Available information in the public record
indicates that Port Hueneme Water Agency has been providing water for operational
purposes for the known life of the project (Approximately 1999).

Response 1.2

The commenter requests that the MND include discussion regarding the expansion of
water service, and comments that Calleguas and Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (Metropolitan) be added as responsible agencies to the MND. Calleguas also
provided a recommended statement be added to the MND. In response to this request
staff hereby revised MND Item 28 b (MND Page 82):

28b-1 and 28b-2. Implementation of the proposed project will result in an estimated
project-related demand of 20 acre-feet/year (AFY). The project Will Serve letter
(dated July 18, 2013) from the Port Hueneme Water Agency committed to
supplying up to 20 AFY to the Agromin facility. The Port Hueneme Water Agency
indicated in August 2020 that the Will Serve letter remains in effect and that water
is available to serve the facility. Water use for the project would not exceed 20
AFY; therefore, the commitment of the Port Hueneme Water Agency to supply
water would not be exceeded, and the project would not significantly exacerbate
overdraft of the Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin. In addition, extractions of
groundwater in accordance with the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency allocation system do not have the potential to cause or contribute to long-
term overdraft because the Fox Canyon aquifer is a managed and regulated
groundwater source. The Port Hueneme Water Agency indirectly purchases water
from Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas), which distributes water
supplied by Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). APN
No. 231-0-040-315, where the compost facility expansion would occur, is currently
outside the boundaries of both districts and annexation to Calleguas and
Metropolitan will be required. Additionally, Port Hueneme Water Agency is a Joint
Power Authority (JPA) operated by the Channel Island Beach Community Service
District (CIBCSD) and City of Port Hueneme. Annexation will also be required to a
member agency of the Port Hueneme Water Agency. This annexation would not
involve the extension of offsite infrastructure as the APN to be annexed will utilize
an existing point of connection located on APN No. 231-0-080-085 which is already
within the service area of Port Hueneme Water Agency. This annexation will solely
permit APN 231-0-040-315 to use water provided by this existing infrastructure for
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potable, irrigation, and fire protection water purposes. Calleguas, Metropolitan,
and CIBCSD are all included as responsible agency of this MND. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have project-specific or cumulative impacts regarding
water supply.

The MND has beenupdated to include both Agencies. MND Section A, Item 7 — Page 3,
List of Responsible and Trustee Agencies: Calleguas Municipal Water District
(Calleguas), Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan), and
Channel Island Beach Community Services District (CIBCSD). Due to the annexation
requirements identified, the project description has been amended to include the
requirement for annexation for APN 231-0-040-315. Additionally, the Planning Division
has also added Condition of Approval 27 which requires that the Permittee provide proof
of annexation prior to the CUP boundary on APN 231-0-040-315. This reporting would
occur before the release of Zoning Clearance for use inauguration.
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Letter 2

COMMENTER: Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Nicole Collazo
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 2.1

Commenter requests that Ventura County APCD be listed as a Responsible Agency.
APCD is hereby added as a Responsible Agency with an active permit to Operate, No.
07369. Section A, Item 7 — Page 3, List of Responsible and Trustee Agencies: Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District

Response 2.2

The commenter identifies an error in the discussion regarding the generation of traffic for
the project. Additional vehicle trips per day are hereby updated in Section B, Item 1 Air
Quality (VCAPCD) Impact Discussion la (MND Page 6). of the MND based upon the
modifications to throughput trips to the facility as indicted by the applicant. This MND
revision now states:

The Applicant does not expect overall composting to increase compared to
historical levels (established under the parent CUP [CUP 5001) for the property
which did not project Air Quality impacts for the establishment associated with the
permit _storage volume of 10,000 cubic vyards); therefore, emissions from
composting are not anticipated to increase. Emissions from the additional 25 33
vehicle trips per day (see impact discussion 27a(1)-a of this Initial Study) would
not be anticipated to exceed Air Quality thresholds. Net increase in criteria air
pollutants based upon the operational impact from increased mobile trips is
included below. Therefore, based on information provided by the Applicant, air
pollutant emissions would be below the 25 pounds per day threshold for reactive
organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen as described in the Ventura County Air
Quality Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the project would not have a significant
impact on regional air quality Page 6, Section B Item 1.

Increase in Peak Day Operation Emissions

ROC co NOXx PMu10

(pounds (pounds (pounds (pounds
Source per day) per day) per day) per day)

Increase 33 0.12 0.28 0.03 <0.005
Average Daily

Trips

Source: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. (2022) .
California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod)




Response to Comments
Case No. PL13-0101
Page 5 of 39

Additionally, vendor trips are represented in the existing baseline trip of 72 trips, based
upon 50 green material truck trips, 18 employee trips, and 4 vendor trips. With respect to
the anticipated project-related change (additional vehicle trips associated with the
additional compost storage volume), Page 71, Item 27 A Roads and Highways (1) Level
of Service Impact Discussion is revised as follows:

Average heavy-duty truck trip estimates for throughput at the current facility
(approximately 55,000 tons/year, based on 2013 data) are #2 50 one-way trips/day
for materials transportation and four one-way trips/day for vendor deliveries.
Average employee trips are currently 18 per day (based on 2.25 trips per employee
per day, and an assumption of eight current employees).

The proposed project would generate additional traffic on the Regional Road
Network (RRN) and local public roads. However, the low volume of traffic
generated by the project does not have the potential to alter the level of service of
the adjacent County maintained road (Huememe Road) or County intersection
(Arnold Road/Hueneme Road). All materials brought to and from the site would be
via commercial collection vehicles, trucks and roll-off bins using Hueneme Road
to Arnold Road. Traffic for the proposed project would be generated by incoming
materials, employees, and outgoing products. The project would generate an
estimated total of 33 additional average daily trips, which would consist of the

following:
. Additional Average employee trips: 2 trips per day for full time
employees and 9 trips/day for seasonal employees; 11 trips per day
. Additional Average green material truck trips: 4% 22 trips/day

«  Average daily vendor trips: 4 trips per day.

For Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), the County’s screening criteria states that a
project can be presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT if the
project generates or attracts fewer than 110 trips per day. The project would result
in an increase of approximately 33 trips per day (ADT) to a total ADT of 105;
therefore, adverse project-specific traffic impacts relating to VMT would be less-



Response to Comments
Case No. PL13-0101
Page 6 of 39

than-significant and the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on VMT.

Response 2.3

The commenter identifies discussion from the Air Quality impact section MND as
incorrect. The statement relates to the projection that “emissions from composting are
not anticipated to increase” because the applicant does not expect overall composting to
increase compared to “historical levels”. The commenter also states that this change in
maximum storage volume should be disclosed as peak operational emissions, utilizing
the methodology outlined in Sections 3 and 5 of the Ventura County Air Quality
Assessment Guidelines to assess regional air quality impacts. Staff contends that no
substantive change in equipment (including engines/equipment permitted by APCD) air
pollutants and GHG emissions and composting-related fugitive dust, ammonia, volatile
organic compounds (VOC) associated with existing composting operations would occur.
Although the project would result in a modification in volume of green material handling
(feedstock, active and finished compost), emissions associated with this change would
not result in a project-related increase.

Response 2.4

The commenter states that the Authority to Construct referenced in the MND pertained to
a digester gas engine project which is no longer proposed. The digester gas engine has
been deleted from the currently proposed project. The MND has been revised to delete
all references to the requirement related to the Authority to Construct for the work. MND
Page 7 Section B, Item 1a Air Quality:

Local Air Quality Impacts

Based on information in the project application, the project would result in local air
quality impacts (odors and fugitive dust) but those impacts would be less than
significant. This conclusion is based on the requirement that the Permittee comply
with all applicable Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rules
and Regulatlons condltlons of VCAPCD Permlt to Operate—anel—Aufehemy—te

meaepMﬁm&anen—Plan—QMay—zeze)-éA&aehmem—S)—Pursuant to Callfornla Code
of Reqgulations (CCR) Title 14 Section 17867 (a) (2) and CCR 17863.4, and

Ventura County Ordinance Code 4719, the permittee is subject to compliance with
the requirements related to odor control and management which will be enforced
by the Ventura County Environmental Health Division (EHD) acting as the Local
Enforcement Agency (See Condition of Approval No. 37 — Odor_ Impact
Management Plan, Exhibit 5).
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Response 2.5

The commenter states that operational odors from composting emissions are exempt
from APCD permitting requirements due to the California Health & Safety Code Section
41705. See the Response to Comment 2.4 above regarding regional impacts to air
quality; the revisions are shown above as additional language added to the MND in
underlined text. The standard requirements for operation of a green composting facility,
including odor enforcement actions, are implemented by the Environmental Health
Division as the local enforcement agency; this information has been added to the MND.

Response 2.6

The commenter notes a difference in the throughput of 55,000 tons/year to the current
throughput on file of 93,000 tons/year. As the described by the applicant, throughput
identified in previous Enforcement Agency (EA) notifications for the project were due to
the logistical considerations based on the ability to process feed stock onsite. The facility
currently processes an increased throughput due to improved utilization of delivery
vehicles which are able to deliver a larger volume of feed stock to the site and the facility’s
ability to efficiently process compost. The increase in the throughput was previously
implemented by the applicant via their Enforcement Agency (EA) notifications which have
been filed with the Ventura County in accordance with the Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, Section 18103.

Response 2.7

The commenter states that neither the MND project description nor Air Quality Impact
Analysis indicate a previous component of the project which was to close indefinitely and
transfer its operations offsite (Agromin Limoneira Santa Paula site). The commenter
identifies the Certified EIR for the Agromin Limoneira facility (State Clearinghouse No
2020039054) and indicates that the baseline assumptions for the Limoneira facility
included the Arnold Road facility and the premise that this facility would shut its operations
down once the Limoneira facility was operational. The Applicant indicates that closure of
the Arnold Road Facility is not feasible from an economical or practical perspective. As
such the applicant is requesting to operate the facility as a standalone operation.
However, to respond to this comment the Planning Division has incorporated the following
revisions to MND Section B Item 1b. Air Quality Impact Discussion:

1b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan
Goals and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies
referenced for Item 1 of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines
(refer to the Hazards and Safety Element, Section 7.10 Air Quality). The Certified
EIR (State Clearinghouse No 2020039054) for a separate facility in the
unincorporated area of Santa Paula known as Agromin Limoneira facility
previously indicated that the baseline/existing conditions included the Agromin
Shoreline facility (the Project) to evaluate air quality impacts. At this time
operations will not transfer from the Agromin_Shoreline facility, because site
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closure due to economic and practical considerations; these considerations
include the timing and progression of the Limoneira facility coming online for
occupancy at full capacity, and the fact that the Agromin owns the Arnold Road
facility and intends to continue the use of their property.
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Letter 3

COMMENTER: Friends of Ormond Beach Oxnard CA, Christina Zubko
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 3.1

The commenter states that the MND fails to address the increased predator attraction
that will impact the western snowy plover (WSP), and California least tern (CLT) nesting
success. The Commenter also expresses concern that the daily deployment of Harris’s
hawk will have potential impacts to sensitive bird species. As discussed MND Section B,
Item 4 A (Biological Resources — Species), the project was evaluated for impact upon
biological resources, including western snowy plover (WSP) and California least tern
(CLT) two special status species found within the project area. The ISBA (page 24)
mentions that 15 special species were analyzed- and that foumd that “(t)he proposed
project is not expected to directly impact special status plant or wildlife species.” The MND
informs the decision-makers and the public by fully addressing project-related impacts
and providing feasible mitigation measures to reduce project impacts as they relate to
impacts to the identified areas of potentially significant impacts. As discussed in the
Section B MND under item 4A Impacts to Biological Resources - Species, the project will
not result in any direct impacts to CLT and WSP. The continued processing of green
material will not result in new impacts upon bird species. However, the requirement for
the development of a Predatory Bird Management Plan address predatory birds and
scavenging birds should be incorporated into the project, and changes to the
specifications addressing deterrence measures should be modified so that no potential
indirect impacts may occur to protected species. Accordingly, the following modifications
are made MND Section B Item 4-2 (Biological Resources), pages 21 — 22:

Additionally, the Applicant is required, through a condition of approval, to implement
a Predatory Bird Management Plan (Attachment 12). As part of the plan, a monitoring
program would be implemented to quantify attraction of predatory birds to the project
site. Based on the results on the monitoring, predatory bird deterrent measures would
be implemented. The objective of the Predatory Bird Management Plan is to ensure
compatibility with conservation efforts outlined in the USFWS 2007 Recovery Plan for
Western Snowy Plovers and the USFWS 1985 California Least Tern. The Predatory
Bird Management Plan relies on adaptive management to identify the most successful
abatement techniques for use at this particular site. Deterrent methods that are
unsuccessful, either because they are potentially harmful to the special status species
or because the species has adapted to certain abatement measures, would be
replaced with new strategies or a combination of existing deterrent strategies. The

Predatory Bird Management Plan use-the-following-approach-andtechnigues:
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may be instituted with the following Condition of Approval:

Predatory Bird Management Plan

Purpose: In order to _minimize indirect impacts related to sensitive biological
resources which include western snowy plover (WSP) (Charadrius nivosus
nivosus) and the California least tern (CLT) (Sternula antillarum browni) and
Belding’s savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi) in
conformance with Ventura County General Plan Conservation and Open Space
Policy COS-1.

Requirement: The Permittee shall retain the services of a County-approved
qualified biologist who shall be responsible for the preparation of an adaptive
predatory bird management plan (Predatory Bird Management Plan) which
includes following:

e Conducting monitoring at least two times a month (with a duration of two
hours) of the project site and adjacent areas for predatory birds/scavenging
birds (qulls and corvids) for an initial three month period;

e |Installation of trail cameras to monitor the site at reqular intervals for the
presence of predatory birds;
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e Preparation of a Predatory Bird Management Plan which report the results
of monitoring of predatory/scavenger bird activity and mesopredators at the
project _site, describes methodology of the collection of predatory bird
monitoring data and mesopredators, methodology to quantify changes in
predatory/scavenger bird and mesopredator activity, data collection
methods for monitoring the effectiveness of the program, monitoring criteria
for evaluating the success/failure of the program, and reporting
requirements which include contacting Ormond Beach nest monitors
associated with the Ventura Audubon Society; and

e If determined by the consulting biologist to be necessary based upon review
of the predatory scavenger bird activity and mesopredator data and subject
to approval of Ventura County Planning Director in consultation with the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the development and use of appropriate
deterrence methods which employ behavior and habitat modification control
methods of predatory birds that do not interfere with wildlife inhabiting and
nesting within the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) adjacent
to the project.

The permittee shall implement and comply with all provisions and
recommendations of the Predatory Bird Management Plan.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit the following documents to the
Planning Division for review and approval:

e A copy of a signed contract (financial information redacted) with a County-
approved biologist responsible for the surveys, monitoring, and preparation
of the required report. When the monitoring will occur and what areas will
be monitored must be clearly stipulated in the contract. (It is recommended
that the Permittee shall submit a draft copy of the proposed contract to the
Planning Division for review and comment prior to the contract being
executed.)

« Predatory Bird Management Plan documenting the results of the
monitoring and preliminary recommendations from the County-approved
consulting biologist.

Timing: Prior to issuance of a Zoning Clearance for Construction (i.e. grading or
other land clearing activities), the Permittee shall have taken the following actions:

e Provide the Planning Division with a copy of a signed contract as specified
above.
Within 30 days of the completion of predatory birds/scavenging bird monitoring,
the Permittee shall submit to the Planning Division, a Predatory Bord Management
Plan from a County-approved biologist documenting the monitoring results and
recommendations.
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Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains copies of the signed
contract and the Predatory Bird Management Plan provided by the Permittee in
the project file. The Planning Division has the authority to inspect the property
during the monitoring phase of the project to ensure that the County-approved
qualified biologist is on-site as required.

Response 3.2

The commenter expresses concern regarding compatibility with nearby sensitive habitat
and the community vision for Ormond Beach. Staff has determined that the continued
operation of the Agromin Facility was a recognized constraint in Ormond Beach Wetland
Restoration Feasibility Study (October 2009). The Facility is not within the Ormond Beach
Restoration and Public Access Plan (OBRAP) (May 2021), which is currently underway
by the City of Oxnard. Also, the commentor raised concerns about the papermill, water
treatment plant, and GenOn, which are all within the jurisdictional boundary of the City of
Oxnard. With respect to the proposed Agromin project, the land use is compatible as an
agricultural supporting land use on land zoned AE (Agricultural Exclusive) and as
mentioned in Section 4.2 of the Focused Initial Study Biological Assessment for
Agromin(Exhibit 10), the proposed project is not expected to directly impact special status
plant nor wildlife species.AE zoning allows for the development of composting and soil
amendment land uses due as these types of uses are typically open and do not require
intensive site improvements or buildings and the end product (compost and soil
amendment) are beneficial to agricultural productions. The project, as conditioned, is
consistent with the Ventura County land use requirements for approval and the MND
adequately addresses impacts upon biological resources, including impacts upon habitat
as discussed in MND Section B, Items 4C and 4D (Ecological Communities — Waters and
Wetland, and Ecological Communities — Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)).

Response 3.3

The commenter states that the use of land to expand Agromin is incongruent with the
progressive vision that taxpayer dollars have already funded. The commenter indicates
that “for years, the city of Oxnard, The Nature Conservancy, and the State Coastal
Conservancy have worked to implement the Ormond Beach Restoration and Public
Access Plan. These three partners anticipate this project will be completed by the end of
the decade. The vision of this project includes restoring Ormond Beach back to its natural
state as well as giving the public access to the beach area. Recently, the three partners
proposed that the US Fish and Wildlife be considered for the management of the land
that makes up Ormond Beach. If this proposal goes through, Ormond Beach will grow in
its potential to become known as a haven for wildlife and will increase in its popularity for
ecotourists. The use of land to expand Agromin is incongruent with the progressive vision
that taxpayer dollars have already funded. This business will further encroach upon
sensitive habitats. The will of the local community is to rewild Ormond Beach—not thwart
efforts to enable wildlife to thrive.” . Furthermore, the commenter states that the MND falls
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short in protecting the sensitive habitats of Ormond Beach and the proposed use of the
land reflects an antiquated and outdated view of how coastal lands should be used. The
commenter also acknowledged that the coast was used for industry, but claims that “today
most view the coast as a resource that should be protected and preserved for all to enjoy.”

The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the applicable requirements of the Ventura
County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (NCZO) and the policies of Ventura County
General Plan and the MND adequately addresses impacts upon the environment. A
specific discussion of the project consistency and compliance with the NCZO and General
Plan are presented in Planning Commission Staff Report Exhibits 9 and 6 respectively.
While the commentor raises important concerns about the long-term vision for Ormond
Beach, it is important to clarify that the project site is located outside the geographic
boundaries of the Ormond Beach Restoration and Public Access Plan (OBRAP). As
indicated in Section 4.2 of the Focused Initial Study Biological Assessment for Agromin,
it is notable that no special status plant nor animal species were observed at the proposed
project site or elsewhere within 300 feet the CUP boundary. Also, the proposed project is
not expected to directly impact special status plant or wildlife species. The project occurs
on a previously disturbed property, and the expansion appears to have been used
historically for agricultural purposes. Condition of Approval No 34 (Exhibit 5) requires the
permittee to hire a biological consultant to monitor the site for predators associated with
protected shorebirds and to report findings and final recommendations for the site.
Implementation of this requirement as a Condition of Approval is subject to data review
from the County, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
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Letter 4
COMMENTER: Joan Tharp
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 4.1

The commenter provided a verbatim comment letter which mirrors comments provide in
Letter 3 (above). Therefore, please see the response to Comment 3.1.

Response 4.2

The commenter provided a verbatim comment letter which mirrors comments provide in
Letter 3 (above). Therefore, please see the response to Comment 3.2

Response 4.3

The commenter provided a verbatim comment letter which mirrors comments provide in
Letter 3 (above). Therefore, please see the response to Comment 3.3
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Letter 5

COMMENTER: Joy Kobayashi
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 5.1

The commenter expresses an objection to the project, stating that the expansion of the
permit boundary (increase by 33%) and extension of time will result in significant impacts
and should trigger an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) were prepared to evaluate the environmental effects of the
proposed modifications, including the expanded boundary and time extension. The
project was analyzed and evaluated to identify environmental impacts pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) which determined project impacts to be less
than significant with mitigation. Following the evaluation, a Mitigated Negative Declaration
(MND) was deemed appropriate under CEQA Guidelines 815070. The analysis
concluded that the proposed permit boundary increase and time extension would not
result in new or more severe significant impacts that were not previously addressed.
There were no impacts that were determined could not be mitigated to less than
significant, therefore pursuant to CEQA, the preparation of an EIR was not required.

The MND adequately informs the decision-makers and the public by fully addressing
project-related impacts and providing feasible mitigation measures to reduce project
impacts.

Response 5.2

The commenter also indicated that the MND does not include an assessment of the high
likelihood of invasive plant species introduced from composting activities and that the
endangered native plant species at neighboring Ormond Beach are already being
threatened by invasive, non-native plants. The introduction of invasive plants at the
proposed site will be minimized with the implementation of regular green waste handling
activities by the Permittee with oversite by the Environmental Health Division as the Local
Enforcement Agency with enforcement authority to abate nuisances under Ventura
County Code of Ordinances Section 4719 (Nuisances with Respect to Solid Waste) and
the implementation of the standard condition of approval requiring implementation of pest
monitoring and pest abatement which will be administered by the Agricultural
Commissioner’s office. The operator is prohibited from operating in a manner that
constitutes a “public nuisance.” Public nuisance includes any activity which poses a
danger to health and safety of the environment or any flora or fauna. The operator is
responsible for implementing practice which address invasive species, pest
management, etc with the implementation of Conditions of Approval Nos. 36, 38 and 62
(Exhibit 5). Condition 34 which requires preparation of Predatory Bird Management Plan
for predators associated with special status shorebirds. Condition 36 requires the
implementation of the vector control plan which addresses scavengers, while condition
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62 requires the permittee to submit for pest monitoring upon demand by the Agricultural
Commissioner’s office.

The Initial Study determined that, with implementation of regulatory conditions, impacts
related to invasive plant species would be less than significant and the project is not
expected to directly affect special-status plant or wildlife species (as mentioned in Section
4.2 of Focused Initial Study Biological Assessment Report for Agromin). Additionally, if
there is an issue during the operational phase of the project, the LEA may implement
enforcement procedures if a nuisance is identified, the operator would be responsible
addressing these issues and complying with any orders from the LEA.

The commenter’s concerns about the high likelihood of invasive plant species being
introduced from the composting activities and predatory birds threatening Western Snowy
Plovers (WSP) and California Least Terns (CLT) at Ormond Beach are addressed in the
Focused Initial Study Biological Assessment Report for Agromin. The IS/MND includes
references to the requirement for a Condition of Approval for Predatory Bird Management
Program (PBMP) to augment the proposed Vector Control Plan, and ensure compatibility
with conservation efforts outlined in the Recovery Plan for Western Snowy Plover
(USFWS 2007) and the California Least Tern Recovery Plan (USFWS 1985). The PBMP
shall employ predatory bird behavior and habitat modification control methods that do not
interfere with wildlife inhabiting and nesting within the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHA) adjacent to the project. Also, while WSP and CLT are sensitive to
disturbance, neither is expected on-site due to high level of human activity at the proposed
project site and based upon a thorough review of past nesting monitoring reports. Also,
subsequent site visits confirmed that the CUP expansion area is too disturbed to host
CLT and WSP nesting habitat, as mentioned in Section 3.2 of the Focused Initial Study
Biological Assessment Report for Agromin (Exhibit 10).

Additionally, this requirement is further addressed under the standard conditions of
approval for the renewed CUP, specifically under Condition of Approval No. 9 —
Documentation Verifying Compliance with Other Agencies’ Requirements Related to this
CUP Permit. Condition 9 states that the Permittee must ensure compliance with and
provide notification to federal, state, and local regulatory agencies relevant to the Project
(as described in Condition No. 1), and complete the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting
Program. The Permittee is also responsible for obtaining and maintaining all necessary
permits and licenses issued by these agencies in good standing, including the
Enforcement Agency (EA) Notification Tier Permit required for the operation of the site as
a green material composting facility.



Response to Comments
Case No. PL13-0101
Page 17 of 39

Letter 6

COMMENTER: Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo), Kai Luoma
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 6.1

No Response necessary, the commenter lists the purpose and nature of comments from
LAFCao.

Response 6.2

The commenter states that the facility occupies APNs 231-0-080-070 and 231-0-080-080
with operations extending partially on APN 231-0-040-315. LAFCo summarizes
Calleguas’ comment letter here, including Calleguas conclusion that annexation to
Calleguas and Metropolitan is required. However, LAFCo questions whether PHWA will
have the authority to serve parcel -315 (even if the parcel was annexed to Calleguas and
Metropolitan). PWHA is a joint power authority (JPA) of the City of Port Hueneme and
Channel Islands Beach Community Services District (CIBCSD). In order for PWHA to
serve as the retail provider for parcel -315, the project may also require annexation to a
member agency of the JPA. APN 231-0-040-315 cannot be used until its annexation per
Condition Nos. 1 and 27 (Exhibit 5). The applicant will be subject to LAFCo approval for
the annexation.

Response 6.3

The commenter states that Calleguas is a wholesale water provider which supplies to
retail water providers such as PHWA. As discussed above, PHWA is a joint power
authority (JPA) of the City of Port Hueneme and the CIBCSD. The Commenter states that
because the property is not within the service area either jurisdiction, PHWA cannot
provide expanded water service to subject property. The proposed project does not
include any new water service or expansions to the PWHA distribution system like new
points of connections or water service mains. However, to permit the use of water for
construction and operational activities on the expanded portion (i.e. water for fire
suppression via use of fire hydrants, and water dust suppression), the requirement to
annex to Calleguas, and Metropolitan, and a member agency of the JPA of the PWHA
are included as amendments to the project description and Condition 27. APN 231-0-040-
315 cannot be used until annexed. With the annexation requirement and the applicant’s
possession of a will serve letter from PHWA, the applicant can implement the appropriate
requirements to expand the facility.

Response 6.4

The list of responsible agencies has been expanded to include Channel Islands Beach
Community Services District (CIBCSD). Section A, Item 7 — Page 3, List of Responsible
and Trustee Agencies: Channel Islands Beach Community Services District (CIBCSD).
Additionally, water is supplied to the site by the Port Hueneme Water Agency (“PWHA”).
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PWHA, a Joint Power Authority (“JPA”) operated by the City of Port Hueneme and
Channel Islands Beach Community Services District (“CIBCSD”), indirectly purchases
water from Calleguas Municipal Water District (“Calleguas”), which distributes water
supplied by Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (“Metropolitan”). The CUP
boundary will be expanded to include APN 231-0-040-315, which is currently outside the
jurisdictional boundaries of the JPA, Calleguas, and Metropolitan; therefore annexation
to a member agency of the JPA (presumably, CIBCSD), as well as annexation to
Calleguas and Metropolitan, will be required to extend water service to this additional
parcel (Condition Nos. 1 and 27 Project Description).
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Letter 7

COMMENTER: Shirley A. & Larry Godwin
DATE: May 5, 2023

Response 7.1

The commenter expresses concern regarding fire hazards. The proposed project has
been evaluated by the Ventura County Fire Protection District (VCFPD) with respect to
compliance with the applicable rules of the Ventura County Fire Protection Ordinance and
Guidelines including specific standards related to compost and mulching operations. The
proposed fire hydrants would be located where the risk of fire is greatest (active compost
windrows). The project will be conditioned to require that the applicant maintain site
security as necessary and a contact person will be available on a 24-hours basis to
address concerns related to public safety and emergencies. Verification of compliance
with all conditions of approval for Case No. PL13-0101 will occur prior to zoning clearance
for construction of the project. Pursuant to NCZO Section 8114-3.5, and Condition No.
12 (Exhibit 5), Condition Compliance staff shall conduct a condition compliance review
no less than every three years.

Response 7.2

The commenter expresses concern that the proposed stormwater basin is not adequate
to capture runoff on Arnold Road. The potential impacts are evaluated in MND Section B
Items. 2B Water Resources — Groundwater Quality and 17a Hydraulic Hazards — Non-
FEMA. Under these items, the MND contends that stormwater runoff would be directed
to onsite retention basin that would retain the increased flow resulting from impervious
surfaces and designed to meet the requirements of the State Water Resources Control
Board Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) for Commercial Composting Operations
(Order WQ 2020-0012-DWQ adopted April 7, 2020, which amended Order WQ 2015-
0121-DWQ). The MND proposes that Mitigation Measure WR MM-1 which requires
working areas and retention basins of such facilities be treated to reduce hydraulic
conductivity to less than 1.0 x 10-5 centimeters per second in proposed active composting
areas and reduced to less than 1.0 x 10-6 centimeters per second in the storm water
retention basin. Further, the project evaluation under the Hydraulic Hazards Item of the
MND concludes that the standard requirements related to the development of commercial
composting operations will adequately address stormwater related impacts. The
permittee will be subject to requirement for the preparation of a Notice of Intent wherein,
they will report to the County and the Regional Water Quality Control Board with the final
configuration of measures they will utilize in order to address issues such as stormwater
runoff. The analysis in these categories address the requirement for the basin and all
considerations with respect to facility related stormwater runoff. The proposed storm
water retention basins will adequately address the General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Composting Operations. Collected storm water would be used to
maintain moisture levels in the active compost windrows. During periods of extended wet
weather, storm water would be pumped into up to five 20,000-gallon portable tanks.
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Although five tanks are anticipated to be adequate based on the findings of the project
Hydrology Study, additional tanks could be brought on-site as needed. The pumps would
be powered by diesel engines and not rely on grid power. The storage tanks would only
be needed during periods of high rainfall, the retention basins would be adequate for any
dry season rainfall. The proposed Project includes implementation of a Storm Event
Action Plan as an appendix of the Containment Area for Composting Processing
Operations implementation which would minimize the potential for storm water to flow into
or out of the Agromin Facility (Exhibit 5, Condition No 45).

Response 7.3

The commenter states that dust control measures have been ineffective at the site. The
Applicant will be responsible for constructing and maintaining roads in adequate
operational condition as well as implementing their Dust and Bioaerosol Management
Plan (Exhibit 5, Condition Nos. 4 and 38).

Response 7.4

The commenter states that there is a potential conflict with the traffic generated for the
project and Arnold Road. The commenter also indicates that the trip generation identified
in the project description and Level of Service discussion of the MND may be incorrect.
The Project will result in a 2,500 cubic yard increase in the permissible volume of compost
storage onsite (this is inclusive of feedstock, active, and finished compost), such that the
Project will result in a 33 ADT increase. The transportation baseline established for the
Project under CUP 5001 indicates the business is open to customers and only assigns
trip generation to feedstock delivery and other transportation assigned to the processing
of compost, vendor trips, and employee trips. The total trip generation for the project is
105 average daily trips. The Projection of impacts related to this increase have been
adequately analyzed in the MND under Section B Item 27 A (1) -
Transportation/Circulation A. Roads and Highways (1) Level of Service as modified
above under Response 2.2. The project will generate an additional 33 additional average
daily trips which consist of 2 trips per day for additional full-time employees, 9 trips per
day for seasonal employees, and 22 additional green material delivery trips. Customer
trips are captured in the baseline of the original CUP 5001, as the project was originally
permitted to be open to the public, however, these trips are not enumerated in the facility
throughput baseline, existing employee trips and vendor deliveries. These additional trips
will not result in significant impacts upon the environment and no mitigation will be
required. Additionally, the metric for evaluating environmental impacts from development
project is now vehicle miles traveled.

Response 7.5

The commenter states that the road condition at the front of the existing development is
in poor condition and may present a hazard. Arnold Road is a County maintained
roadway up to the edge of the subject property, approximately 215 feet north of the project
driveway. According to the County of Ventura Public Works Agency Road Standards
(February 2020), Arnold Road is categorized as a Rural Road (Plate B-7[B]), a two-way
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local road with 60 feet of road right of way. These roads are designed for a maximum
ADT of 4000. As discussed in MND Section B Item 27 A 2 Transportation & Circulation -
Roads and Highways - Safety and Design of Public Road, the additional ADT generated
by the proposed project will not significantly impact Arnold Road. Analysis within the
MND is limited to Vehicle Miles Traveled and safety and design of roads or intersections
with the Regional Road Network (RRN) or Local Road Network (LRN), analysis within
MND Section B 27 (A) subitems (1) and (2), no significant impacts will result and no
mitigation is proposed. The proposed project, a CUP Major Modification which would
result in the addition of 33 ADT, would not have any significant impact upon the
environment related to Safety and Design of Public Roads, as no roadway segment or
intersection within the vicinity of the Project has been identified as substandard or a road
with high collision incident rate (Public Works Agency — Transportation Department |,
2025). This increase in ADT corresponds to volume of material that is able to be delivered
to site and a mix of truck types expected to deliver green material to the site. The trucks
are not differentiated in this estimation but may generally consist of delivery from
materials recovery facilities via semi-tractor trailer vehicles, regular green waste haulers,
and landscape and agricultural contractor trips. Based on staff review of Vexcel aerial
imagery from 2020 to 2024, this City-maintained segment of Arnold Road appears to have
been recently resurfaced and appears to be in good condition. See also Response 10.15.

Response 7.6

The commenter stated that odor issues have not been addressed and that noxious odors
continue be overpowering to visitors to Ormond Beach during both dry and wet weather.
The nearest residence is approximately 0.9 miles northeast of the project site and Tierra
Vista Elementary school is located approximately 1.9 miles north of the project site. The
MND analysis determined that the Project is not expected to impact these land uses. The
MND found that with the Applicant’s submittal of an Odor Impact Monitoring Plan (OIMP)
and Dust and Bioaerosol Management Plan, incorporated as Conditions Nos. 37 and 38
(Exhibit 5), odor and dust impacts will adequately address impacts from odor.

Response 7.7

The applicant states that there are too many negative impacts associated with the project
to warrant granting the requested permit action. The commenter also commented on the
expiration of the permit and transfer of operations to new location. This objection to project
approval is noted in the record.
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Letter 8

COMMENTER: The Nature Conservancy, Peter Dixon
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 8.1

The commenter identifies their organization as a landowner in the Ormond Beach area,
near the project site. The Commenter identifies their non-profit organization and indicates
that they cooperatively co-manages the Ormond Beach Restoration and Public Access
Project area with the city of Oxnard. The commenter sats the Ormond Beach is
recognized as one of the most ecologically significant remnants of intact coastal wetlands
in Southern California. They also indicate that the area is habitat for bird populations
including rare, threatened and endangered species like California least tern. The
commenter states that their efforts with community outreach indicates strong public
support for open space and public access for the Ormond Beach Area. The comment is
noted in the record.

Response 8.2

The commenter states that mitigation measure WR MM-1 does not consider a range of
potential issues associated with the project site and organics processing land uses
including: mapping of the Coastal Zone Boundary, final design of stormwater detentions
basins, hydraulic modeling, sea level rise modeling, coastal commission review of the
project boundary, and the preparation of a storm action events plan. As discussed in
MND Section B Item 2 B Groundwater Quality, the proposed storm water retention basins
will adequately address the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Composting
Operations and the project related and cumulative environmental impacts as prescribed
the County of Ventura ISAGs for the appropriate areas of concern. Per the applicant’s
Containment Area for Compost Processing Operation Plan (MND Attachment 10),
collected storm water would be used to maintain moisture levels in the compost windrows.
During periods of extended wet weather, storm water would be pumped into up to five
20,000-gallon portable tanks located onsite. Although five tanks are anticipated to be
adequate based on the findings of the project Hydrology Study, additional tanks could be
brought on-site as needed. The pumps would be powered by diesel engines and not rely
on grid power. The storage tanks would only be needed during periods of high rainfall,
the retention basins would be adequate for any dry season rainfall. The proposed Project
includes implementation of a Storm Event Action Plan (Appendix 3 to the Containment
Area Plan, Exhibit 7) which would further minimize the potential for storm water to flow
into or out of the Agromin Facility. With respect to the Coastal Zone Boundary, the Exhibit
3 of the Planning Commission Staff Report shows that the site is located outside of the
Coastal Zone; this exhibit is consistent with County mapping. Planning Division staff has
determined that the project plans and supplemental background reports are sufficient for
supporting a recommendation for project approval. The California Coastal Commission
will receive notification of the Planning Commission Hearing, and may participate See
also response to comment 7.2.
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Response 8.3

The commenter responds with a request for various amendments to the project including,
but not limited to, an updated biological resources assessment, submittal of a predatory
bird management plan, concurrence from resource management agencies on predator
deterrent measures, assessment of impacts caused by conditions of approval, and
invasive species detection and minimization. The MND addressed project impacts to all
known special-status species reported within five miles of the Agromin Facility, including
eight plant species and 32 animal species. Because this request relates to an existing
land use, extending permit time limit and expanding the permit boundary, feasible
alternatives are limited. The project does not propose habitat restoration, however, the
Permittee shall ensure that the city of Oxnard parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) and the Project
site (APNs 231-0-040-315, 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-080-070, located within the CUP
boundary) is restored following the completion of operations and the termination of
service authorized by this permit in accordance with the California Code of Regulations
(CCR), Title 14, Section 17870 (Exhibit 5, Condition No. 29). An Initial Study Biological
Assessment (ISBA) prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc., dated September 9, 2013 was
amended on August 17, 2015 to evaluate the expanded CUP area. A supplemental letter
report has also been prepared which included a recent site visit and an evaluation of
changes to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) which informed the
updated site visit. The ISBA concluded that additional biological field work at Ormond
Beach is not warranted considering the proposed project does not have the potential to
impact special-status plant species. The CUP would allow for the continued composting
of green material; processing of food waste would not occur on the subject property,
therefore the Project is not expected to attract avian scavengers such as gulls and ravens
compared to existing conditions. As such Section B Items 4A through 4 F for Biological
resources of the MND concluded that the area within the existing CUP boundary is heavily
disturbed, lacks native habitat, and does not support sensitive plant communities. The
modified CUP boundary would remove all areas within the designated coastal zone (1.52
acres) and expand northerly onto parcel 231-0-040-315 (3.19 acres). The proposed
compost expansion area would be located in an area not previously a part of the approved
CUP; however, no sensitive plant communities or native vegetation occurs on land to be
included in the modified CUP boundary. The new area to be included within the CUP
boundary consists of vacant land that is heavily disturbed and lacks natural habitat.
Additionally, as discussed in Response 3.1, the permittee will be responsible for the
implementation of a Predatory Bird Management Plan, which will require a consulting
biologist to survey the site for predatory birds and mesopredators, and development a
protocol following the results of the survey in consultation with the County, State and
Federal Agencies and Ormond Beach Monitors which the permittee will be responsible
for implementing.
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Letter 9

COMMENTER: Ventura Audubon Society, Cynthia Hartley
DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 9.1
The Commenter states their organization history with the Project site.

Response 9.2

The commenter recommends denial of the project, citing the projects impacts to sensitive
species, the potential presence of migratory birds and the potential
insufficiency/incompatibility of measures employed by a Predatory Bird Management
Plan, conflict with restoration efforts of Ormond Beach, and incompatible with the potential
transfer of Ormond Beach to the National Wildlife Refuge System. Continued operation
of the Agromin Facility was a recognized constraint in the Ormond Beach Wetland
Restoration Feasibility Study (October 2009). The project site is not within the Ormond
Beach Restoration and Public Access Plan (OBRPAP) (May 2021) which superseded the
2009 feasibility study. Planning for the OBRPAP has not been completed .

Response 9.3

The commenter identifies various issues related to the Predatory Bird Management Plan
and the potential for the occurrence of mesopredators (coyote and skunks). The
commenter states that the MND fails to address the increased predator attraction that will
impact the western snowy plover (WSP), and California least tern (CLT). The MND is
proposed to be amended with respect to the preparation and review of the predatory bird
management plan as a condition of approval (Condition of Approval No. 34) and
discussed in Response 3.1 above, which includes analysis scavenger birds and
mesopredators.  Additionally, the Permittee will be responsible for the control of
attractants of mesopredators via Condition of Approval No. 36 which requires the
implementation of a vector control plan which will control attractants such as rodent and
insect infestations. Condition 4 also expressly states that the operators maintenance
responsibilities include keeping the site free from attractants such as food and rodents.
Therefore, the MND sufficiently addresses impacts related to the implementation of
Predatory Bird Management Plan which will occur during the Project’s operational phase.

Response 9.4

The comment which relates to monitoring of scavenger activities and questions, among
other things, effectiveness of the PBMP. The PBMP has yet to be implemented, and will
be implemented prior to the construction of the proposed project. In response, staff
proposes Predatory Bird Management Plan as a condition of approval to the project. The
proposed monitoring requirements shall include contacting nest monitors associated with
the Ventura Audubon Society. The commentor is recommending denial of the proposed
Project; comment noted.
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Letter 10

COMMENTER: City of Oxnard, Community Development Department, Maureen
Tamuri, Interim Community Development Director

DATE: May 10, 2023

Response 10.1

The commenter states that the project is not an allowed use under the 2030 General Plan
and is incompatible with the City’s plans for the Ormond Beach area. The commenter
identifies incompatibilities with Oxnard General Plan Goal CD-22, Policies CD-22.1, and
CD-22.2 and states that the area is designated for resource protection under the City’s
General Plan. The proposed project involves the ongoing operation and 1.67-acre
expansion of an existing greenwaste processing facility on previously disturbed land that
is near but not in a designated wetland. The proposed reconfigured Conditional Use
Permit area will continue to be separated from nearby wetlands by an existing 16-foot tall
berm. The subject site will continue to be bordered by cultivated agricultural fields. No
substantial change in land use is proposed, and the project is solely within the County’s
jurisdiction for land use with the removal of activities from the City Jurisdiction parcel
adjacent to the project site that was previously included but has been removed from the
project.

The subject land has a County General Plan land use designation of Agricultural which is
applied to lands which are suitable for the cultivation of crops and the raising of livestock.
The subject land is also located within the City of Oxnard Sphere of Influence. Thus, the
Guidelines for Orderly Development (GOD) apply to any proposed “urban uses” on the
site and also states that “Land Uses allowed by the County without annexation should be
equal to or more restrictive than land uses allowed by the City.” The processing
(composting) of greenwaste material on agriculturally-designated land does not qualify as
an “urban” land use subject to the GOD. The project will include the production of
compost products which is beneficial to agricultural land uses and open windrow
composting does not require intensive infrastructure or buildings both hallmarks of urban
land uses. Additionally, the guidelines also state that “Development standards and capital
improvement requirements imposed by the County for new or expanding developments
should not be less than those that would be imposed by the City.” The project, a major
modification to an existing CUP to permit the expansion and continued operation of a
large-scale commercial organics processing operation, are in conformance with the
requirements of the GOD as the project does not propose any impermissible land use
within the AE zone. Furthermore, the project will be conditioned with this approval with
corresponding requirements for operation, such as Condition No. 32/ Mitigation Measure
WR MM-1 which requires the treatment of composting areas with soil cement to address
the potential for water quality issues, and Condition No. 27 which requires the annexation
of APN 231-0-040-315 prior to CUP boundary expansion on APN 231-0-040-315. As
disclosed in previous projects reviewed by Ventura County, General Plan Land Use Policy
LU-11.2 Applications Within Sphere of Influence, requires the County to direct all
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applicants for commercial and industrial discretionary development located within a city's
Sphere of Influence to that city for possible annexation and processing. On July 15, 2013,
the city of Oxnard and LAFCO was informed of the project; no requirement for annexation
to the City of Oxnard has been asserted by the City, nor has the property owner
(“landowner’ or ‘owner of land’ as defined in California Government Code Section 56048)
expressed any intent to pursue annexation to the city The applicant has decided to stop
operations on the City parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) with the commencement of the new
term of the CUP. The Ventura County General Plan encourages annexation for sphere
of influence project but does not expressly require consistency with the local jurisdiction
pre-zoning/future land use designation pursuant to Ventura County General Plan Land
Use Policies LU-14.1 Development Applications in a City’s Sphere of Influence and LU-
19.1 County and City Cooperation, therefore the proposed project remains within the
County’s jurisdiction for land use and subject to the requirements of the Ventura County
Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance. The proposed project is required to be processed in
accordance with the policies of the County General Plan and the County Non-Coastal
Zoning Ordinance.

Response 10.2

The commenter states that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d) that the MND
must include an examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing
plans including Oxnard General Plan Goal CD-22 and Policies CD-22.2 CD-22.1. Oxnard
General Plan goals/policies CD-22 CD-22.1 and CD-22.2 reference actions to be taken
by the City to consider the Ormond Beach Restoration Feasibility Study when reviewing
entitlement applications and develop a gateway park and visitor center at the terminus of
Saviers Road. The proposed project does not interfere with the City completing these
actions.

Response 10.3

Commenter states that the MND does not analyze the term of the proposed CUP. Under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (d), project impacts are assessed based on the physical
change in the environment from the existing physical conditions on the subject site (i.e.
the existing setting) that would result from implementation of the proposed project.

Response 10.4

The commenter states that the project technically remains within the jurisdiction of the
City as the project entrance/ driveway is located in the City. The CEQA document
prepared by the County evaluates the “whole of the action”. The portion of the subject
facility that is currently located within the city of Oxnard (APN 231-0-040-165) is being
removed from the CUP boundary. As acknowledged in the City letter of comment (Page
3), the City can terminate the associated use within the City at its discretion with a 1-year
written notice to the Permittee. A discussion on the adjacent road and entrance to the
project site can be found in Response 10.15.
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Response 10.5

Commenter states that the project is in conflict with the City’s Ormond Beach Restoration
efforts and discusses the nature of the City’s previous cooperation with the applicant. The
commenter states that the use of the site was partially governed via Agreement 5374
between Archie Bard and the City as an interim use under County CUP 5001. The County
supports any efforts by the applicantto continue to coordinate with the City of Oxnard
regarding the ongoing development of the Ormond Beach Restoration and Public Access
Plan (OBRAP). As the property owner, the applicant remains a key stakeholder in the
development of the OBRAP. To further strengthen collaboration, the City of Oxnard is
encouraged to invite the applicant to participate in any development discussions related
to the OBRAP, as the applicant is a key stakeholder and property owner.

Response 10.6

The commenter reiterates the nexus with regard to the City’s jurisdiction. Refer to
response to comment 10.4 above. It is acknowledged that the entrance to the facility and
the access road are within the City of Oxnard. No evidence has been provided to, or
identified, that the unincorporated area does not possess physical and legal access.

The current CUP has not expired. Pursuant to NCZO Section 8111-2.10, a CUP remains
in effect past its expiration date while a renewal application is processed. NCZO section
8111-2.10 permits the extended processing time frame at the sole discretion of the
Planning Directory if circumstances were substantially beyond the control of the applicant,
as the jurisdictional questions regarding the water service and operation on the City
controlled parcel have resulted in special project conditions and review/analysis in order
to resolve. The Applicant is requesting a CUP term that would expire in 2030. Refer to
response to comment 10.3 above.

Response 10.7

The commenter states that the City should be listed as a Responsible Agency. Refer to
response to comment 10.4 above. The County of Ventura has no land use authority within
the City of Oxnard. Similarly, the City of Oxnard has no land use authority in the
unincorporated area of the County of Ventura. The portion of the subject facility that is
currently located within the city of Oxnard (APN 231-0-040-165) is being removed from
the CUP boundary. The County will independently make a land use decision on the
proposed project that is located within the unincorporated area. The project description
as proposed indicates that soil amendment sales will be removed from the City Parcel
and relocated to the County jurisdictional portion. No replacement land use is proposed
for the City parcel.

Response 10.8

The commenter identifies several issues related MND Section B.1 Air Quality. First, the
commenter indicates that the proposed storage of 12,500 cubic yards of storage volume
was never permitted under prior entitlements or analyzed in a prior CEQA document. The
volume of green material to be processed at the facility on an annual basis is not proposed
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to be increased from the current throughput 93,000 tons per year. The change from
10,000 CY to 12,500 CY of onsite storage volume (inclusive of feedstock, in process
composted, finished compost) provides operational flexibility but not an increase in annual
throughput. Updated analysis for criteria air pollutants has been prepared based upon
the additional traffic generated (33 ADT) by the proposed project modification which
effectively captures impact of the additional storage volume upon air quality No significant
impact is anticipated and no mitigation is required.

The commenter also indicates that the MND fails to provide an odor and dust analysis of
any potential impact to nearby neighborhoods or visitors to Ormond Beach This comment
does not provide any substantial evidence that there will be a measurable increase in
nuisance odors or dust generation that would affect offsite uses. Odor generation is
anticipated to be adequately addressed with the implementation of the Odor Impact
Monitoring requirement reported by the Permittee and enforced by EHD as the LEA.
APCD is not responsible for responding to odor complaints nor enforcement of odor
complaints. The nearest residence is located approximately one mile north of the project
site and Tierra Vista Elementary school is located approximately 1.9 miles north of the
project site. In addition, residential areas in the City of Oxnard are located as close as 1.8
miles to the northwest and 1.9 miles to the north of the Agromin Facility. The County of
Ventura takes a proactive approach to addressing operational complaints. The Permittee-
designated contact person will address operational complaints directly, with the
implementation of a complaint resolution protocol and posting of the contact person’s
contact information in a visible location (Conditions of Approval No 17 & 19). Any
complaints received will be referred to the contact person for immediate resolution and
EHD will be responsible for enforcement if there are unresolved complaints.

Response 10.9

The commenter states that standards enforced related to impacts upon ground water are
insufficient to address impacts upon MND Section B 2B Groundwater Quality.
Specifically, the commenter states that given the Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas,
including coastal wetlands, directly adjacent to and in close proximity to the site and the
high groundwater on the project site, the base level/minimum requirements for the
compost site and retention pond are not appropriate for the project. The commenter
requests that potential impacts should be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible,
therefore the new compost storage areas should have concrete flooring to further reduce
the potential for groundwater contamination, consistent with the existing areas.
Furthermore, the proposed retention pond should also be redesigned to prevent
groundwater contamination, as opposed to just minimizing it. These areas should also
have a permanent integrated drainage system to direct runoff from the compost storage
areas to the retention pond to prevent runoff from entering non-paved areas and
contaminating the groundwater. The State Water Resources Control Board is determines
the soil permeability requirements necessary to prevent degradation of the groundwater
beneath the containment areas for material composting and stormwater detention basins.
The comment does not explain why the proximity of the project site to offsite
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas renders the SWRCB standards “not
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appropriate.” MND Section B discussion item 2B Water Resources — Groundwater
Quality (WPD) contains an adequate discussion of impacts anticipated upon
groundwater, and recommends compliance with the General Waste Discharge
Requirements for Commercial Composting Operations per State Water Resources
Control Board Order WQ2020-0012-DWQ via implementation of Water Resources
Mitigation Measure WR_MM-1 to prevent contamination of groundwater. WQ2020-0012-
DWQ does not explicitly require concrete treatment for working surfaces, it allows for
flexibility between asphaltic concrete, Portland cement concrete, compacted soils with a
minimum thickness of one foot, or other approved equal. The standards do not explicitly
require a defined permanent improvement configuration with respect to drainage system,
as is suggested in the comment, just that these improvements must be “designed,
constructed, and maintained to prevent conditions contributing to, causing, or threatening
to cause contamination, pollution, or nuisance”. Mitigation as proposed adequately
addresses potential issues related to Groundwater Quality and the proposed mitigation is
compliant with the standards of the State. With regard to impacts to groundwater, please
also see staff discussion to Response to Comments Items 7.2 and 8.2 for mitigation
measures and conditions required for implementation of the project. .

Response 10.10

The commenter identifies several comments related to the Biological Resources impact
analysis, including: analysis is insufficient due to the age of the biological assessment
prepared for the project, the predatory monitoring must occur prior to the determination
of no project-related impact, recommendation for semi-annual monitoring. A supplement
to the Initial Study Biological Assessment was prepared (Exhibit 10 - Rincon Consultants,
Inc., Agusut 2025). Response 3.1 includes revisions to MND Section B Item 4-2
(Biological Resources) which clarifies the implementation of an adaptive Predatory Bird
Management Plan which has been incorporated into the project as Condition of Approval
No. 34 (Exhibit 5). The updates to the Biological Resources impact analysis also removes
references to bird specific bird deterrence measures. Under the proposed Condition of
Approval, the Permittee will be responsible for retaining the services of a qualified
biological resources consultant who will monitor the site for a specified period and then
determine the final deterrence measures in consultation with the Ventura County Planning
Director and the appropriate state and federal resource management agencies.
According to the most recent Nesting Bird Survey for the Ormond Beach Area, (Hartley,
C. 2023. Wester Snowy Plover and California Least Tern Nesting Outcome Season
Summary 2023), human disturbance remains the most significant problem for nesting
success with 3 nest failures due to predation (25% of failed nests) and no documented
predation due to corvids for WSP and 5 CLT nests failures (a majority) due to small
mammalian predator and one coyote and no documented predation due to corvids. It
should be noted, that since food waste handling activities stopped on site in April 2018,
due to the expiration of EA Notification SWIS No. 56-AA-0165 which permitted the
operation of aerated static pile system, the population of gulls and corvids has diminished
at the facility due to the elimination of an attractant (food sources) for these animals Food
waste processing has been removed from the project description and no longer occurs
on the subject property.
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The commenter states that “project operations and activities during times of high winds
can impact adjacent uses, such as Ormond Beach.” The existing environmental setting
that is permitted pursuant to CUP 5001 is for soil amendment and composting activities.
Ormond Beach is prone to wind and debris and dust generated from the Facility can be
transferred offsite. Windblown dust is discussed under MND Section B Item 1 Air Quality,
and no significant impacts are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required. To
prevent offsite drift, the Applicant will be required to implement a dust suppression
protocol that includes watering during high wind periods and maintenance of a vegetative
windbreak, mulched areas, and/or silt fence , and the installation and maintenance of a
30-foot-high mesh litter screen along the eastern property boundary (Exhibit 5, Condition
Nos. 1 and 31) to prevent drift of dust and debris to offsite properties. The litter screen
shall be installed prior to use inauguration. Thus, no revision of the MND is warranted.

The commenter does not provide any substantial evidence that the Initial Study Biological
Assessment (Rincon, 2103 and amended 2015) (Exhibit 10) did not adequately to
describe the current conditions on the project site and vicinity. A supplement to the Initial
Study Biological Assessment was prepared by the applicant’s biological consultant
(Exhibit 10). The consulting biologist conducted a site visit to verify field conditions. The
supplemental letter affirms the findings of the proposed MND, with evaluation of the
conclusions and recommendations of the project. Additionally, staff reviewed Vexcel
viewer aerial photography to gauge the potential changes to changing site conditions in
the surrounding areas. Planning Staff has determined survey area in amended ISBA
(2013, 2015, Rincon) has persisted (2016 to present) in its documented condition of
heavily disturbed on the subject property with areas of disturbed salt marsh (which remain
denuded) on the areas adjacent to the drainage channel to the south, and agricultural
uses to the north, northwest and northeast. The condition of the surrounding area is
consistent with Figure 1 of the ISBA (2013, 2015 Rincon) — Plant Communities and
Waters/Wetland Map, this figure maps a 300 foot buffer around the CUP boundary . No
removal of special status vegetation is proposed with this action, and the condition of the
surrounding area described in the ISBA persists.

Response 10.11

The commenter states that the project will result in impacts upon scenic resources
including potential conflicts with City General Plan Goals and Policies CD-9.4, CD-9.5,
Goal 8 and E.R-8.2. Additionally, the commenter indicates the MND should analyze long
term impacts to the Ormond Beach area as appropriate. Finally, the commenter disagrees
with the MND conclusion that there are no significant cumulative scenic resource impacts
since there was no analysis provided which considered and evaluated the City’s identified
scenic resources and corridor policies contained within the 2030 General Plan. These
comments do not identify any new impact on scenic resources as discussed in the MND
Section B Item 6 - Scenic Resources. The existing environmental setting from which
impacts are assessed pursuant to CEQA are the proposed changes from that which was
approved. The facility is addressed as 6859 Arnold Road, approximately 6,500 feet south
of Hueneme Road. With respect to the points raised by the commenter regarding
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evaluation of the project on some undefined “long-term” basis, or with respect to the City’s
planning efforts within their scenic resources and corridor policies contained within the
Oxnard General Plan, the project is not located on any sandy beach area or directly
fronting coastal water, and is heavily disturbed, and the site will be permitted in
accordance with the County’s practice for Conditional Use Permits on a defined permit
term (set to expire December 31, 2030). The project appears to only intersect with City’s
Aesthetic, Scenic, and Landscape Resources General Plan Policy ER-6.2 Protect and
Enhance Major Scenic Resources which encourages projects which “(p)rotect and
enhance the scenic resources of the beaches, Channel Island Harbor, windrows,
farmland, the Channel Islands, and surrounding mountains.” The production of compost,
and soil amendment facilities are compatible with agricultural uses, as these land uses
produce and make available for sale a product beneficial and necessary for agricultural
production. Analysis presented in MND Section B Item 6 — Scenic Resources remains
valid as the presence of open windrow composting does not cause any project-specific
or cumulative impact upon scenic resources. The project represents a continuation of the
existing visual condition of the subject property, therefore no new impact is anticipated
and no mitigation is required. The

Response 10.12

The commenter states that the MND fails to identify any significant effects from flooding,
storm surge, high tide, and landside drainage periodically resulting in flooding of the
wetlands adjacent to the project site and portions of the Agromin parcel. Furthermore, the
commenter states that the MND does not provide the hydrology report and the commenter
is unable to appropriately respond to the analysis, conclusions or findings made in the
MND without reviewing a hydrology report.

The commenter references the Nature Conservancy’s Coastal Resilience Ventura
website which identifies flood inundation under current sea level and a large storm event
scenario. The commenter requests that further review of potential flooding impacts be
assessed and mitigation measures applied as required. Additionally, the commenter
states that the MND should also be revised to include an analysis of sea level rise
impacts.

The commenter identifies flooding of the wetland “adjacent to the project site and portions
of the Agromin parcel as an area of concern.” As discussed in MND Section B Item 17A
— Hydraulic Hazards - Non-FEMA Hazards, the proposed development would preserve
the existing runoff and local drainage patterns and would not result in an increased
potential for deposition of sediment, debris materials and pollutants within existing offsite
drainage channels. Drainage from increases in impervious areas will be retained on the
project site and captured by the onsite retention basin, then pumped out of the basin and
used on the project site. An existing earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet
wide, wraps around the existing southwest CUP boundary and physically separates the
composting operation from the Oxnard Drainage Canal #3 located south of the project
site. A proposed berm and elevated fire access road along the new CUP boundary would
further contain runoff onsite. The Applicant has committed to using sandbags around the
facility entrance to act as a barrier from incoming stormwater during rain events. The
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Applicant would maintain sandbag materials (sand stockpile, bags, mechanical sandbag
filler/hopper) on-site for the life of the project. Implementation of these control measures
are incorporated into the proposed project through the Containment Area for Compost
Processing Operations Plan (Exhibit 7) and Condition No. 45 (requiring the review and
approval of this plan during the condition compliance phase prior to issuance of a Zoning
Clearance for Construction). The project, an expansion and extension of time for an
existing facility, has been adequately reviewed for policy consistency related to Hazards
including those related to flooding and does not contribute or exacerbate flooding
conditions present in this area. The CUP permit boundary located outside of the Coastal
Zone, so adaptation strategies in the VC Resilient Coastal Adaptation Project presently
applied to Coastal Zone projects are not presently applied to non-coastal projects,
including the requirement for Wave Uprush or Sea Level Rise project reports. Per the
commenters request, Regional and Local Hydrology Study (Harrison Industries, April
2016) is attached to the Planning Commission Staff Report as Exhibit 11.

Response 10.13

The commenter states they do not agree with the determination that Fire Hazard is
considered to be “not significant” noting that composting operations carry inherent fire
risk, requiring frequent intervention to prevent combustion in the piles. Furthermore, the
commenter indicates that fires have previously resulted from composting activities at the
facility in 2011 and 2017. The commenter indicates that given that the project is partially
within the City of Oxnard and the fact that the Oxnard Fire Department may be the
responding agency for any emergencies, the project must also comply with Oxnard Fire
Department Standards, and the MND must be revised to review compliance with City of
Oxnard Policies and Regulations. The applicant has decided to stop operations on the
City parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) with the commencement of the new term of the CUP.
The project site would be wholly within the unincorporated area of Ventura County.
Compliance with the regulations implemented by, and the recommendations of, the
Ventura County Fire Protection District must be adhered to (Exhibit 5, Condition Nos. 52
through 61). VCFPD Fire Station No. 53 serves the site, located at 304 N Second Street,
Port Hueneme Through mutual-aid agreements, VCFPD responds to public safety and
fire protection service calls in collaboration with the City of Oxnard and Ventura County
Federal Fire Departments. However, VCFPD fire prevention staff has confirmed that
County fire protection standards solely apply.

Response 10.14

The commenter states that impacts upon community character may occur. As stated
under MND Section B Item B.25, the area surrounding the project site consists primarily
of lands in agricultural production and, to a lesser degree, very low density, rural
residential development. Land uses west, north, and east, of the project site consist of
farmland. Land uses south of the project site consist of open space, coastal dunes, and
the Pacific Ocean. The project is the continuation of an existing land use with the 1.67
acre expansion/reconfiguration of permit area, the basis for consideration of impacts
related to this resource category should consider the site as developed/disturbed.
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Therefore, no impact will occur, and no mitigation is required. The commenter also
identifies concerns related to the site closure requirements for the facility. Specifically, the
commenter requests that the MND set specific post closure performance standards within
the plan, estimate the closure costs, and require a performance bond. Pursuant to
Condition No. 29 (Exhibit 5), the Permittee shall ensure the city of Oxnard parcel (APN
231-0-040-165) and the Project site (APNs 231-0-040-315, 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-
080-070, located within the CUP boundary) is restored following the completion of
operations and the termination of service authorized by this permit in accordance with the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Section 17870. The closure of operations
on the Oxnard parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) will be required with two years of an approval
of the project or within one year notice provided by the City of Oxnard, and is subject to
the termination provisions referenced above.

Response 10.15

The commenter states that the MND fails to analyze impacts upon Safety/Design of Public
Roads, specifically the safety of the project entrance with the addition of project related
trips under MND Section B.27.a.(2). This comment states that the MND-cited evidence
of the “low volume of traffic’, is “not supported with any evidence.” The County
methodology relies on the reporting of project characteristics by the applicant. In this
case, the applicant has identified that the modification of the storage volume on site from
10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards will result in 33 additional average daily trips,
this corresponds to volume of material that is able to be delivered to site and a mix of
truck types expected to deliver green material to the site. The trucks are not differentiated
in this estimation but may generally consist of delivery from materials recovery facilities
via semi-tractor trailer vehicles, regular green waste haulers and landscape and
agricultural contractor trips. The applicant has implemented an increase in the throughput
of the facility under their EA Notification permit with Ventura County EHD, which reflects
the annual tonnage of 93,000.

The project site currently possesses both physical and legal access through existing site
improvements for the property. The proposed Major Modification Request to this CUP,
which would result in the addition of 33 average daily trips (ADT) would not have any
significant impact upon the environment related to Safety and Design of Public Roads.
The IS/MND identifies that there are less than significant impacts on the Regional Road
Network (RRN) or Local Road Network (LRN).

The commenter noted that Arnold Road is under the jurisdiction of the City of Oxnard, is
the project’s only point of access and the MND failed to analyze the existing conditions of
the road and the project’s impacts on this section of the roadway. Furthermore, the
commenter stated that CEQA does not allow for the bifurcation of a project based on
jurisdictional boundaries. Therefore, the commenter indicated that the CEQA analysis
must be revised to analyze the project's impact on the section of the roadway within the
City of Oxnard. In addition, the commenter stated that the MND does not provide an
analysis of the potential impacts of vehicle trips on the existing road infrastructure.
Therefore, the commenter requests that a traffic study/trip generation report be prepared
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to support the claims within the MND. The commenter indicates that the study should
document roadway impacts and infrastructure improvements needed as the ongoing truck
trips associated with the prior project operations of this facility have done significant
damage to the adjacent roadway and that the expanded operations will only continue to
degrade the roadway and have an increased impact on the adjacent roadway.

Planning Division staff has identified no roadway segment or intersection within the
vicinity of the Project as a substandard road or a road with high collision incident rate (Per
Ventura County Public Works Agency — Transportation Department). Roadway access to
the project site is provided via Arnold Road, which terminates at the northeast corner of
the project site. North of the property boundary, Arnold Road is owned and maintained
by the County of Ventura. Beyond this point, a short segment of Arnold Road
approximately 215 feet in length, falls under the jurisdiction of the City of Oxnard, which
provides direct access to the Project site. Based on staff review of Vexcel Data Program
software aerial imagery from 2020 to 2024, this City-maintained segment of Arnold Road
appears to have been recently resurfaced and appears to be in good condition.

The commenter has requested that the project be revised to include the reconstruction of
the roadway leading to and adjacent to the project site within the City of Oxnard. However,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Section XVI (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et
seq.), and consistent with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s Technical
Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018), projects
generating fewer than 110 average daily trips (ADT) is presumed to have a less-than-
significant transportation impacts. The project’s anticipated 105 average daily trips (ADT)
falls below the screening threshold, negating the requirement for a detailed traffic impact
study or trip generation report. The applicant has also confirmed that throughput will
remain within these limits and be consistent with the increase storage volume as well as
the delivery of material via trucks with larger storage capacity, as modified by this
response to comments document (See Response 2.2).

Absent substantial evidence demonstrating that the project will result in a significant
transportation impacts on Arnold Road, any justification for roadway reconstruction must
be supported through substantial analysis that is CEQA compliant, showing a significant
impact on Arnold Road within both the County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard
jurisdictions. Without such analysis, the City’s request for roadway reconstruction lacks a
sufficient environmental basis and is unsupported under the CEQA requirements. The
MND identifies no significant impacts related to safety or design of public roads.
Therefore, no mitigation or roadway reconstruction is warranted at this time.

No significant impacts will occur with respect to Safety/Design of Public Roads and no
mitigation is required.

Response 10.16

The commenter states that the MND fails to analyze environmental impacts associated
under MND Section B 27-a(3) for impacts upon Safety /Design of Private Access.
Specifically, Arnold Road and the private driveway within the City of Oxnard. The
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commenter states that the MND must analyze the current access for compliance with City
of Oxnard Policies and Regulations. Access to the site from Arnold Road will not change,
interior circulation will be improved, no new traffic safety hazards (i.e. motorist
obstructions, excess vehicles entering the site, queuing onto Arnold Road, etc.) are
anticipated. The project is in the County’s jurisdiction for fire services and for plan review,
therefore the VCFPD access and fire suppression standards apply. This requirement
related to the applicability of County fire protection requirements has been confirmed by
the VCFPD in addition to the mutual service agreements which support fire protection
and public safety calls for the site.

Response 10.17

The commenter states that the MND fails to discuss the application of City Standards with
respect to MND Section B Item 28 (C). As stated under response 10.13. The applicant
has decided to stop operations on the City parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) with the
commencement of the new term of the CUP. The project site would be entirely within the
unincorporated area of Ventura County. Compliance with the regulations implemented
by, and the recommendations of, the Ventura County Fire Protection District must be
adhered to (Exhibit 5, Condition Nos. 52-61).

Response 10.18

The commenter states that the MND must analyze the project under City’s standards for
compliance with City of Oxnard policies and Regulations for Impacts to Law
Enforcement/Emergency Services. As stated under response 10.13. The applicant has
decided to stop operations on the City parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) with the
commencement of the new term of the CUP. The project site is entirely within the
unincorporated area of Ventura County. Compliance with the regulations implemented by,
and the recommendations of, the Ventura County Fire Protection District must be adhered
to (Exhibit 5, Condition Nos. 52-61).

Response 10.19

The commenter states that the MND must analyze the project under City’s standards for
compliance with City of Oxnard policies and Regulations for Impacts to Law
Enforcement/Emergency Services. As stated under response 10.13. The applicant has
decided to stop operations on the City parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) with the
commencement of the new term of the CUP. The project site would be entirely within the
unincorporated area of Ventura County. Compliance with the regulations implemented
by, and the recommendations of, the Ventura County Fire Protection District must be
adhered to (Exhibit 5, Condition Nos. 52-61).

Response 10.20

The commenter identifies an error with respect to MND Attachment 5 County of Ventura
List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects Use in
Cumulative Impacts Analysis, with erroneous inclusion of the Southshore project, north
and south of Hueneme Road . MND Attachment 5 is amended per the Commenter’s
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request with deletion of the Southshore project and the reference to the Ormond Beach
Specific Plan is modified to substitute the City’s Ormond Beach Restoration and Public
Access Plan (OBRAP).
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Letter 11

COMMENTER: State of California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Erinn Wilson-Olgin

DATE: May 11, 2023

Response 11.1

The commenter states that the biological studies may no longer accurately reflect the
conditions on the project site and vicinity. However, no substantial evidence is presented
to indicate that is the case. The applicant’s consulting biologist provided a supplemental
letter addressing these issues (Exhibit 10). The letter confirms the findings of the 2015
ISBA and the conclusions in the MND. The MND addressed impacts upon Biological
Resources in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines. Because it is an existing land
use and the project would result in continued use of the project site, the request would
result in limited impacts upon Biological Resources as the project is located upon
degraded and developed lands. Pursuant to the Condition of Approval No. 34 Predatory
Bird Management Plan (Exhibit 5), the Permittee will be responsible for retaining the
services of a qualified biological consultant who will monitor and survey the site in relation
to impacts upon special status animals and the reduction of avian predators. The CUP
boundary is located outside of any ESHA and the proposed mitigation adequately address
any indirect impacts upon special status animal species. This MND and RTC addresses
project impacts to all known special-status species reported within five miles of the
Agromin Facility.

Response 11.2

The commenter recommends Mitigation Measure No.1 — related to a resurvey of the
project site and the preparation of a new biological assessment. As stated above, the
requirement for the preparation of a revised biological resources assessment is not
necessary. The project site is heavily disturbed and presently contains the existing
compost facility, associated site improvements, and lacks natural habitat and does not
support special status species. Staff has reviewed Vexcel viewer aerial photography to
gauge the potential changes to changing site conditions in the surrounding areas.
Planning Staff has determined survey area in amended ISBA (2013, 2015, Rincon) has
persisted (2016 to present) in its documented condition of heavily disturbed on the subject
property with areas of disturbed salt marsh (which remain denuded) on the areas adjacent
to the drainage channel to the south, and agricultural uses to the north, northwest and
northeast. The condition of the surrounding area is consistent with Figure 1 of the ISBA
(2013, 2015 Rincon) — Plant Communities and Waters/Wetland Map, this figure maps a
300 foot buffer around the CUP boundary. No removal of special status vegetation is
proposed with this action, and the condition of the surrounding area described in the ISBA
persists. The implementation of Condition of Approval No. 34 (Exhibit 5) requires the
Permittee to retain the services of a qualified biologist to conduct additional site
monitoring. The Permittee is also responsible for the implementation of Condition of
Approval No. 30 which prescribes the contracting of a qualified biological consultant if
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construction occurs within breeding and nesting season (February 1 through September
1). Planning staff has determined that this remains sufficient for the implementation of
this project, which as stated previously is a modification to an existing permit.

Response 11.3

The commenter states that the project may indirectly impact special status nesting birds.
The project is not subject to the preparation of nesting surveys which are the presently
conducted under the shorebird recovery permit administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. As discussed above, the project has been conditioned (Condition No. 30) to
require that the Permittee retain a Ventura County-Approved biological consultant and
implement survey and avoidance measures if construction occurs during breeding and
nesting season. Therefore, impacts upon biological resources as assessed are valid and
no further analysis is warranted.

Response 11.4

The commenter recommends Mitigation Measure No. 2 to protect nesting birds that may
occur adjacent project boundary that no construction occur from February 1 through
September, as early as January 1 for some raptors. Refer to response to comment 11.3
above.

Response 11.5

The commenter identifies that the project is subject to the Environmental Filing Fee per
CCR 8753.5, Fish & Game Code Section 711.4, and Public Resources Code §21089.
The Permittee will pay the required CDFW fees at the time the Notice of Determination is
filed with the County Clerk. Comment noted.

Response 11.6

The commenter requests notification of public hearing. Planning Division staff have added
the commenter to the public hearing notification list.
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May 9, 2023

John Oquendo, Case Planner

County of Ventura Resource Management Agency
Planning Division

Hall of Administration #1740

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

John.Oguendo@ventura.org

RE: Agromin, Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001 (Case No. PL13-0101)
Dear Mr. Oquendo:

Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas) has reviewed the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) prepared for the Major Modification to CUP 5001-1 (Case No. PL13-0101) to allow
expansion of an existing compost facility located at 6859 Arnold Road in Oxnard. While Calleguas has no
comments directly concerning environmental issues, we wish to bring to your attention an issue
regarding provision of water service by the Port Hueneme Water Agency to the site for use in the
compost facility expansion area.

Calleguas, as a member agency of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan),
provides imported water service to the Port Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA) via the City of Oxnard,
which in turn is a member agency of Calleguas. Existing policies and agreements restrict such service to
uses within District boundaries to preserve the integrity of ratepayer investments. Section 5(a) of
Calleguas Ordinance No. 12 provides that “the right of any Member Agency to water served by the
District's facilities shall be restricted to the amount required for uses within the area of the District lying
within the boundaries of such Member Agency" and that "no potable water ... produced by a Member
Agency be sold or delivered for any use outside the District's boundaries ...”

The Agromin site is only partially within the boundaries of Calleguas and Metropolitan as shown on
Exhibit 1.

Attachment B to Response to
Comments -
Individual Comment Letters
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Exhibit 1. Calleguas Service Area and the Project Site

The following Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) are included in the proposed action: 231-0-040-315,
231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070. The compost facility expansion area would be on APN 231-0-040-
315, which as shown above is not within the Calleguas service area. Therefore, any use of water from
the Port Hueneme Water Agency on the expansion area for firefighting, compost production, or other
uses would be a violation of Calleguas Ordinance No. 12 unless APN No. 231-0-040-315 is annexed to
Calleguas and Metropolitan.

As responsible agencies, Calleguas and Metropolitan typically utilize the environmental document
prepared by the lead agency to satisfy CEQA for an annexation. Prior to adopting the MND, please
identify Calleguas and Metropolitan as responsible agencies under CEQA and include a discussion of the
need for APN No. 231-0-040-315 to be annexed to Calleguas and Metropolitan. A statement such as the
following will suffice:

The Port Hueneme Water Agency indirectly purchases water from Calleguas Municipal Water
District, which distributes water supplied by Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.
APN No. 231-0-040-315, where the compost facility expansion would occur, is currently outside
the boundaries of both districts and annexation to Calleguas and Metropolitan will be required.
In the course of annexation, both districts will impose water standby charges on the newly
annexed land.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. You can contact me with any questions regarding
annexation at (805) 579-7194 or jlancaster@calleguas.com.

1.2



Sincerely,

Phetubhec

Jennifer Lancaster
Principal Water Resources Specialist

Cc: Dan Drugan, Calleguas MWD Manager of Resources
Evelia Hernandez, Water Administration PHWA
Kai Luoma, Ventura LAFCO
Andrea Ozdy, Ventura LAFCO
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VENTURA COUNTY

Letter 2 AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO: John Oquendo, County Planner
DATE: May 10, 2023
FROM: Nicole Collazo, Air Quality Specialist, VCAPCD Planning Division

SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Agromin Arnold
Road CUP Major Modification PL13-0101

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) staff has reviewed the subject Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND) for the project referenced above, which analyzed the environmental
impacts of a project to continue its operation with requested upgrades. The project locationis 6859
Arnold Road. The Lead Agency is the County of Ventura.

APCD has the following comments regarding the project’s MND.

Item 1- Page 3. Ventura County APCD should also be listed as a Responsible Agency. The Arnold
Road facility has a current and active Permit to Operate, No. 07369.

Item 2- Page 6. The air quality impact discussion states 25 additional vehicle trips per day will
occur. However, on Page 71 section 27a, the MND states there will be an increase of 33 average
daily trips. Further, the total trips listed on Page 71 of the MND add up to 26, neither 33 nor 25.

Item 3- Page 6. The air quality impact discussion states “emissions from composting are not
anticipated to increase” because the applicant does not expect overall composting to increase
compared to “historical levels”. A footnote on historical levels in the MND explains that these
levels are based on a maximum storage volume of 12,500 cubic yards per day. This is incorrect,
as the maximum allowable volume is 10,000 cubic yards. In addition, the Ventura County Air
Quality Assessment Guidelines recommend quantifying both construction and operational increase
in emissions and the CUP request is to increase the daily maximum allowed feedstock and active
composting. This change in maximum storage volume would suggest a daily increase in peak
operational emissions that should be quantified and disclosed for CEQA purposes, according to
methodology outlined in Sections 3 and 5 of the Ventura County Air Quality Assessment
Guidelines, including increased mobile trips. Note- the previous environmental document for the
project (Recirculated Draft EIR, State Clearinghouse No. 2016101062) utilized this methodology
for assessing regional air quality impacts.

2.1

2.2

2.3



Item 4- Page 7. The MND states that the APCD Permit to Operate and “Authority to Construct
No. 07369-150 governs the project site”. The Authority to Construct referenced pertained to a
proposed digester gas engine project submitted in 2012, which is no longer being proposed by the
applicant. It is recommended this language be removed from the MND, as an Authority to
Construct for the work was never issued by the APCD Engineering Divisionand it does not govern
the existing APCD Permit to Operate.

Item 5- Page 6. The Local Air Quality Impact discussion determined odor impacts from the project
would be less than significant and air emissions would be reduced due to requirements in the
APCD Permit to Operate. The MND should point out that odors from composting emissions are
exempt from APCD permitting requirements due to the CA H&SC Section 41705 exempting odors
in “operations that produce, manufacture, or handle compost, as defined in Section 40116 of the
Public Resources Code, if the odors emanate directly from the compost facility or operations™.
Enforcement of compost odors falls under the jurisdiction of CalRecycle and the designated Lead
Enforcement Agency, the Ventura County Environmental Health Division. In addition, the
proposed increase of daily feedstock and active compost storage volumes would not be under the
purview of the APCD as these materials are currently not permitted by APCD. Therefore, the
MND statement “these (PTO) requirements would reduce air quality emissions from the project
site” is incorrect. The impact discussion should also mention how the Odor Impact Minimization
Plan (OIMP) will reduce potential odor impacts from the increased storage volumes and proposed
relocation and update the 2020 OIMP if needed as a response to the revised project description.
The same may be true for the dust impacts and its respective 2020 Dust Suppression Protocol.

Item 6- Page 71. The Level of Service Impact Discussion uses heavy-duty truck trip estimates
based on 2013 data of 55,000 tons/year. This is potentially underestimated by almost 50%, as the
currently allowed waste tonnage per year in the current CUP is 93,000 tons/year (MND, Page 3).

Item 7- Neither the MND Project Description nor the air quality impact discussion mention the
project’s intended plans of closing indefinitely and transferring its composting operations to the
newly approved Agromin Santa Paula Limoneira site. The certified EIR for the Agromin
Limoneira facility (State Clearinghouse No. 2020039054) used baseline assumptions for air
quality that included the Arnold Road facility and the premise that this facility would shut its
operations down once the Limoneira facility was operational. Information such as this should be
included in the current MND for the Arnold Road site and its discussion of the implications on the
air quality analysis. If the Arnold Road facility is still proposed to close upon expansion of the
Limoneirasite, it should be disclosed and incorporated into a condition of approval for the facility.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the project’s MND. If you have any questions, you
may contact me at nicole@vcapcd.org.

2.4

2.5
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2.7



Oquendo, John

From: Friends of Ormond Beach Oxnard, CA <saveormondbeach2019@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 2:56 PM

To: Oquendo, John

Subject: RE: Agromin Composting and Soil Amendment Facility, Modification to Conditional Use

Letter 3

Permit (CUP), Case Number PL13-0101 (CUP 5001-1).

3.1

3.2

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to report it or forward
the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

Dear Mr. Oquendo:

This letter constitutes the comments of the Friends of Ormond Beach (FoOB) on behalf of Port Hueneme and
Oxnard residents. Friends of Ormond Beach is dedicated to protecting the Ormond Beach wetlands and the
species therein. We ask that the Ventura County Planning Commission deny Mr. Camarillo’s request to modify
the CUP for two reasons.

Reason #1: The MND raises several concerns related to sensitive bird species. First, it fails to address the
increased predator attraction that will impact the Western snowy plover and the CA least tern nesting success.
The daily deployment of Harris’s Harris’s hawk will have potential impacts to these species. In fact, according
to birdwatchinghqg.com, the Harris hawk prefers the southwest United States in the desert lowlands, and they
prefer to hunt in groups. Furthermore, the use of predator deterrents, including noisemaker shells, are certain
to impact nesting and migratory birds in the wetlands.

Reason #2: The use of the land is incompatible with sensitive habitats nearby and the community vision for
Ormond Beach. Ormond Beach is located in South Oxnard, an area that historically has been blighted by
industry including the papermill, the water treatment plant, and GenOn. We agree with the city of Oxnard that
contends that Ormond Beach is its crowned jewel, and we support recent efforts to give special care to this
area after decades of abuse.

For years, the city of Oxnard, The Nature Conservancy, and the State Coastal Conservancy have worked to
implement the Ormond Beach Restoration and Access Plan. These three partners anticipate this project will be
completed by the end of the decade. The vision of this project includes restoring Ormond Beach back to its
natural state as well as giving the public access to the beach area. Recently, the three partners proposed that
the US Fish and Wildlife be considered for the management of the land that makes up Ormond Beach. If this
proposal goes through, Ormond Beach will grow in its potential to become known as a haven for wildlife and
will increase in its popularity for ecotourists. The use of land to expand Agromin is incongruent with the
progressive vision that taxpayer dollars have already funded. This business will further encroach upon
sensitive habitats. The will of the local community is to rewild Ormond Beach—not thwart efforts to enable

wildlife to thrive.
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The MND falls short in protecting the sensitive habitats of Ormond Beach and the proposed use of the land
reflects an antiquated and outdated view of how coastal lands should be used. While once upon a time, the
coast was used for industry; however, today most view the coast as a resource that should be protected and
preserved for all to enjoy. We are confident that the Ventura County Planning Commission will do the right
thing and reject the applicant's MND.

Sincerely,
Christina Zubko

FRIENDS OF
@rmonDBEACH

34.175° N, 118:1852° W

Co-Founder, Friends of Ormond Beach
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Oquendo, John

From: Joan Tharp <tharpjmarie@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 3:31 PM

To: Oquendo, John

Subject: Agromin Composting and Soil Amendment Facility, Modification to Conditional Use

Permit (CUP), Case Number PL13-0101 (CUP 5001-1).

Letter 4

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to report it or forward
the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

Dear Mr. Oquendo:

As a 30 year resident of Port Hueneme and a frequent visitor to the Ormond beach and wetlands complex as a
birdwatcher, nature lover and volunteer, | ask that the Ventura County Planning Commission deny Mr. Camarillo’s
request to modify the CUP for two reasons.

Reason #1: The MND raises several concerns related to sensitive bird species. First, it fails to address the increased
predator attraction that will impact the Western snowy plover and the CA least tern nesting success. The daily
deployment of Harris’s Hawks will have potential negative impacts to these and other species. In fact, according

to birdwatchinghg.com, the Harris Hawk prefers the southwest United States in the desert lowlands, and they prefer to
hunt in groups. The introduction of another predator species to this area could unbalance the status quo. Furthermore,
the use of predator deterrence, including noisemaker shells, or certain to impact nesting by and migratory birds in the
wetlands Ormond wetlands is an area of importance to over 200 species of birds Not to mention being an irritant to
human visitors who are drawn to the quite of this wetland.

Reason #2: The use of the land is incompatible with sensitive habitats nearby and the community vision for Ormond
Beach. Ormond Beach is located in South Oxnard, an area that historically has been blighted by industry including the
papermill, the water treatment plant, Halaco and GenOn. | agree with the city of Oxnard that Ormond Beach is its crown
jewel, and | support recent efforts to give special care to this area after decades of abuse.

For years, the city of Oxnard, The Nature Conservancy, and the State Coastal Conservancy have worked to implement
the Ormond Beach Restoration and Access Plan. These three partners anticipate this project will be completed by the
end of the decade. The vision of this project includes restoring Ormond Beach back to its natural state as well as giving
the public access to the beach area. Recently, the three partners proposed that the US Fish and Wildlife be considered
for the management of the land that makes up Ormond Beach. If this proposal goes through, Ormond Beach will grow
in its potential to become known as a haven for wildlife and will increase in its popularity for ecotourists. The use of land
to expand Agromin is incongruent with the progressive vision that taxpayer dollars have already funded. This business
will further encroach upon sensitive habitats. The will of the local community is to rewild Ormond Beach—not thwart
efforts to enable wildlife to thrive.

The MND falls short in protecting the sensitive habitats of Ormond Beach and the proposed use of the land reflects an
antiquated and outdated view of how coastal lands should be used. In the past the coast was used for industry;
however, today most view the coast as a resource that should be protected and preserved for all to enjoy. | am
confident that the Ventura County Planning Commission will do the right thing and reject the applicant's MND.



With best regards,
Joan M Tharp
Port Hueneme



Oquendo, John

From: tandemstoker@roadrunner.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2023 2:48 PM
To: Oquendo, John

Subject: case # PL13-0101 (CUP 5001-1)

Letter 5

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to report it or forward
the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

Dear Mr. Oquendo,
| am writing in opposition to Agromin’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).

Unfortunately, | was only made aware of their application yesterday, so | have not had the
opportunity to go over the MND in detail. However there are at least a couple of deficiencies
in their application, and | am sure that upon further study, other problems will arise.

Perhaps the most significant objection | have is that they are requesting that the boundary
covered by their original Conditional Use Permit be increased by 33% and that it be extended
till December 31, 2030. Such a major addition and time extension should trigger a new
Environmental Impact Report.

Another problem with the MND is that there is no assessment of the high likelihood of invasive
plant species being introduced from their composting activities. The endangered native plant
species at neighboring Ormond Beach are already being threatened by invasive, non-native
plants. Furthermore, the materials being composted will attract predatory birds that eat the
eggs of the equally endangered Western Snowy Plovers and California Least Terns that nest
there.

These are very important issues that are not addressed by the current MND. | respectfully
request that it be denied.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this.

Joy Kobayashi
Earth Alert
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Letter 6

6.1

6.2

May 10, 2023 SENT VIA E-MAIL

John Oquendo

Ventura County Planning Division
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: Agromin, Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001 (Case No. PL 13-
0101)

Dear Mr. Oquendo:

Thank you for providing the Ventura Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) with the
opportunity to review the mitigated negative declaration (MND) prepared for the subject
application. Based on the information provided, the applicant seeks 1) a time extension to allow for
the continued operation of a Large Scale Commercial Organics Processing Operation through 2030
and 2) an increase in the CUP boundary to include additional area into which the operation would
expand (expansion area). Various additional improvements are also proposed.

LAFCo’s purposes are to (1) discourage urban sprawl, (2) preserve open space and prime
agricultural land, (3) ensure efficient provision of government services, and (4) encourage the
orderly formation and development of local agencies, including cities and most special districts
(Government Code Section 56301). Based on the discussion below, it appears that LAFCo is a
responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, as such, is charged
with ensuring that the environmental document prepared by the lead agency (i.e. the County)
addresses the issues that relate to LAFCo’s scope of authority. These comments represent LAFCo
staff’s evaluation of the proposed project as we understand it based on the materials provided.

Potable Water Service

The compost facility currently occupies two parcels: assessor parcel numbers (APNs) 231-0-080-070
and 231-0-080-080. The applicant seeks to expand its operations into APN 231-0-040-315. The two
parcels that are currently occupied by the facility are being served potable water by the Port
Hueneme Water Agency (PHWA) and are within the jurisdictional boundaries and spheres of
influence of the Calleguas Municipal Water District (Calleguas) and the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (Metropolitan). The parcel into which the facility proposes to expand is not
being served by the PHWA and is not within the boundaries of either Calleguas or Metropolitan.

In 2013, the PHWA issued a will serve letter stating that it has the capacity to provide potable water
service to the existing composting facility. According to the MND, the PHWA has indicated that the
will serve letter remains in effect and that it will provide water service to the expansion area.
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John Oquendo
May 10, 2023
Page 2 of 2

Pursuant to the May 9, 2023, comment letter submitted by Calleguas for this project, in order for
the PHWA to provide water service to the expansion area, the parcel would need to be annexed to
both Calleguas and Metropolitan, requiring LAFCo approval.

Calleguas is a wholesale water provider. It supplies water to retail water providers, which in turn
serve water directly to end users. In this case, the PHWA would act as the retail water provider.
The PHWA is a joint power authority (JPA) of the City of Port Hueneme and the Channel Islands
Beach Community Services District (CIBCSD) and was formed to provide potable water service. Itis
LAFCo staff’s understanding, and that of LAFCo legal counsel, that the services a JPA provides are
limited to within the boundaries of the JPA member agencies. The project site is located well
outside the boundaries of both the City of Port Hueneme and the CIBCSD and, thus, appears to be
outside the territory in which the PHWA is authorized to provide service. It is unclear under what
authority the PHWA would provide water service to the expansion area'. Without an authorized
retail water provider, annexation to Calleguas and Metropolitan would serve little purpose. The
MND should discuss whether the PHWA has the authority to provide water service.

If it is confirmed that the PHWA does not have the authority to provide water service outside the
jurisdictional boundaries of its member agencies, in order for the PHWA to provide the service to
the expansion area, it would need to be annexed to either the City of Port Hueneme or the CIBCSD.
Because the site is not contiguous to the City, annexation to it is not an option. However, the CSD
principal act contains a provision that allows for noncontinuous territory to be annexed to a CSD. If
this option is pursued, the project description should be revised accordingly and the CIBCSD should
be identified as a responsible agency. Evaluation of such an annexation proposal is beyond the
scope of these comments.

Thank you again for providing the MND to LAFCo for review and comment. Please contact me if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

s

Kai Luoma
Executive Officer

c: Dennis Martinez, Port Hueneme Water Agency/City of Port Hueneme
Jennifer Lancaster, Calleguas Municipal Water District
Dan Drugan, Calleguas Municipal Water District
Peter Martinez, Channel Islands Beach Community Services District

11n 1999, LAFCo approved the annexation to Calleguas of the two APNs on which the current
composting facility is located to allow for the PHWA to provide water service. The authority of the
PHWA to provide the service is not discussed in the LAFCo case file (99-15) and remains unclear.
However, given that this service currently exists and was essentially endorsed by LAFCo nearly 25 years
ago, LAFCo staff believes that it should remain in effect.
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Oquendo, John

From: Shirley & Larry Godwin <godwinc@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, May 5, 2023 10:41 PM

To: Oquendo, John

Cc: Shirley & Larry Godwin

Subject: Opposition to Agromin CUP 5001 Case No. PL 13-0101

WARNING: If you believe this message may be malicious use the Phish Alert Button to report it or forward
the message to Email.Security@ventura.org.

May 5, 2023

Attn: John Oquendo/Jennifer Trunk

Ventura County Planning Division

RE: Opposition to “Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration”

Agromin CUP 5001 Case No. PL 13-0101

The minimal mitigations proposed are inadequate to even address the current problems with
this site.

Adding two new fire hydrants doesn’t adequately address the fire hazard. There is no mention
of the need for Agromin employees to be on site at night and Sundays. A previous mulch fire in
November 2017 spread beyond the Agromin property into Coastal Conservancy land and sent
smoke into the Point Mugu Naval Base. No Agromin staff were onsite and fire personal could
not get access to the locked property.

A single new stormwater basin is not adequate to retain storm water rain within the property
and certainly would not capture the run off onto Arnold Road. During recent rain storms,
Agromin employees have attempted to construct a berm along Arnold Road to capture the

rain and mud flowing off the site. This has not been successful. Mud has covered Arnold Road
1
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B-14
along the property, especially flowing out of the dirt driveway. Arnold Road is totally
impassible along the Agromin property line during heavy rain.

Current attempts to mitigate the dust from all the truck traffic have been counterproductive.
Wetting Arnold Road and the Agromin driveway have only created more mud and more
rutting of the roadway.

While the traffic on Hueneme Road may not be significant, the impact, especially from the
heavy duty trucks, is significant on narrow Arnold Road. The projected estimates stated in the
environmental review total over 200 daily one-way trips. This does not include vehicle trips by
customers. Agromin signs say “Open to the Public”.

Arnold Road, in front of the Agromin facility, is City of Oxnard roadway. It is continually
damaged by the heavy vehicles with huge potholes that frequently need filling by the City. The
condition of the road is a driving hazard for people visiting Ormond Beach. There is no
mitigation payment to the City of Oxnard to repair the roadway damage.

The odor issue has not been addressed. Noxious odors continue be overpowering to visitors to
Ormond Beach during both dry and wet weather.

Agromin’s CUP expired March 23, 2014. In the December 2018 application for the CUP to be
extended, it was stated that “all operations would be transferred to a new location and the
project site would be restored by December 31, 2020.

There are too many negative impacts of this Agromin facility at this Ormond Beach location to
allow continued operation for more than seven additional years until December 31, 2030.

Shirley Godwin

3830 San Simeon Ave.



Oxnard, Ca 93033

godwinc@earthlink.net



7\ Santa Clara River and Coast Project tel [805642-0345] 16
ThCNature \ ' Ventura Field Office nature.org
Conservancy GF

1094 E. Main Street, Suite B nature.org/california
Protecting nature. Preserving life. Ventura, CA 93001

Letter 8

8.1

8.2

County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Ave
Ventura, CA 93009

Re: Case Number: PL13-0101 (CUP 5001-1)
Applicant: Agromin, Inc. (c/o Bill Camarillo)

Dear Mr. John Oquendo, Planner

The Nature Conservancy (Conservancy) is an international non-profit organization dedicated to conserving the
lands and waters on which all life depends. Our work on the ground is carried out in all 50 states and 79
countries and territories around the world and is supported by more than one million members. To date, we
have helped conserve approximately 120 million acres (including nearly 1.5 million acres in California) and
5,000 river miles around the world. We have been engaged in the protection and management of natural
resources across the U.S. since 1951.

The Conservancy owns land in Oxnard and cooperatively co-manages the Ormond Beach Restoration and
Public Access Project (OBRAP) area. The OBRAP project area includes 650 acres of wetlands, dunes, salt marsh
and upland habitat that are adjacent to the Agromin facility. Ormond Beach is recognized as one of the most
ecologically significant remnants of intact coastal wetlands in Southern California, due to its high biodiversity,
particularly of birds that utilize and nest on the site. These include rare, threatened and endangered species
some of which have populations are decline, such as the California least tern. The site is additionally important
for its potential capacity to adapt sea level rise, coastal flooding and provide a natural protection to flood
impacts to nearby communities.

The Conservancy has invested a considerable amount of time and resources in the protection and recovery of
Ormond Beach and has been engaging with many communities in Oxnard for several years. Together with our
partner organizations we have facilitated many community events, community surveys and workshops, and
have participated in the Ormond Beach task force meetings. The community engagement has provided us with
an understanding of the communities needs and desires regarding Ormond Beach and coastal access. There is
strong community support for open space and public access to be realized. The Conservancy is committed to
working with local communities to ensure that our projects lead to equitable benefits for communities.

The Nature Conservancy would like to raise several concerns with the Mitigated Negative Declaration
proposed for the revision of CUP boundary, expansion of operations, and proposed mitigation measures for
the Agromin facility at 6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard.

Water Resources

WR MM-1 Prevention of Infiltration of Leachate and Storm Water at Active Composting Areas and Retention
Basins. The single 0.6 acre stormwater retention basin is likely insufficient to manage stormwater during
significant flood events. The winter of 2023 alone provided several such events on January 9, March 14, and
March 21, in which the Agromin site was inundated and standing water exceeded the elevation of Arnold Road
and remained for up to a week (see figures 1, 2, 3, 4). Such events are certain to contribute to unmanaged
leachate reaching surface water and groundwater, contributing excessive nutrient loads contaminating nearby
aquatic habitats. Since the site is obviously in a floodzone (Special Flood Hazard Zone, FEMA), hydraulic
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modeling should be included to understand not only how water onsite will be managed, but how water from
offsite will impact operations. Considering the elevation of the site, sea level rise, storm surge and storm water
flooding all could be factors in making a determination if this is an appropriate use at this location. The
adjacency of wetland habitat and the likelihood of previously filled wetland and the possibility of current
(Figure 5) or future wetland habitat on site, would indicate that closer scrutiny of the project impacts on
wetland resources should occur. The 0.6 acre detention basin and berms and 200 sand bags will not protect
from discharge at the site at the Arnold Road entrance. Protection of discharge based on a 25-year, 24-hour
rainfall event is clearly not sufficient. WR MM-1 additionally states that this project will be consistent with
8114-3 Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning. It is unclear that this project is outside the Coastal Zone. It
appears at least a portion of the facility and operations are within the Coastal Zone and since this is a single
facility it would be consistent with the spirit of the Coastal Act that this project is considered within the Coastal
Zone. Furthermore, the attempt to avoid the Coastal Zone by drawing project boundary to bisect the facility
and exclude significant areas of operations is impractical, disingenuous, and deceptive. Please provide the
following in defense of the MND for ground water and surface water quality.

e Land survey and maps showing the project in relation to the Coastal Zone

e Construction drawings identifying the design, engineering and capacity of the stormwater detention
basin and berms

e Hydraulic Modeling showing off-site area hydraulics that will impact the site under flood conditions

e Sea level rise modeling showing potential site conditions during the project period

e Wetland delineation or investigation of previously filled wetlands

e Storm Events Action Plan, please specify capacity (GPM) of pumps, locations that discharge will be
directed, plan of action during events that exceed detention basin capacity

e Evidence that the California Coastal Commission has reviewed these boundary designations and
concurs that the project is entirely outside of the Coastal Zone

Biological Resources

The proposed project occurs within a significant ecological area as is demonstrated by the consultant’s
literature review. However only two initial surveys and a follow up totaling less than 5 hours onsite are the
basis for determining whether the site is utilized by sensitive species. Additionally, surveys are over 10 years
old. Given the proximity of the site to a significant ecological area and my experience spent on site | testify
with certainty that special status animals utilize the site. More importantly are nuisance animals that are
attracted to operations at the facility. One of the greatest threats to nesting shorebirds is nest predation by
ravens, crows, feral cats, raccoons which are attracted to recycling facilities. The proposed Predatory Bird
Management Plan does not seem to consult with resident experts or agencies responsible for managing the
trust species. Some of the predator deterrent measures proposed in the project description (e.g. noisemakers)
contradict the guidance provided in the biological assessment. No discussion of biological opinion of the US
Fish and Wildlife Service or the California Department of Fish and Wildlife on their position on appropriate
deterrent methods or necessary permits or consultation that has occurred.

In the next three years the Ormond Beach project partners will invest over $500,000 in the management and
eradication of invasive plant species from the Ormond Beach project area. One of these species known as
petite licorice or cobweb bush (Plecostachys serpyllifolia) (Figure 6) is an escaped ornamental shrub, with
windborne seeds, that invades marsh habitat and threatens the endangered native plant, salt marsh bird’s
beak. The invasive plant is also a nuisance where it has spread to Naval Base Ventura County at Point Mugu
requiring department of defense dollars to manage. The origin of the introduction of cobweb bush is likely
either a nursery on Hueneme Rd that is about 2 miles away, or the Agromin facility which is 0.3 miles away.
Management of natural areas and open space provided for public benefit are often faced with challenges of
incompatible land use. To the extent possible competing land uses should mitigate for impacts causes by the
unintentional introduction of nuisance pests.

2|Page
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To further clarify how the project will ensure the avoidance and conservation of special status species and
habitats please provide the following.

e A biological assessment that includes surveys completed within 1 year of the publication of this
MND.

8.3 e A completed Predatory Bird Management Plan to be implemented prior to the initiation of the

Cont project.

e Concurrence from the relevant agencies (CDFW, FWS) that the proposed predator deterrent
measures are legal and effective.

e Necessary permits to conduct predator management in the Coastal Zone

e Assessment of impacts that may be caused by the mitigation measures, such as non-target impacts
on sensitive species of noisemakers, falcons, or trapping etc.

e A definition of “wildlife movement corridors” as reference in section E

e Aninvasive species detection and mitigation plan

Sincerely,

Peter Dixon

Restoration Project Manager, Santa Clara River and Coast Project
The Nature Conservancy

Peter.dixon@tnc.org

3|Page



Figure 1 Arnold Road at Agromin Facility January 16, 2023, 7 days after rain event

Figure 2 Arnold Road looking toward Agromin facility, January 16, 2023, 7 days after rain event
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Figure 3 Farm opposite Agromin Facility at Arnold Road, January 16, 2023, 7 days after rain event
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Figure 3 Farm opposite Agromin Facility, March 24, 2023, 3 days after rain event
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Figure 5 Area adjacent to proposed project showing inundation and aquatic vegetation, indicators of
Jurisdictional wetlands according to the Army Corps of Engineers

Figure 6 Cobweb bush invading salt marsh habitat
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Letter 9

Ventuerubon Society

9.1

9.2

Wednesday, May 10, 2023

Attn: John Oquendo

Case Planner, County of Ventura
Planning Division

800 South Victoria Ave. L#1740
Ventura, CA 93009
john.oquendo@ventura.org.

RE: Agromin, Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001-1, Case Number
PL13-0101

Dear Mr. Oguendo:

This letter constitutes the comments of the Ventura Audubon Society regarding the
Major Modification to Agromin’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001-1 to allow for the
continued operation of the composting and soil amendment facility until December 31,
2030.

Our organization’s mission is to protect birds and their habitat in Ventura County, and
Ormond Beach is high on our priority list. The Ventura Audubon Society has a long history
of working with listed species (western snowy plover and California least tern) at Ormond
Beach. We have monitored nesting western snowy plovers and California least terns
beginning in 2003, and the wintering population of the western snowy plover since the
mid-1990’s.

We have commented several times in the past 8 years regarding extensions for the
continued operation of Agromin at the Arnold Rd. location. Now Agromin is requesting
an extension of their permit yet again, and expansion of their footprint. So, we argue
again that the County of Ventura should not approve the extension of the current CUP of
Agromin activities as proposed.

We ask the County of Ventura to deny the extension of the Agromin CUP for the

following reasons:

1. We disagree with the assertion that because Agromin no longer processes food
scraps there is no impact to sensitive species.

2. Ormond Beach is part of a globally Important Bird Area. It is a critical layover and
wintering ground for migratory birds that travel over the entire western hemisphere.
It is also the nesting area for several species of birds that are either listed or have
limited ranges. Mitigation measures such as those employed by the PBMP can never
compensate for activities that have no place in such a sensitive area.

3. The project partners at Ormond Beach are in the process of planning an historic
restoration that will encompass their currently owned 630 acres of property at

-22
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Ventuerubon Society

Ormond. The location of the Agromin operation adjacent to this area is in direct
conflict with restoration objectives.

4. The project partners are in negotiation with the USFWS to transfer Ormond Beach
into the National Wildlife Refuge system. The location of the Agromin operation
adjacent to a National Wildlife Refuge is entirely inappropriate.

The Predatory Bird Management Plan (PBMP) and the Vector Control plans are poor
compensation for undisturbed habitat. We contend that Agromin operations are not
geographically linked to the coastal zone. They can and should be located to an area that
does not impact sensitive species that rely on rare coastal wetlands. The time has long
passed when these sorts of operations should have been located away from sensitive
coastal habitats.

The PBMP employs the use of noisemaker shells, mylar flags, netting and lasers to
discourage predators attracted to the facilities operations. All these activities are
inappropriate near nesting areas and migration corridors. The Vector Control plan
outlines measures for discouraging and controlling mesopredators and rodents within
the boundaries of the Agromin facility. However, it does not address the problem that
mesopredators may be attracted to the area then discouraged from staying on Agromin
property. The home ranges of a coyote can be up to 18 square miles and a skunk 4 miles.
Both predators have destroyed tern and plover nests in the past. There is no mention of
these problems anywhere in the documents submitted to support the CUP extension.

The Predatory Bird Management Plan, submitted as Attachment 7 has the following
statements that we take issue with:

Section 1.2 states “It is also likely that ravens have predated on nests on Ormond Beach
over the years, but have not done so recently, because all nests have enclosures to protect
eqggs from predators, such as ravens”. This is incorrect and outdated information. In fact,
ravens have caused the greatest losses of nests over the past 5 years at Ormond Beach.
The presence of ravens has increased, and predation has become worse each year. The
use of predator exclosures is always a last resort method for protecting snowy plover
nests and they cannot be used on least tern nests at all. We only deploy them when
raven or crow predation of snowy plover nests is severe. This is because other predators
on Ormond Beach able to enter the cages use them to locate nests and kill adult birds or
chicks as they hatch. Ravens have even recently figured out how to pull eggs out of the
exclosures. The use of predator exclosures is not an excuse to allow Agromin to continue
attracting corvids to Ormond Beach.

Section 3.1.2. Monitoring Avian Scavenger Activities Interactions with CLTs/WSPs states
“The PBMP states that biologists will maintain visual contact with harassed gulls/ravens
as they depart the Agromin site to determine whether or not deterred scavengers visit

colonies or interact with CLT or WSP eggs, nests or young.” If this is in fact the case, we
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were never informed of this occurring. It is hard to understand how this could have
taken place, as it would require knowledge of the location of nests and chicks and our
nest monitors have never been engaged regarding these activities.

“Biologists should also coordinate with the Navy, as gulls can fly the same distance and
depredate nests at Point Mugu after being hazed from the Agromin site. It is
recommended that Agromin coordinate with the NBVC Natural Resources Program
Manager, Mr. Martin Ruane, (805) 989-3808, in advance of deterrent activities.” Nesting
activity on Ormond Beach should not be overlooked. The nesting habitat on the south
end of Ormond is closer to Agromin than the nesting beaches at Point Mugu. In the years
since the PBMP has been initiated, monitors at Ormond Beach have never been
contacted. Itisin fact difficult to believe that the PBMP has been effectively executed.

The Ventura Audubon Board of Directors and membership urge the County of Ventura to
better protect our coastal wetlands. Deny the request to extend the Agromin CUP and
expand operations.

We thank the County of Ventura for the opportunity to comment on this issue.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Hartley

Ventura Audubon Society

Shorebird Recovery Program lead
cynthia.hartley@venturaaudubon.org
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10.1

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT crrvor
ADMINISTRATION

214 SOUTH C STREET OXNARD
OXNARD, CALIFORNIA 93030 %

May 10, 2023

County of Ventura Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attn: Mr. John Oquendo

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject:  City of Oxnard Comments on initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Major
Modification to Agromin Composting and Soil Amendment Facility, 6859 Arnold
Road

Dear Mr. Oquendo:

The City of Oxnard (City) has received and conducted a review of the Notice Of Availability
And Intent To Adopt A Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed Major Modification to
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001 (Case No. PL13-0101 ) to authorize the modification and
continued operation of an existing composting and soil amendment facility until December 31,
2030 located at 6859 Arnold Road (Arnold Road Site). The proposed facility modifications
include a revised CUP area, an increase in the volume of compost feedstock that can be stored on
the project Site from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards, construction of a fire access road,
compost expansion area, and the installation of various onsite facility improvements (Project).
The Arnold Road Site is inclusive of a 5-acre parcel (APN 231-0-040-165) located within the
City of Oxnard (“Oxnard Parcel”), which has been allowed to operate in conjunction with
County CUP 5001 under Agreements A-5374 and A-5374 as an interim use.

The existing operation is not an allowed use under the 2030 General Plan and is incompatible
with the City’s plans for the Ormond Beach area. For the numerous reasons provided below,
the City objects to the expansion of the facility.

City of Oxnard IS/MND Comments

General Comment
The Ormond Beach area — consisting of Ormond Beach and its adjacent sand dunes, wetland
and upland areas — has been identified by wetland experts as the most important coastal wetland
restoration opportunity in Southern California. The City of Oxnard is committed to restoring
Ormond Beach, as reflected in its 2030 General Plan, which identifies numerous goals and
policies for the area:
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e GOAL CD-22 (Environmentally sound Ormond Beach wetlands with appropriate public
access);

e Policies CD-22.1 (Participation in the Ormond Beach Wetlands Restoration Plan); and

e (D-22.2 (Develop Ormond Beach Visitor Access).

The 2030 General Plan also designates the Site and the surrounding area for “resource
protection.” The City is currently updating its Local Coastal Plan, consistent with direction in its
2030 General Plan.

In 2016, the City of Oxnard, California State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), and The Nature
Conservancy (TNC) entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to collectively
protect, manage, and restore Ormond Beach. The City, SCC, TNC (collectively, “Project
Partners”) lead the Ormond Beach Restoration and Public Access Project (OBRAP) and are
currently developing a restoration and public access plan for the area. The OBRAP Project Area
consists of several parcels owned by the Project Partners, spans 630 acres in the City of Oxnard,
and includes the habitat area south of the Site.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d) requires that an initial study contain “An examination of
whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land
use controls;” The IS/MND must be revised to identify and discuss the Projects inconsistencies
with the City of Oxnard’s 2030 General Plan goals and policies, including e.g., GOAL CD-22
(Environmentally sound Ormond Beach wetlands with appropriate public access) and
implementing Policies CD-22.1 (Participation in the Ormond Beach Wetlands Restoration Plan)
and CD-22.2 (Develop Ormond Beach Visitor Access), and “resource protection” land use
designations. Similarly, the IS/MND should identify and discuss the Project Partners’ Ormond
Beach MOU and the OBRAP.

Also, the IS/MND relies heavily on comparing the impact of the existing facility with the
proposed facility. However, the IS/MND fails to analyze the most significant aspect of the
project which is the further extension of the life of the CUP. Without the extension of the existing
CUP, the existing use, including the portion in the City of Oxnard, would have to cease
operation, therefore ending all existing operational impacts, including but not limited to Air
Quality impacts, Odor Impacts, Noise Impacts, Water Quality Impacts, and Biological Impacts.

City comments follow IS/IMND Sections as follows:

Section A.3 - Project Location and Assessor’s Parcel Numbers

Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of Oxnard
jurisdictions. The Applicant must ensure compliance with regulatory, planning, and permit
requirements in both affected jurisdictions, including the City of Oxnard. As proposed, the
project cannot function without the use of the Oxnard Parcel. As shown in the project site plan,
the entrance for the project site and circulation required for the project, rely on the Oxnard
Parcel. In addition, the IS/MND fails to identify the future plan for the remainder of the Oxnard




10.4
Cont

10.5

10.6

B-27

City of Oxnard
IS/MND Comments
Page 3 of 10

Parcel, which will still be contiguous, accessible, and at least in part used by the Project. CEQA
requires that the IS/MND analyze the whole of the Project, including both physical
improvements and new or continued operations, and does not allow for the bifurcation of the
Project or segmented analysis. Therefore, this section and the remainder of the IS/MND must be
revised to include the Oxnard Parcel as part of the Project, in order to adequately analyze any
potential impacts to Oxnard Parcel and surrounding property, resulting from the proposed
Project.

The Applicant must coordinate this Application with the City to discuss continued use of the
5-acre parcel. The City is not bound by the County’s decision on CUP 5001-1, which would be a
modification to CUP 5001. The City reaffirms its jurisdictional oversight of the 5-acre parcel
(APN 231-0-040-165). The City identifies Agromin’s current use as legal non-conforming,
initially permitted by the City in 1997 by execution of Agreement 5374 between Archie Bard
and the City as an interim use tied to approval of County CUP 5001. This agreement notes the
pending eventual development of an Ormond Beach Specific Plan, which would be incompatible
with activities at the Site. In 2003, the Agreement was extended, again with an understanding
that the Site use would be an interim use. The amended Agreement 5374 provides for automatic
termination of the use if the City provides 1-year written notice to the permittee. In sum, the City
has always considered Agromin’s use of the Site appropriate at Ormond Beach only as an interim
use, and it is incompatible with the City’s plans for the Ormond Beach area. As the City proceeds
with its Ormond Beach restoration efforts, the Site use is in conflict with the City’s restoration
and public access goals.

Section A.6 - Project Description

Again, Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of
Oxnard jurisdictions. Therefore, any changes to the operations has the potential to impact both
the County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard jurisdictions. The Project Description fails to
include and adequately discuss all of the required City of Oxnard entitlements necessary for this
project to move forward. Both the existing and proposed facilities rely on Assessor's Parcel
Number 231-0-040-165 which is located within the City of Oxnard’s jurisdictional boundary, as
such, review and approval by the City of Oxnard is required for this project. The project
description indicates that many of the operations that are currently located on the City of Oxnard
Parcel, are proposed to be relocated to other areas within the County of Ventura’s jurisdiction.
However, the Project proposes to maintain the existing structures and infrastructure on the
Oxnard Parcel, therefore the continued and future use of the Oxnard Parcel must be analyzed.
Additionally, the Project entrance and access road improvements, per the project site plan, are in
part located on the Oxnard Parcel. As proposed, the proposed project cannot function without the
use of the Oxnard Parcel Therefore, the project description must be revised to include the Oxnard
Parcel as part of the Project, and must address the improvements and continued and new uses
proposed for the Oxnard Parcel.

The project proposes to increase the amount of feedstock and active compost allowed on-site
under CUP 5001-1 at any one time from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. The IS/MND
does not provide an analysis of the potential impact of vehicle trips on the existing road
infrastructure. As the project proposes to allow for the continuation and increase of truck and
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vehicle trips the project description must include the repaving of Arnold Road from the City
northern boundary just north of the project site to the southern edge project boundary.

The Project Description must also be revised to include the expiration date of the current CUP
and include the term, in number of years, of the requested extension. This term must be used for
identifying the impacts of both allowing the existing facility to continue operating and the
proposed modifications.

Section A.6 - List of Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Again, Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of
Oxnard jurisdictions. Therefore, any changes to the operations has the potential to impact both
the County of Ventura and the City of Oxnard jurisdictions. As the City of Oxnard maintains
jurisdictional oversight of the 5-acre parcel (APN 231-0-040-165), review and approval by the
City of Oxnard is required for this project.

Section B.1 - Air Quality (VCAPCD) Impact Discussion

The section states “The Applicant does not expect overall composting to increase compared to
historical levels 2; therefore, emissions from composting are not anticipated to increase.” and
make reference to the site's Green Material Composting Operation. However, CUP 5001 limited
the site to 10,000 cubic yards per the project description. The proposed storage of 12,500 cubic
yards of storage volume was never permitted under prior entitlements or analyzed in a prior
CEQA document. Therefore, as this amendment is to allow for the continued storage and
increase in composting from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards, the IS/MND must be
revised to analyze this increase or include a reference to a prior environmental document which
appropriately analyzed this increase from prior entitlements.

The IS/MND also fails to provide an odor and dust analysis of any potential impact to nearby
neighborhoods or visitors to Ormond Beach. Furthermore, the IS/MND does not contain an
analysis or clarify the potential impact to a public parking lot located approximately 500 feet
from the Arnold Road facility, used for Ormond Beach visitation.

The IS/MND should include a Air Quality mitigation measure that requires Agromin to provide a
letter containing the APCD complaint telephone number (805-303-3700) to all property owners
within the surrounding established neighborhoods to report odor complaints. It is also
recommended that this contact information be posted on a sign affixed to the outside of the
entrance gate and facing Arnold Road to ensure this contact information is readily available to
persons frequenting the Ormond Beach area.

Section B.2.B - Groundwater Quality Impact Discussion:

The IS/MND identifies a potential for “nutrients, metals, salts, pathogens, and/or oxygen
reducing compounds that may contaminate underlying groundwater aquifers.” The IS/MND and
Attachment 10 - Containment Area For Compost Processing Operations Plan references, the
State Water Resources Control Board Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) for Composting
Operations, Order WQ 2015-0121-DWQ, adopted on August 4, 2015, which requires the soil
hydraulic conductivity for working areas in compost operations of this type (Tier II facility) to
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meet 1.0 x 10-5 cm/s or less. However, given the Environmental Sensitive Habitat Areas,
including coastal wetlands, directly adjacent to and in close proximity to the site and the high
groundwater on the project site, the base level/minimum requirements for the compost site and
retention pond are not appropriate for this project. This potential impact should be mitigated to
the maximum extent feasible, therefore the new compost storage areas should have concrete
flooring to further reduce the potential for groundwater contamination, consistent with the
existing areas. The proposed retention pond should also be redesigned to prevent groundwater
contamination, as opposed to just minimizing it. These areas should also have a permanent
integrated drainage system to direct runoff from the compost storage areas to the retention pond
to prevent runoff from entering non-paved areas and contaminating the groundwater.

Section B.4 - Biological Resources

The biological resources section currently relies on an assessment from 2013. Given the
significant amount of time that has passed since then, a new assessment should be prepared to
ensure the analysis is based on accurate information.

In the Species Impact Discussion, the IS/MND states “As discussed in the Predatory Bird
Management Plan (June 2020), food material is the primary attractant to gulls and ravens which
may adversely affect adjacent breeding populations of WSP and CLT. Because the project would
not include processing of food material, the primary attractant for scavenging birds which could
prey on WSP or CLT would not be present on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would not increase natural predation compared to existing conditions. The proposed project is
not anticipated to result in indirect impacts to WSP and CLT”. However, Page 24 goes on to
state: "Additionally, the Applicant is committed to implementing a Predatory Bird Management
Plan (PBMP)(Attachment 12). As part of the plan, a monitoring program would be implemented
to quantify attraction of predatory birds to the project site. Based on the results of the monitoring,
predatory bird deterrent measures would be implemented." As the analysis has not been
completed, before the IS/MND can rely on the assumption for making a determination, this
monitoring must be completed or other studies provided to adequately determine if the statement
is accurate. As currently drafted, this section is not based in fact. If the monitoring has been
completed then, the results must be included in the IS/MND. Without an updated study, the
survey could be seen as deferred mitigation which is not permitted under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The City recommends that the semi-annual monitoring be on a monthly basis during nesting bird
season, generally March 1 through September 30. As currently proposed, the monitoring report
would be provided prior to nesting season on February 28th and a month prior to the end on
August 30th. The monthly reporting will allow the County and other agencies or groups to work
with the applicant immediately to adjust the PBMP, if it is not effective as opposed to waiting
until the end of the nesting season to make adjustments. If the PBMP monitoring determines that
the PBMP is not effective at preventing predation of endangered species and/or nests, what are
the required remedial actions? Would the Agromin facility be closed or its operations further
changed to “un-attract” predatory birds? The PBMP, as explained in the IS/MND, seems to
leave open the possibility that the Agromin operations would continue even if the PBMP is not
effective. This is a serious concern to the City as the endangered species nesting sites are located
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within City limits on Ormond Beach and are the City’s responsibility to protect. What recourse
is there if the PBMP is not working?

According to the draft IS/MND, Ormond Beach is located approximately 800 feet south of the
CUP boundary. The City is concerned regarding the potential impacts that the proposed use may
have on the Ormond Beach area. Impacts to this area may occur due to operations and wind

According to the December 2018 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report [State
ClearingHouse No. 2016101062], eight special status plant species occur or have potential to
occur in the vicinity of the CUP boundary: salt marsh bird’s-beak, estuary seablite, Ventura
marsh milk-vetch, Coulter’s Goldfields, Mexican malacothrix, red sand verbena, California
sea-blite, Southwestern spiny rush. Additionally, six of the eight special status plant species
occur or have potential to occur in the coastal salt marsh south of the CUP boundary (page 18 of
document, pdf page 21).

Again while the document contains a healthy discussion of the biological conditions which
existed in 2018, the City recommends preparation of an updated biology study to provide an
updated list of potential plant and animal species that have the potential to be impacted due to
operations of the proposed use. Based upon an updated study potential mitigation measures
should be added to address impacts to adjacent Ormond Beach animals and plants.

Project operations and activities during times of high winds can impact adjacent uses, such as
Ormond Beach. Wind borne impacts due to operations should be studied within the IS/MND;
mitigation measures should be added to address operations during windy periods.

Page 24 ( California Least Tern (CLT), states: "Noisemaker shells fired from pistols and/or
shotguns would be used as a temporary dispersal tool, however potential impacts on
special-status species from this deterrent strategy is not conclusive and proposed monitoring
would assess any potential impacts".

The study should consider and implement alternative mitigation measures during times of
nesting and habitat sensitivity. The write up speaks to 2014 and 2018 survey data. Again, the
studies should be updated as significant additional chicks and habitat have been nesting in the
Ormond Beach area - in close proximity.

Section B.6 - Scenic Resources (Plng.)

The IS/MND states that the project is not visible from scenic resource areas as designated in the
Ventura County General Plan resources Appendix. However, the IS/MND fails to mention if the
project is visible from any designated scenic resource or corridor as identified in the City of
Oxnard’s 2030 General Plan.

The City of Oxnard identifies Hueneme Road as a Scenic Highway/Roadway. The 2030 General
Plan Community Development Goal 9 establishes policies for Scenic highways and roadways -

“Promote a high quality visual image of the City”.

As outlined below, the 2030 General Plan establishes a number of policies which will be
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impacted by the Project and are not addressed in the [IS/MND:

Policy CD-9.4 - View Corridor Preservation: “Ensure all public and private investments
positively contribute to the overall character of the City by minimizing impacts on important
view corridors by creating edge treatments along greenbelt areas and a landscaped buffer
corridor of at least 30 feet along designated scenic corridors and other major transportation
corridors.”

As illustrated in the Scenic Highways/ Roadways map below, Arnold Road is accessed by
Hueneme Road which is a City designated Scenic Highway/Roadway. The DEIR fails to analyze
if a potential impact to the designated Highway/Roadway will result from the proposed new
structures to the facility. Please address this deficiency. Please visit the following website to view
the map in its entirety and in color:
https://www.oxnard.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Scenic-Routes-11x17-4.17.pdf .

Policy CD-9.5 - Unique Character Preservation “Ensure that new public and private investment
maintains the unique coastal and agricultural character of the City.”

The existing temporary, non-conforming Arnold facility does not conform to the 2030 General
Plan land use designation and zoning of the property. If the operation of the Site is required to
extend through the December 2020 sunset date, the permit extension and construction of new
equipment is inconsistent with the Ormond Beach area and future OBRAP which aims at
developing a restoration and public access plan for the area. As such, the IS/MND should
analyze long term impacts to the Ormond Beach area as appropriate.

2030 General Plan: Environmental Resources Goal 8 Enhanced Character Goal “Protected
coastal resources as a significant landscape feature to be experienced by residents and visitors.”

Policy E.R-8.2 New Coastal Development: Design new development along primary access
routes to the beach so as to maintain and enhance the scenic quality of such routes.

The proposed expansion and continuation of the Agromin facility is not located within the
Coastal Zone; however, the Site is located along Arnold Road which is the primary access to
Ormond Beach Specific Plan area, which is a designated coastal resource. The IS/MND fails to
analyze what visual impacts might result from the project to the Ormond Beach area.
Additionally, the IS/MND should analyze long term visual impacts to the Ormond Beach area if
the proposed operation will be extended beyond the December 2020 sunset date. Please address
the deficiency. The IS/MND states that there are no significant cumulative scenic resource
impacts identified. As such, there are no identified impacts. The City disagrees with this
conclusion, since there was no analysis provided which considered and evaluated the City’s
identified scenic resources and corridor policies contained within the 2030 General Plan.
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Section B.18 - Hydraulic Hazards

The IS/MND fails to identify any significant effects from flooding, storm surge, high tide, and
landside drainage periodically resulting in flooding of the wetlands adjacent to the project site
and portions of the Agromin parcel. The IS/MND does not provide the hydrology report and the
City is unable to appropriately respond to the analysis, conclusions or findings made in the
IS/MND without reviewing a hydrology report.

The Nature Conservancy’s Coastal Resilience Ventura website (named as a source for best
available science in the Coastal Commission’s Draft Sea Level Rise Guidance Policy) identifies
flood inundation under current sea level and a large storm event scenario. The figure below
illustrates flood inundation (as shown in blue highlight) under current sea level and a large storm
event scenario. The City requests that further review of potential flooding impacts be assessed
and mitigation measures applied as required. Please visit the following website to view the flood
inundation under current sea level and a large storm scenario of the existing Site:
http://maps.coastalresilience.org/california/. The IS/MND should also be revised to include an
analysis of sea level rise impacts.

Section B.18 - Fire Hazards Impact Discussion

The City does not agree with the determination that Fire Hazard is considered to be “not
significant”. Composting operations carry inherent fire risk, requiring frequent intervention to
prevent combustion in the piles. As stated by the County, fires have previously resulted from
composting activities at the facility in 2011 and 2017.

Given that the Project is partially within the City of Oxnard and the fact that the Oxnard Fire
Department may be the responding agency for any emergencies, the project must also comply
with Oxnard Fire Department Standards, and the IS/MND must be revised to review compliance
with City of Oxnard Policies and Regulations.

Section B.25 - Community Character Impact Discussion

The City disagrees with the IS/MNDs justifications for why significant impacts on community
character would not occur. While the site is currently developed with the composting and soil
amendment facility, this facility would be required to cease operation with the requested
extension, therefore the comparison should be to the site without the existing facility.

The City is not assured that the facility will be removed in 2030 even if the CUP 5001 expires, as
has previously occurred. The IS/MND should require the applicant to prepare a “post-closure
plan” and include detailed performance standards. It is not clear if the closure plan is a MND
mitigation (that may not be an adequate mitigation measure) or just referencing a condition of
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approval that is not related to the IS/MND. The City requests that the IS/MND set specific post
closure performance standards within the plan, estimate the closure costs, and require a
performance bond. As the City intends to require a post closure plan and bond for the Agromin
facility on the City parcel, the City suggests it would make sense to have one closure plan and
bond requirement for both facilities.

Section B.27.a.(2) - Safety/Design of Public Roads Impact Discussion

This section fails to analyze the impact of the project on the Safety/Design of Public Roads. It
notes that the site is accessed via Arnold Road,which is under the jurisdiction of the City of
Oxnard, however it fails to analyze the existing conditions of the road and the project's impacts
on this section of the roadway, and only looks at County maintained roads. Again, CEQA does
not allow for the bifurcation of a Project based on Jurisdictional boundaries. Therefore, as the
Projects only point of access and it's only private access point is within the City of Oxnard, the
CEQA analysis must be revised to analyze the Projects impacts on the section of Road within the
City of Oxnard.

Also, the IS/MND claims that the low volume of traffic would not have the potential to alter the
level of safety, however, this is not supported with any evidence. In addition to allow the existing
use to continue, which will result in new trips, the project proposes to increase the amount of
feedstock and active compost allowed on-site under CUP 5001-1 at any one time from 10,000
cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. The IS/MND does not provide an analysis of the potential
impact of vehicle trips on the existing road infrastructure. A traffic study/trip generation must be
prepared to support this claim. This study should document roadway impacts and infrastructure
improvement needs. The ongoing truck trips associated with the prior operations of this facility
have done significant damage to the adjacent roadway. With the extension of the project and
expanding operations, the project will not only continue to degrade the roadway, but it will now
have an increased impact on the adjacent roadway. As a result, the City request the Project be
revised to include the reconstruction of the roadway leading to and adjacent to the Project site
within the City of Oxnard, subject to review and approval by the City of Oxnard City Engineer.

Section B.27.a.(3) Safety/Design of Private Access Impact Discussion

This section fails to analyze the impact of the project on the Safety/Design of Private Access. As
noted in Section B.27(2), the road and private access is provided via a public road and private
Driveway within the Jurisdiction of the City of Oxnard. As a result, the IS/MND must analyze
the current access compliance City of Oxnard Policies and Regulations. Also, as the Project is
partially located within the City of Oxnard’s jurisdiction, the Oxnard Fire Department may be the
responding agency for any emergencies and must also meet Oxnard Fire Department Standards.

Section B.28 (C) Water Supply - Fire Flow Impact Discussion

Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of Oxnard
jurisdictions. Given that the Project is partially within the City of Oxnard and the fact that
theOxnard Fire Department may be the responding agency for any emergencies, the project must
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also comply with Oxnard Fire Department Standards, and the IS/MND must be revised to review
compliance with City of Oxnard Policies and Regulations.

Section B.32 Law Enforcement/Emergency Services Impact Discussion

Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of Oxnard
jurisdictions. As the Oxnard Fire Department or Oxnard Police Department may be the
responding agency for any emergencies, the IS/MND must also review compliance with City of
Oxnard Policies and Regulations.

Section B.33 Fire Protection District

Agromin’s operation is one use operating within both the County of Ventura and City of Oxnard
jurisdictions. As noted, the Oxnard station is the closest station to the Project site, given that the
Project is partially within the City of Oxnard and the fact that the Oxnard Fire Department may
be the responding agency for any emergencies, the project must also comply with Oxnard Fire
Department Standards, and the IS/MND must be revised to review compliance with City of
Oxnard Policies and Regulations.

Attachment 5 County of Ventura List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Projects Used in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The Southshore project, north and south of Hueneme Road, should be removed from the
list.Should include reference to the City's Ormond Beach Restoration and Access Plan
(OBRAP). The City and its project partners are actively investigating the feasibility of a long
term management entity preserving the project area. See -
https://www.oxnard.org/ormond-beach-restoration-public-access-plan/.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IS/MND. Please call Joe Pearson II, Planning
& Environmental Services Manager, at 805-385-8272, or you can email at
Joe.Pearson@oxnard.org if you have any questions.

Si rely,

—

Maureen Tamuri
Interim Community Development Director

ee: Ashley Golden, Assistant City Manager (via email)
Jeff Pengilley, Assistant Community Development Director (via email)
Kenneth Rozell, Chief Assistant City Attorney (via email)
Joe Pearson II, Planning & Environmental Services Manager (via email)
Kathleen Mallory, Planning & Sustainability Manager (via email)
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Letter 11

May 11, 2023

John Oquendo

800 South Victoria Ave.
Ventura, CA 93009
John.Oguendo@ventura.org

Subject: Mitigated Negative Declaration for Agromin Composting and Soil
Amendment Facility Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit
5001-1 Project, SCH #2016101062, Ventura County

Dear Mr. Oquendo:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the
Agromin Composting and Soil Amendment Facility Major Modification to
Conditional Use Permit 5001-1 (Project) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) from Ventura County (County). CDFW appreciates the
opportunity to provide comments regarding aspects of the Project that could
affect fish and wildlife resources and be subject to CDFW's regulatory authority
under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW'’s Role

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

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

Project Description and Summary

Objective: The Applicant requests a Major Modification to CUP 5001-1 (Case No.
PL13-0101) for a time extension to allow for the continued operation of a
composting and soil amendment facility until December 31,2030. The
Composting Facility will require the following upgrades:

e Revise the boundary of CUP 5001-1 from approximately 9.77 acres to 11.44
acres. The applicant proposes the addition of approximately 3.19 acres of
APN 231-0-040-315 to the CUP area to accommodate an additional fire
access road and compost expansion area.

e Increase maximum onsite feedstock and active compost storage volume
limit from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. Feedstock and active
compost stored onsite would consist of up to 12,500 cubic yards of green
material (wood, paper, agricultural waste). The Applicant is not proposing
to increase the limitation on green material feedstock accepted in a
single year above the currently allowed 93,000 tons per year.

e Construct fire access roads that would align with the modified CUP
boundary, to provide internal circulation. The fire access roads will also
contain storm runoff, which would ultimately drain to an on-site retention
basin. Two new fire hydrants would be installed on APN 231-0-080-085; one
fire hydrant would be located approximately 50 feet west of the existing
masonry bagging/packaging building and a second hydrant 140 feet
north of the existing scale house. Three fire water tanks would be removed
from the site once the fire hydrant system becomes operational.

e Ofther proposed facility changes include the following: construction of a
storm water management system comprised of a single, 0.6-acre
stormwater retention basin and other related improvements to retain the
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85th percentile 24-hour rain event; application of soil cement on a 0.7-
acre area to be used for active composting to reduce the potential for
infiltration of leachate and storm water runoff; authorization of the
confinued use of one onsite trailer on APN 231-0-080-085 for storage;
installation of a 30-foot high mesh litter screen along Arnold Road on the
eastern boundary of APNs 231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070; addition of
23 parking spaces; and installation of a berm along the new CUP
boundary within APN 231-080-070.

e Permit the relocation compost and soil amendments activities from APN
231-0-040-165 to the southeast portion of the site on APN 231 -0-080-085.
Concrete block bunkers, associated compost, and amendments will be
relocated to APN 231-0-080-085. Mixing operations will move to an existing
asphalt concrete surface south of the existing masonry building. Storage
of bagged amendments will be moved into the existing masonry building.

e The Agromin facility currently employs eight employees. The project would
increase the number of employees to nine full- and four part
time/seasonal employees.

Location: The 17.42-acre property is located at 6859 Arnold Road, west of the
intersection of Arnold Road and Casper Road, in the unincorporated area of
Ventura County.

Comments and Recommendations

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the County in
adequately identifying, avoiding, and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or
potentially significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife
(biological) resources. Editorial comments or other suggestions are also included
to improve the environmental document. CDFW recommends the measures or
revisions below be included in a science-based monitoring program that
contains adaptive management strategies as part of the Project’s CEQA
mitigation, monitoring and reporting program (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6;
CEQA Guidelines, § 15097).
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Specific Comments
Comment #1: Biological Surveys
Issue: MND analysis and conclusions rely on outdated biological Information.

Specific impacts: The biological surveys conducted for the Project may no
longer represent the current state of the Project site, its vicinity, and the
inventory of biological species that may be present. Therefore, Project
implementation, including grading, fire road construction, and other ground
disturbing activities, may result in direct mortality, population declines, or local
extirpation of sensitive plant and wildlife species that were not previously known
or identified.

Why impact would occur: The Project has utilized biological surveys from 2013
(updated in 2015). As changes to the site and its vicinity may have occurred in
the past 10 years, impacts to species not previously known or identified to be on
the Project site or within its vicinity have the possibility to occur. In addition,
impacts to species already identified may have changed since surveys were
conducted. This may result in mortality, reduced reproductive capacity,
population declines, or local extirpation of a sensitive or special status wildlife
species.

Evidence impact would be significant:

Impacts to special status species, both direct and indirect, should be considered
significant under CEQA unless they are clearly mitigated below a level of
significance. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for
impacts to special status plant species will result in the Project continuing to
have a substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. Additionally, plants that have a CNPS
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of TA, 1B, 2A, and 2B are rare throughout their
range, endemic to California, and are seriously or moderately threatened in
California. All plants constituting CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B meet the definitions of
CESA and are eligible for State listing. Impacts to these species or their habitat
must be analyzed during preparation of environmental documents relating to
CEQA, as they meet the definition of rare or endangered (CEQA Guidelines, §
15380). Please see CNPS Rare Plant Ranks page for additional rank definitions.
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Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #1: The County should have a qualified biologist re-survey
the Project site and update the biological assessment. The assessment should
include biological field survey(s) of the Project site to characterize the extent
and quality of habitat that would be impacted by development, as well as
potential impacts to the vicinity. Surveys should include baseline surveys and
protocol-level surveys, if necessary, to confirm the presence of any special status
species within orimmediately adjacent to proposed impact areas. Surveys
should be conducted by qualified biologists and/or botanists in accordance
with CDFW and/or United States Fish and Wildlife Services survey protocols for
target species. Biological Resources Assessments should provide and include the
following:

1. A complete, recent, assessment of rare, threatened, and endangered
species, regionally and locally unique species, and sensitive habitats at
the project site and within the area of potential effect, including California
Species of Special Concern and California Fully Protected Species (Fish &
G. Code, §§ 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515). Species to be addressed should
include all those which meet the CEQA definition of endangered, rare, or
threatened species (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). Seasonal variations in use
of land around the project site should also be addressed. A nine-
quadrangle search of CDFW's California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB) should be conducted to obtain current information on any
previously reported sensitive species and habitat (CDFW 2023a);

2. A thorough, recent, floristic-based assessment of special status plants and
natural communities following CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and
Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW 2018). Adjoining habitat areas
should be included where project construction and activities could lead
to direct or indirect impacts off site;

3. Floristic, alliance- and/or association-based mapping and vegetation
impact assessments conducted at the project site and within the area of
potential effect. The Manual of California Vegetation (MCV), second
edifion, should be used to inform this mapping and assessment;

4. Arare plant assessment using online databases for rare, threatened, and
endangered plants, including the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2022)
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as well as the Calflora’s Information on Wild California Plants database
(Calflora 2022);

5. A discussion regarding project-related indirect impacts on biological
resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats,
riparian ecosystems, and any designated and/or proposed or existing
reserve lands [e.g., preserve lands associated with a Natural Community
Conservation Plan (Fish & G. Code, § 2800 et. seq.)]; and

6. Impacts on, and maintenance of, wildlife corridor/movement areas,
including access to undisturbed habitats in areas adjacent to the project
site.

If biological resources are documented on the Project site, the Project
proponent should comply with the applicable requirements of the regulatory
agencies and should apply mitigation determined through the agency
permitting process.

Comment #2: Impacts to Nesting Birds

Issue: Project activities may indirectly impact special status nesting birds,
including western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), California
least tern (Sterna antillarum browni), and Belding's savannah sparrow
(Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi).

Specific impacts: Construction during the breeding season of special status
nesting birds could result in the incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestlings or
otherwise lead to nest abandonment in habitat adjacent to a Project site.

Why impact would occur: The MND has identified nesting habitat for western
snowy plover (ESA-listed, California Species of Special Concern), California least
tern (ESA-listed, California Fully Protected Species), and Belding's savannah
sparrow (CESA-listed) within half a mile of the Project site. The MND does not
provide any avoidance or minimization measures for nesting birds. Without any
protective measures, impacts to nesting birds could result from ground disturbing
activities related to retention basin construction or fire lane creation. In addition,
impacts could result from noise disturbances, increased human activity,
increased lighting, fugitive dust, other ground disturbing activities (e.g., staging,
access, excavation, grading), and vibrations caused by heavy equipment.
Project disturbance activities could result in mortality or injury to nestlings, as well
temporary or long-term loss of suitable foraging habitats. Construction during
the breeding season of nesting birds could result in the incidental loss of
breeding success or otherwise lead to nest abandonment.
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Evidence impact would be significant: The loss of occupied habitat or
reductions in the number of rare bird species, either directly or indirectly through
nest abandonment or reproductive suppression, would constitute a significant
impact absent appropriate mitigation. Furthermore, nests of all native bird
species are protected under state laws and regulations, including Fish and
Game Code sections 3503 and 3503.5.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):

Mitigation Measure #2: To protect nesting birds that may occur adjacent to the
Project boundary, CDFW recommends that no construction occur from February
1 through September 15, as early as January 1 for some raptors.

Additional Recommendations

Recommendation #1: Data — CEQA requires that information developed in
environmental impact reports and negative declarations be incorporated into a
database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental
environmental determinations [Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)].
Accordingly, please report any special status species detected by completing
and submitting CNDDB Field Survey Forms (CDFW 2023b). This includes alll
documented occurrences of special status species. The City should ensure the
data has been properly submitted, with all data fields applicable filled out, prior
to Project ground-disturbing activities. The data entry should also list pending
development as a threat and then update this occurrence afterimpacts have
occurred. The City should provide CDFW with confirmation of data submittal.

Recommendation #2: Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan — Per Public
Resources Code section 21081.6(a) (1), CDFW has provided the City with a
summary of our suggested mitigation measures and recommendations in the
form of an attached Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan (MMRP;
Attachment A). A final MMRP shall reflect results following additional plant and
wildlife surveys and the Project’s final on and/or off-site mitigation plans.

Filing Fees

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

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project to assist the City in
adequately analyzing and minimizing/mifigating impacts to biological
resources. CDFW requests an opportunity to review and comment on any
response that the City has to our comments and to receive nofification of any
forthcoming hearing date(s) for the Project [CEQA Guidelines, § 15073(e)]. If you
have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact Felicia
Silva, Environmental Scientist, at Felicia.Silva@wildlife.ca.gov or (562) 292-8105.

Sincerely,
[BGESSCFE24724F5...
Erinn Wilson-Olgin

Environmental Program Manager |
South Coast Region

ec. CDFW
Victoria Tang, Seal Beach - Victoria.Tang@wildlife.ca.gov
Ruby Kwan-Davis, Seal Beach — Ruby.Kwan-Davis@wildlife.ca.gov
Julisa Portugal, Seal Beach — Julisa.Portugal@wildlife.ca.gov
Andrew Aitken, Seal Beach — Andrew.Aitken@wildlife.ca.gov
Cindy Hailey, San Diego — Cindy.Hailey@wildlife.ca.gov
CEQA Program Coordinator, Sacramento —
CEQACommentlLetters@wildlife.ca.gov

OPR
State Clearinghouse - State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
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Attachment A: Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

CDFW recommends the following language to be incorporated into the Project’s environmental

document.

Biological Resources (BIO)

Mitigation Measure (MM) or Recommendation (REC)

Timing

Responsible
Party

MM-BIO-1-
Biological
survey

The County shall have a qualified biologist re-survey the
Project site and update the biological assessment. The
assessment shall include biological field survey(s) of the
project site to characterize the extent and quality of
habitat that would be impacted by development, as
well as potential impacts to the vicinity. Surveys shall
include baseline surveys and protocol-level surveys, if
necessary, to confirm the presence of any special status
species within or immediately adjacent to proposed
impact areas. Surveys shall be conducted by qualified
biologists and/or botanists in accordance with CDFW
and/or United States Fish and Wildlife Services survey
protocols for target species. Biological Resources
Assessments shall provide and include the following:

1. A complete, recent, assessment of rare,
threatened, and endangered species, regionally
and locally unique species, and sensitive habitats
at the project site and within the area of potential

Prior to
Project
constfruction
and activities

County of
Ventura/Project
Applicant
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effect, including California Species of Special
Concern and California Fully Protected Species
(Fish & G. Code, §§ 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515).
Species to be addressed shall include all those
which meet the CEQA definition of endangered,
rare, or threatened species (CEQA Guidelines, §
15380). Seasonal variations in use of land around
the project site shall also be addressed. A nine-
quadrangle search of CDFW's California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) shall be conducted
to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitat (CDFW
2023b);

2. A thorough, recent, floristic-based assessment of
special status plants and natural communities
following CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and
Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities
(CDFW 2018). Adjoining habitat areas shall be
included where project consfruction and
activities could lead to direct or indirect impacts
off site;

3. Floristic, alliance- and/or association-based
mapping and vegetation impact assessments
conducted at the project site and within the area
of potential effect. The Manual of California
Vegetation (MCV), second edition, shall be used
to inform this mapping and assessment;
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4. A rare plant assessment using online databases
forrare, threatened, and endangered plants,
including the California Native Plant Society

(CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered

Plants of California (CNPS 2022) as well as the
Calflora’s Information on Wild California Plants
database (Calflora 2022);

5. A discussion regarding project-related indirect
impacts on biological resources in nearby public
lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats,
riparian ecosystems, and any designated and/or
proposed or existing reserve lands [e.q., preserve
lands associated with a Natural Community
Conservation Plan (Fish & G. Code, § 2800 et.
seq.)]; and

6. Impacts on, and maintenance of, wildlife
corridor/movement areas, including access to
undisturbed habitats in areas adjacent to the
project site.

If biological resources are documented on the Project
site, the Project proponent shall comply with the
applicable requirements of the regulatory agencies
and shall apply mitigation determined through the
agency permitting process.

MM-BIO-2-
Nesting birds

To protect nesting birds that may occur adjacent to the
Project boundary, no construction shall occur from

Prior to
Project

County of
Ventura/Project
Applicant
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February 1 through September 15, as early as January 1
for some raptors.

construction
and activities

REC-1-Data

CEQA requires that information developed in
environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated info a database which
may be used to make subsequent or supplemental
environmental determinations [Pub. Resources Code, §
210083, subd. (e)]. Accordingly, please report any
special status species detected by completing and
submitting CNDDB Field Survey Forms (CDFW 2023b). This
includes all documented occurrences of special status
species. The City should ensure the data has been
properly submitted, with all data fields applicable filled
out, prior to Project ground-disturbing activities. The
data entry should also list pending development as a
threat and then update this occurrence after impacts
have occurred. The City should provide CDFW with
confirmation of data submittal.

Prior to
Project
construction
and activities

County of
Ventura/Project
Applicant
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
M T GATED NEGAT VE DECLA TION

The County of Ventura Resource Management Agency (RMA) Planning Division, as the
designated L.ead Agency, has reviewed the following project:

1 Entitlement Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 5001 (Case No.
PL13-0101)

2. Applicant: Agromin, Afin.: Mr. Bill Camarillo, 201 Kinetic Drive, Oxnard, CA
93030

L.ocation: 68590 Amold Road, Oxnard Area

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 231-0-040-315, 231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070
Parcel Size: 17.42 Acres (Modified Permit Boundary is 11.44 Acres)

General Plan Designation: Agricultural

Responsible an Trustee Adaencies: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board, RMA Environmental Health Division

@ Nk W

The Applicant requests a Major Modification to CUP 5001-1 (Case No. PL13-0101)
for a time extension to allow for the continued operation of a composting (Large
Scale Commercial Organics Processing Operation} and soil amendment facility
{which includes wholesale activities) until December 31, 2030. The Composting
Facility will require the following upgrades:

» Revise the boundary of CUP 5001-1 from approximately 9.77 acres to 11.44
acres. The western portions of Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) 231-0-040-
315, 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-080-070 are within the coastal zone and are
excluded from the CUP. The applicant proposes the addition of approximately
3.19 acres of APN 231-0-040-315 to the CUP area to accommodate an
additional fire access road and compost expansion area.

+ Increase maximum onsite feedstock and active compost storage volume limit
from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. Feedstock and active compost
stored onsite would consist of up to 12,500 cubic yards of green material (wood,
paper, agricultural waste). The Applicant is not proposing to increase the
limitation on green material feedstock accepted in a single year above the
currently aliowed 93,000 fons per year.

HALL CF ADMINISTRATION #1740
{805} 654-2481 » FAX {805) 654-2509 « 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 83009 verma.org
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« Construct fire access roads that would align with the modified CUP boundary,
to provide internal circulation. The fire access roads will also contain storm
runoff, which would ultimately drain to an on-site retention basin. Two new fire
hydrants would be installed on APN 231-0-080-085; one fire hydrant would be
located approximately 50 feet west of the existing masonry bagging/packaging
building and a second hydrant 140 feet north of the existing scale house. Three
fire water tanks would be removed from the site once the fire hydrant system
becomes operational.

+ Other proposed facility changes include the following: construction of a storm
water management system comprised of a single, 0.6-acre stormwater
retention basin and other related improvements to retain the 85th percentile 24-
hour rain event; application of soil cement on a 0.7-acre area to be used for
active composting to reduce the potential for infiltration of leachate and storm
water runoff, authorization of the continued use of one onsite trailer (540~
square feet in size) on APN 231-0-080-085 for storage; installation of a 30-foot
high mesh litter screen along Arnold Road on the eastern boundary of APNs
231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070,; addition of 23 parking spaces; and
installation of a berm along the new CUP boundary within APN 231-080-070.

» Permit the relocation compost and soil amendments activities from APN 231-
0-040-185 to the southeast portion of the site on APN 231-0-080-085. Concrete
block bunkers, associated compost, and amendments will be relocated to APN
231-0-080-085. Mixing operations will move fo an existing asphalt concrete
surface south of the existing masonry building. Storage of bagged amendments
will be moved into the existing masonry building.

+ The Agromin facility currently employs eight employees. The project would
increase the number of employees to nine full- and four par-time/seasonal
employees.

Wastewater service will be provided by onsite portable toilets. Water is supplied
fo the site by the Port Hueneme Water Agency. Access 1o the project site is an
existing driveway off Arnold Road.

In accordance with Section 15070 of the California Code of Regulations, the RMA
Planning Division determined that this proposed project may have a significant effect on
the environment, however mitigation measures are available that would reduce the
impacts to less than significant levels. As such, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has
been prepared and the applicant has agreed to implement the mitigation measures.

List of Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts ldentified:

Impacts to Public Health are reduced to less than level with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure PH MM-1 Storm Water Application Restrictions.
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impacts to Water Resources — Groundwater Quality (WPD) are reduced to less than level
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure WR MM-1 Prevention of Infiltration of
l.eachate and Storm Water at Active Composting Areas and Retention Basins.

The public review period is from April 10, 2023 to May 10, 2023. The Iinitial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is available for public review on-ine at
https://verma.org/en/divisions/planning {select "CEQA Environmental Review”) or at the
County of Ventura, RMA, Planning Division, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura,
California from 8:00 am to 4:30 pm Monday through Friday. The public is encouraged to
submit written comments to John Oquendo, no later than 5:00 p.m. on May 10, 2023, to
the address listed above. Alternatively, you may e-mail your comments {0 the case
planner at John.Oquendo@ventura.org.

Following the review period, consideration of the project will be given at a Planning
Commission public hearing to be held at a date to be determined in the Board of
Supervisors Hearing Room, 800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 83009,

nnifef Trunk, Manager
esideptial Permit Section
entura County Planning Division
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Initial Study for Major Modification to Agromin Composting and Soil
Amendment Facility

Section A — Project Description

Project Case Number: Major Modification to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No.
5001-1 (Case No. PL13-0101)

Name of Applicant: Bill Camarillo, Agromin, 201 Kinetic Drive, Oxnard, CA 93030

Project Location and Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: The 17.42-acre property is
located at 6859 Arnold Road, west of the intersection of Arnold Road and Casper
Road, in the unincorporated area of Ventura County (Attachments 1 and 2). The
Tax Assessor’'s parcel numbers (APNs) of the parcels that constitute the project
site are 231-0-040-315, 231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070 (Attachment 3).

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

a. General Plan Land Use Designation: Agricultural
b. Zoning Designation: AE-40ac (Agricultural Exclusive, 40-acre minimum lot

size) and CA-40ac-sdf (Coastal Agriculture, 40-acre minimum lot size,
slope/density formula)

Location in
Relation to the Zoning Land Uses/Development
Project Site
North AE-40ac Sod production
AE-40ac Row crop cultivation
East

0S-160ac (Open Space, 160-acre | Open space (waterfowl ponds)
minimum lot size)

COS-10ac-sdf (Coastal Open | Open space and row crop cultivation
South Space, 10-acre minimum lot size,
slope/density formula)

CA-40ac-sdf (Coastal Agriculture, | Row crop cultivation
West 40-acre  minimum lot  size,
slope/density formula)

Description of the Environmental Setting: The project site is bordered on the
north, west, and east by agricultural uses. Land south of the project site includes
a coastal wetland defined as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA)
pursuant to the Ventura County Coastal Zoning Ordinance (2022, § 8172-1). An



existing earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide, is located
along the southwest boundary of the proposed Conditional Use Permit (CUP) area.
This berm physically separates the existing composting operation from the
wetland. Arnold Road is located to the east of the project site. An agricultural ditch
on the east side of Arnold Road drains into Oxnard Drainage Canal #3 south of the
project site. A freshwater/brackish water salt marsh wetland is located across
Arnold Road approximately 100 feet to the southeast of the project site. This
wetland is included in a game preserve and is partially on Naval Base Ventura
County (NBVC) Point Mugu (Oxnard, 2009). The Pacific Ocean and Ormond
Beach are located approximately 1,500 feet to the south of the project site. The
nearest residence is located approximately one mile north of the project site
(Attachments 1 and 2).

The area within the existing CUP area is heavily disturbed from the operation of a
compostable materials handling facility. The facility currently accepts green
material, including source separated residential landscaping materials, green
material separated from municipal solid waste at materials recovery facilities, and
agricultural and commercial landscaping green material.

The Agromin Facility produces three primary products, which are transferred to a
retail facility on APN 231-0-040-165 which is within the City of Oxnard. These
products include stabilized cured compost (may include blending on-site with other
materials to meet customer specifications), mulch, and chipped wood. The
Agromin Facility does not accept commercial/agricultural food material, bio-solids
(wastewater treatment derived sludge), manure or mixed material (mixed with non-
organics, processed industrial materials, demolition or construction debris or
plastics, or greater than one percent physical contaminants [human-made inert
material, including glass, metal and plastic]). CUP 5001-1 (the CUP under which
the facility currently operates) limits the total volume of feedstock and compost
allowed to be on-site to 10,000 cubic yards.

Project Description: The Applicant requests a Major Modification to CUP 5001-1
(Case No. PL13-0101) for a time extension to allow for the continued operation of
a composting (Large Scale Commercial Organics Processing Operation) and soil
amendment facility (which includes wholesale activities) until December 31, 2030.
The Composting Facility will require the following upgrades:

* Revise the boundary of CUP 5001-1 from approximately 9.77 acres to 11.44
acres. The western portions of Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) 231-0-040-
315, 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-080-070 are within the coastal zone and are
excluded from the CUP. The applicant proposes the addition of approximately
3.19 acres of APN 231-0-040-315 to the CUP area to accommodate an
additional fire access road and compost expansion area.

» Increase maximum onsite feedstock and active compost storage volume limit
from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. Feedstock and active compost
stored onsite would consist of up to 12,500 cubic yards of green material (wood,



paper, agricultural waste). The Applicant is not proposing to increase the
limitation on green material feedstock accepted in a single year above the
currently allowed 93,000 tons per year.

» Construct fire access roads that would align with the modified CUP boundary,
to provide internal circulation. The fire access roads will also contain storm
runoff to the CUP boundary, which would ultimately drain to an on-site retention
basin. Two new fire hydrants would be installed on APN 231-0-080-085; one
fire hydrant would be located approximately 50 feet west of the existing
masonry bagging/packaging building and a second hydrant 140 feet north of
the existing scale house. Three fire water tanks would be removed from the site
once the fire hydrant system becomes operational.

» Other proposed facility changes include the following: construction of a storm
water management system comprised of a single, 0.6-acre stormwater
retention basin and other related improvements to retain the 85th percentile 24-
hour rain event; application of soil cement on a 0.7-acre area to be used for
active composting to reduce the potential for infiltration of leachate and storm
water runoff; authorization of the continued use of one onsite trailer (540-
square feet in size) on APN 231-0-080-085 for storage; installation of a 30-foot
high mesh litter screen along Arnold Road on the eastern boundary of APNs
231-0-080-085, and 231-0-080-070,; addition of 23 parking spaces; and
installation of a berm along the new CUP boundary within APN 231-080-070.

« Permit the relocation compost and soil amendments activities from APN 231-
0-040-165 to the southeast portion of the site on APN 231-0-080-085. Concrete
block bunkers, associated compost, and amendments will be relocated to APN
231-0-080-085. Mixing operations will move to an existing asphalt concrete
surface south of the existing masonry building. Storage of bagged amendments
will be moved into the existing masonry building.

« The Agromin facility currently employs eight employees. The project would
increase the number of employees to nine full- and four part-time/seasonal
employees.

Wastewater service will be provided by onsite portable toilets. Water is supplied
to the site by the Port Hueneme Water Agency. Access to the project site is an
existing driveway off of Arnold Road.

List of Responsible and Trustee Agencies: Los Angeles Regional Water
Quiality Control Board, RMA Environmental Health Division

Methodology for Evaluating Cumulative Impacts: “Cumulative impacts” refer to
two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable
or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects
may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects.
The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.



Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
projects taking place over a period of time [California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, 2014c, § 15355].

To analyze the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative environmental
impacts, this Initial Study relies on both the list method in part (e.g., for the analysis
of impacts on biological resources) and the projection (or plans) method in part
(e.g., for the analysis of cumulative traffic impacts). With regard to the list method,
this Initial Study evaluated the proposed project's contribution to cumulative
impacts associated with related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects [CEQA Guidelines, 2015c, § 15064(h)(1)] — mainly those
located within 5 miles of the project site and with the potential to contribute to the
impact that is evaluated in this Initial Study. Attachment 5 includes a list of the
pending projects within the County of Ventura and cities of Port Hueneme and
Oxnard. Although all of the projects were considered in the evaluation of
cumulative impacts, the cumulative impacts analysis paid particular attention to
pending projects within Oxnard, Port Hueneme, and the Oxnard Plain as shown
on the attached cumulative project map for the south half of the County of Ventura
(Attachment 6). With regard to the projection method, this Initial Study includes an
analysis of whether the project would be consistent with the requirements of a plan,
regulation, or program specified by law or adopted by a public agency with
jurisdiction over the affected resource, which in itself has been subject to
environmental review pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines [§ 15064(h)(3)]. For
instance, to address the potential cumulative adverse impacts of traffic on the
Regional Road Network (RRN), County staff evaluated the proposed project in light
of the Ventura County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Ordinance 4246 and
policies of the Ventura County 2040 General Plan’s Circulation, Transportation,
and Mobility Element (2020a), which require that the Transportation Department
of the Public Works Agency collect a TIMF for certain development projects. For
example, Policy CTM-1.7 states that “The County shall require discretionary
development that would generate additional traffic pays its pro rata share of the
cost of added vehicle trips and the costs of necessary improvements to the
Regional Road Network pursuant to the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee
Ordinance.”

Previous Environmental Review: The project site was originally developed as
the Del Norte Mushroom facility, which was in operation from 1960 to 1992. The
facility also incorporated outdoor windrow composting as a major component of
the overall mushroom growing operation. On May 7, 1998, the Ventura County
Planning Commission approved CUP 5001, and adopted a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for
the operation of a composting and soil amendment facility on the project site. The
MND identified that the project could have a potentially significant impact on
biological resources.

In 2016, an Initial Study in support of an EIR was prepared for the Agromin
Composting and Soil Amendment Facility, which analyzed a project that consisted



of the continued operation of the food and green material composting and soil
amendment facility, a revised CUP boundary, an increase of onsite feedstock and
compost storage from 10,000 cubic yards to 17,500 cubic yards, installation and
operation of a BioReactor to process food material, and the installation of facility
improvements such as a fire access road, three stormwater retention basins, and
fire hydrants. The Draft EIR for the Agromin Composting and Soil Amendment
Facility was circulated for public review in October 2017. Food material processing
at the site ceased on April 22, 2018. A Recirculated Draft EIR [State Clearing
House No. 2016101062] was recirculated for public review in December 2018 to
address public and agency concerns and the revised project based on the change
to the Project in April 2018.

The proposed project has been revised to reduce the proposed onsite feedstock
and compost storage from 17,500 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards. Additionally,
installation of the BioReactor and food material processing is no longer proposed,
and the number of retention basins has been reduced from three to one.
Preparation of this Initial Study analyzed potential impacts pursuant to the current
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (2011) and available
information, including the Ventura County 2040 General Plan and General Plan
Background Report. This Initial Study assumes the Agromin Composting and Soil
Amendment Facility would continue to operate on this project site until December
31, 2030.



Section B — Initial Study Checklist and Discussion of Responses?

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

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

RESOURCES:

1. Air Quality (VCAPCD)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

RESOURCES:
1. Air Quality (VCAPCD) Impact Discussion:

la. The Applicant does not expect overall composting to increase compared to historical
levels ?; therefore, emissions from composting are not anticipated to increase. Emissions
from the additional 25 vehicle trips per day (see impact discussion 27a(1)-a of this Initial
Study) would not be anticipated to exceed thresholds. Therefore, based on information
provided by the Applicant, air pollutant emissions would be below the 25 pounds per day
threshold for reactive organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen as described in the
Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. Therefore, the project would not have
a significant impact on regional air quality.

Local Air Quality Impacts

Based on information in the project application, the project would result in local air quality
impacts (odors and fugitive dust) but those impacts would be less than significant. This
conclusion is based on the requirement that the Permittee comply with all applicable
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rules and Regulations,

1 The threshold criteria in this Initial Study are derived from the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (April 26, 2011). For additional information on the threshold criteria (e.g., definitions of issues
and technical terms, and the methodology for analyzing each impact), please see the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines.

2 The historical levels referred is based upon the 12,500 cubic yards maximum storage volume allowed

on site as the facility is operated as a Green Material Composting Operation.




conditions of VCAPCD Permit to Operate and Authority to Construct No. 07369-150 which
governs the project site, CUP conditions, Arnold Road Facility Dust Suppression Protocol
(June 2020) (Attachment 7), and the Odor Impact Minimization Plan (May 2020)
(Attachment 8). These requirements would reduce air quality emissions from the project
site. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant project-specific
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, regarding air quality.

1b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item 1 of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to the Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.10 Air Quality).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Compliance with the project conditions would ensure success of the ongoing programs
and efforts to minimize fugitive dust, particulate matter, and creation of ozone precursor
emissions that may result from composting materials stockpiled and stored onsite, and
all other activities associated with project composting. Therefore, potential impacts on air
guality would be less than significant and no additional mitigation is required.



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

N|[Ls|pPsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

2A. Water Resources — Groundwater Quantity (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

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

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

2. Water Resources
A. Groundwater Quantity Impact Discussion:

2A-1 through -4. Water for the project is supplied by the Port Hueneme Water Agency.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an estimated water demand of 20
acre-feet/year (AFY). The project Will Serve letter (dated July 18, 2013) from the Port
Hueneme Water Agency states they are committed to supplying up to 20 acre-feet/year
(AFY) of water to the Agromin facility. The Port Hueneme Water Agency indicated in



August 2020 that the Will Serve letter remains in effect and that water is available to serve
the facility.

An Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) was prepared for the Port Hueneme Water
Agency in 2015 which demonstrates availability of a 20-year supply of both local
groundwater and imported State Water. The Port Hueneme Water Agency completed the
2020 UWMP in July 2021 to compare water supply and demand through the year 2045.
Groundwater is provided under contract by United Water Conservation District (UWCD)
and pumping is limited by allocation within the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management
Agency (FCGMA). Some of the aquifers pumped by UWCD within the Oxnard plain
aquifer are currently in overdraft and listed as high priority due to overdraft by the
California Department of Water Resources pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act. The UWMP addresses the possibility that groundwater supplies may
be subject to restrictions in the future and finds that, based on its analysis of the PHWA'’s
current/projected water supply sources, PHWA will need to seek additional water supply
sources by 2035 in order to meet demands in 2040 and 2045.

The project would not require extraction of groundwater on the project site. However,
increased water demand could increase groundwater extractions by the Port Hueneme
Water Agency to provide water supply to the project. Extractions of groundwater in
accordance with the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency allocation system
do not have the potential to cause or contribute to long-term overdraft because the Fox
Canyon aquifer is a managed and regulated groundwater source. Therefore, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on groundwater resources
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact on groundwater resources.

2A-5. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item
2A of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to the Water
Resources Element, Section 9.1 Water Supply).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Potential impacts on groundwater extraction will be less-than-significant and no additional
mitigation is required.



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

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

2B. Water Resources - Groundwater Quality (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

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

B. Groundwater Quality Impact Discussion:

2B-1, -2. The proposed compost expansion area will cover approximately 3.19 acres on
APN 231-0-040-315. This area is located on sandy silt soils (RJR Engineering
Geotechnical Report, December 12, 2012; Attachment 15) and is approximately 100 feet
north of designated wetlands. The State Water Resources Control Board Waste
Discharge Requirement (WDR) for Commercial Composting Operations (Order WQ
2020-0012-DWQ adopted April 7, 2020, which amended Order WQ 2015-0121-DWQ),
requires soil hydraulic conductivity for working areas in compost operations (Tier Il facility)
to be 1.0 x 10+ centimeters/second or less. Compostable materials may contain nutrients,
metals, salts, pathogens, and oxygen-reducing compounds that can degrade water
quality if allowed to migrate into groundwater or surface water. Composting typically
results in release of water from the feedstock material as biological decomposition occurs,
and water is applied to maintain optimal moisture content. The released and applied water
becomes leachate and if sufficient in volume will drain from the compost pile. Precipitation
that falls on, or water that is applied to the compost piles may also result in liquid draining
from the compost piles. These liquids (leachate and storm run-off) may contain nutrients,
metals, salts, pathogens, and/or oxygen reducing compounds that may contaminate
underlying groundwater aquifers. Additionally, composting nutrient rich feedstocks on
more permeable soil has the potential to create elevated nitrate concentrations in
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groundwater (RWQCB, 2015). All existing composting structures have concrete flooring
which provides a semi-impervious barrier to protect groundwater. Approximately 1.0
acres on APN 231-0-040-315 would be utilized as an expansion area for active
composting. Given the high hydraulic conductivity of the soil and the shallow subsurface
aquifer, itis unlikely that the soils in the proposed expansion composting area would meet
the permeability requirement in their native state. Rainwater, applied water, and leachate,
passing through the compost could infiltrate into and deliver contaminant to shallow
groundwater. This shallow groundwater could cause seepage of pollutants into the marsh
and estuary. The Applicant has developed a Containment Area for Composting
Processing Operations Plan, Agromin, (dated May 2020) (Attachment 10). The potential
to degrade groundwater quality can be reduced to less-than-significant if the expansion
area where active composting is to be conducted is treated with a soil cement mixture to
meet the hydraulic conductivity requirements as established in the Containment Area for
Composting Processing Operations Plan identified as Mitigation Measure WR MM-1.
Sanitation would continue to be provided by onsite portable toilets as approved by the
Environmental Health Division. The proposed project does not have the potential, either
individually or cumulatively, to degrade the quality of the groundwater and cause
groundwater to fail to meet the groundwater quality objectives set by the Basin Plan and
would have a less-than-significant impact on groundwater quality and would not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on
groundwater quality.

2B-3. The project site is not located within 2 miles of a former rocket engine test site.

2B-4. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item
2B of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to the Water
Resources Element, Section 9.2 Water Quality).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Impacts to groundwater quality would be less than significant with implementation of the
Containment Area for Composting Processing Operations Plan (Attachment 10) and
compliance with State Water Resources Control Board Waste Discharge Requirements
under Mitigation Measure WR MM-1.

WR MM-1 Prevention of Infiltration of Leachate and Storm Water at Active
Composting Areas and Retention Basins (WR MM-1) :

Purpose: The purpose of this condition of approval is to ensure the implementation of
Mitigation Measure WR MM-1 of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project. In
order to ensure that the increase in the volume of feedstock and compost on-site will not
result in an increased potential for groundwater contamination.

Requirement: In compliance with the General Waste Discharge Requirements for
Composting Operations, hydraulic conductivity shall be reduced to less than 1.0 x 10-5
centimeters per second in proposed active composting areas and reduced to less than
1.0 x 10-6 centimeters per second in the storm water retention basins.
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Active composting areas shall be lined with soil cement with a cement content of at least
12 percent consistent with recommendations provided by Earth Systems (2016), or an
equivalent system demonstrated to meet the 1.0 x 10-5 centimeters per second hydraulic
conductivity standard.

Retention basins shall be lined with a 40 mil geomembrane liner system (60 mil if
high-density polyethylene) underlain by a compacted clay or a geosynthetic clay liner, or
an equivalent liner system demonstrated to meet the 1.0 x 10-6 centimeters per second
hydraulic conductivity standard.

Soil cement within active composting areas shall be inspected weekly for any damage that
would compromise meeting the hydraulic conductivity standard and repaired within two
working days.

Documentation: A copy of the approved site plan depicting compliance with the
Prevention of Infiltration of Leachate and Storm Water at Active Composting Areas and
Retention Basins Mitigation Measure.

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Clearance for construction, the Permittee shall
submit detailed plans (i.e. site plan, plan view, elevation views) of each active compost
area and stormwater retention areas to the Planning Division for review and approval.
The Permittee shall implement the Prevention of Infiltration of Leachate and Storm Water
at Active Composting Areas and Retention Basins requirement prior to Zoning Clearance
for Use Inauguration.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Planning Division maintains all documentation and
reporting related to the implementation of the Leachate and Storm Water requirement.
The Planning Division, the Ventura County Environmental Health Division and the
Ventura County Public Works Agency have the authority to inspect the site to confirm the
Leachate and Storm Water requirement has been implemented consistent with the
requirements of § 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect*

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

2C. Water Resources - Surface Water Quantity (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

C. Surface Water Quantity Impact Discussion:

2C-1, -2. Water for the project would be supplied by the Port Hueneme Water Agency.
Port Hueneme Water Agency uses a combination of groundwater and imported surface
water. Groundwater is provided under contract by United Water Conservation District
(UWCD). Imported surface water is provided to Calleguas Municipal Water District
(CMWD) by the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) through the
California Aqueduct. The project Will Serve letter (dated July 18, 2013) from the Port
Hueneme Water Agency states they are committed to supplying up to an estimated 20
AFY of water to the Agromin facility. The Port Hueneme Water Agency indicated in August
2020 that the Will Serve letter remains in effect and that water is available to serve the
facility.

The volume of surface water provided is subject to many types of water transfers
originating at the California Aqueduct, however no local surface water supplies are
collected and sold. The surface water supplies purveyed by the Port Hueneme Water
Agency are limited by the entitlement held by that agency. The “entitlement” to water
supplies generated by the State Water Project (SWP) held by an agency is a percentage
of the total available yield (i.e., the total water deliveries) of the SWP. This yield is a fixed
value that may change through refinements in system analysis or the installation of new
facilities. In any case, the proposed project would not have any measurable effect on the
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surface waters tapped by the SWP because Port Hueneme Water Agency is not
exceeding their entittement to this supply. The proposed project would have a less than
significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, with regard to the quantity of surface water.

2C-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies refenced for Item
2C of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to the Water
Resources Element, Section 9.1 Water Supply).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Potential impacts on surface water consumption would be less-than-significant and no
additional mitigation is required.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Individually or cumulatively degrade the
quality of surface water causing it to exceed

. S . . X X
water quality objectives as contained in
Chapter 3 of the three Basin Plans?
2) Directly or indirectly cause storm water quality
to exceed water quality objectives or X X

standards in the applicable MS4 Permit or any
other NPDES Permits?

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

D. Surface Water Quality Impact Discussion:

2D-1 and 2D-2. The construction of the proposed improvements would involve soil
disturbance of greater than one acre and would be subject to the requirements of the
State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit
(NPDES) statewide General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No 2010-0014-DWQ) unless the
project can demonstrate that it qualifies for a waiver to this permit. In compliance with this
permit, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be required to be
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prepared and Best Management Practices (BMPs) implemented during construction.
BMPs would include Erosion Control BMPs and Sediment Control BMPs to reduce
erosion and retain sediment on the site and Good Housekeeping BMPs to reduce risk of
spills. Additionally, in accordance with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board’s Ventura Countywide Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit (MS4 Permit) Order
R4-2010-0108, “Development Construction Program” Subpart 4.F, the Applicant would
be required to implement BMPs designed to ensure compliance and implementation of
an effective combination of erosion and sediment control measures to protect surface
water quality during construction.

Approximately 1.1 acres (47,916 sf. square feet) of impervious surfaces would be added
to the project site, which would increase stormwater runoff. The Applicant is proposing to
retain storm flow to a 100-year undeveloped peak flow condition through the installation
of a 0.6-acre retention basin. During operation of the facility, the Applicant would be
required to maintain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s
statewide NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial
Activities (Order WQO-2014-0057). The project’'s ongoing composting operations are
subject to compliance with all water quality provisions in accordance with State Water
Resources Control Board’s statewide NPDES General Waste Discharge Requirements
for Commercial Composting Operations (Order WQ 2020-0012-DWQ, which amended
Order WQ 2015-0121-DWQ). Pursuant to the requirements of these NPDES permits,
compost operations would be designed to contain stormwater on the project site. Process
areas would be protected from inundation from a 25-year, 24-hour rainfall event. An
existing earthen berm approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide separates the
composting operation from a coastal wetland and Drainage Canal #3, located south of
the project area. One proposed retention basin, an elevated fire access roadway, and an
elevated berm along the southern and western CUP boundary that extends to the
northwest part of the project site, would retain stormwater on the site and hydraulically
block any runoff from draining south and west. Surface runoff within the facility is also
collected and applied to the compost windrows. During the rainy season, sandbags would
be utilized to prevent inundation of the project site during storm events, particularly along
Arnold Road at the facility entrance. According to the Containment Area Plan (Attachment
10), a minimum of 200 pre-filled and 1,000 empty sandbags would be stored on site at all
times. Once a storm event begins, the project site would be constantly monitored to
ensure there is no discharge leaving or entering the project site.

Based on the design of the facility and compliance with the applicable NPDES permits,
the proposed project would not individually or cumulatively degrade the quality of surface
water causing it to exceed water quality objectives or standards contained in Chapter 3
of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan, applicable MS4
Permit, or any other NPDES permits. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-
than-significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, with regard to surface water
quality.

2D-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item
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2D of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to the Water
Resources Element, Section 9.2 Water Quality).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

The proposed project is subject to a discretionary permit (NCZO 88105-5) that must
comply with Ventura County’s stormwater regulations, the County’s MS4 Permit, and the
NPDES permit objectives. Potential impacts on surface water quality would be less-than-
significant and no additional mitigation is required.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
N|Ls|PsM|PS| N | LS |PsM| Ps
3A. Mineral Resources — Aggregate (PIng.)
Will the proposed project:
1) Be located on or immediately adjacent to
land zoned Mineral Resource Protection
(MRP) overlay zone, or adjacent to a
principal access road for a site that is the X X

subject of an existing aggregate Conditional
Use Permit (CUP), and have the potential to
hamper or preclude extraction of or access to
the aggregate resources?

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

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

3. Mineral Resources
A. Aggregate Impact Discussion:

3A-1, 3A-2. The project site is not located within a Mineral Resources Protection (MRP)
Overlay Zone or located within or adjacent to areas with known mineral deposits.
According to the County map of mineral resource zones (Figure 8-9 of the Ventura County
2040 General Plan Update Background Report), the project site is located in MRZ-1 which
are areas where adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral
deposits are present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.
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The project site is not located adjacent to a principal access road for a site that is the
subject of an aggregate extraction CUP. Therefore, the proposed project does not have
the potential to create a project-specific impact or result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulative impact, related to the extraction of or access to aggregate
resources.

3A-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item
3A of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and
Open Space Element, Section 6.5 Soil and Mineral Resources).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on mineral resources have been identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

3B. Mineral Resources — Petroleum (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

B. Petroleum Impact Discussion:

3B-1. The project site is not located within, or immediately adjacent to, any known
petroleum resource area, or adjacent to a principal access road for a site that is the
subject of an existing petroleum CUP. Therefore, the proposed project does not have the
potential to hamper or preclude access to petroleum resources, would not impact these
resources, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact related to petroleum resources.

3B-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies referenced for Item
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3B of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and
Open Space Element, Section 6.6 Oil and Gas Resources.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on mineral (petroleum) resources have been identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

4. Biological Resources

4A. Species

W|II therproposed project, directly or

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

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

4. Biological Resources
A. Species Impact Discussion:

4A-1, A-2. As discussed in the Initial Study Biological Assessment (September 9, 2013)
(Attachment 11), the area within the existing CUP boundary is heavily disturbed, lacks
native habitat, and does not support special status plant species. The modified CUP
boundary would remove all areas within the designated coastal zone (1.52 acres) and
expand northerly onto APN 231-0-040-315 (3.19 acres). No sensitive plant communities
or native vegetation occurs on land to be included in the modified CUP boundary. The
proposed project would not directly affect special status plant species.

The Ormond Beach wetland-dune complex adjacent to the southern boundary of the CUP
is widely recognized as being biologically rich. According to the December 2018
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report [State Clearing House No. 2016101062],
eight special status plant species occur or have potential to occur in the vicinity of the
CUP boundary: salt marsh bird’s-beak, estuary seablite, Ventura marsh milk-vetch,
Coulter's Goldfields, Mexican malacothrix, red sand verbena, California sea-blite,
Southwestern spiny rush. Additionally, six of the eight special status plant species occur
or have potential to occur in the coastal salt marsh south of the CUP boundary. A
disturbed southern coastal salt marsh is located directly south and southwest of the CUP
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boundary but is physically separated by an existing earthen berm approximately 16 feet
high and 15 feet wide. Proposed improvements include elevating the fire access road
along the western CUP boundary and construction of an onsite retention basin to control
stormwater runoff. These improvements are shown in the project site plans in Attachment
4 of this Initial Study. Because of the degraded or developed nature of the project site,
together with existing and proposed impoundments that prevent surface run-off from
entering the adjacent coastal salt marsh, there is no potential for special-status plant
species to occur and no indirect, or contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts will
result from the proposed project.

4A-2. The area within the proposed CUP boundary does not contain sensitive plant
communities or native vegetation that would support special status animal species. The
proposed project would have no direct impacts on special status animal species.
However, the proposed project could have indirect effects on special status animal
species. According to the December 2018 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact
Report, eighteen special-status species have a moderate to high potential to occur within
0.5 miles of the project site. These include globose dune beetle, senile tiger beetle, sandy
beach tiger beetle, wandering skipper, western snowy plover, loggerhead shrike,
California least tern, American bittern, white-faced ibis, tri-colored blackbird, white-tailed
kite, peregrine falcon, California horned lark, northern harrier, Cooper’s hawk, Belding’s
savannah sparrow, light-footed clapper rail and southern California saltmarsh shrew.
These species do not occur on the project site due to the lack of suitable habitat, ongoing
composting operations, active bird deterrence measures and the perimeter berm.

Ormond Beach, located approximately 800 feet south of the CUP boundary, and NBVC
Point Mugu, the western boundary of which is located approximately 500 feet south of
CUP boundary, provide nesting habitat for a variety of birds including the following special
status shorebirds:

1. Western Snowy Plover (WSP) (federally threatened, state species of special
concern). U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated WSP critical habitat (unit
CA 39) begins directly south of Oxnard Drainage Canal #3, approximately 650 feet to the
south of the CUP boundary.3 Critical habitat unit CA 39 can support up to 50 breeding
pairs of WSP (USFWS 2012). WSP nest on open, sandy beaches proximal to the ocean.
Offspring must feed on their own on the exposed beach as soon as they hatch, making
the chicks vulnerable to predation. During the 2014 breeding season, WSP population
averages varied from a high of 70 in March as migrating flocks came through the area to
six in May as birds chose their nesting territories. The first three nests were recorded on
March 31st and a total of ten WSP nest attempts were located and documented over the
season. Of these, five nests hatched at least one chick for a hatching success of 50
percent (Barringer 2015). Nesting season extends from early February through late
September in southern California.

3 Sub-unit 39 does not include the CLT and WSP colonies directly to the east on Ormond Beach (from
Arnold road to Mugu lagoon (Ormond Beach East), that are under the management of NBVC Pt. Mugu.
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2. California Least Tern (CLT) (federally and state endangered). During the 2014
breeding season, adult CLTs were first observed flying over Ormond Beach on May 23rd
and CLT nests were first located on May 30th. A total of 22 nests were initiated at Ormond
Beach in 2014. All nests were located within the fenced northern survey area. Of these,
only four nests hatched a total of seven eggs and no fledglings were directly observed
during weekly visits. The primary reason for nest failure was abandonment prior to
hatching. Adult CLTs seemed to have abandoned the Ormond Beach nesting area
altogether by July 2 even though eggs on nests were still present (Barringer 2015). CLT
also prefer open sandy areas but can nest further inland. Their offspring feed typically on
small fish brought to them by adult birds; juveniles are more vulnerable to predation as
fledglings (more than 20 days old). Because CLT nest close to shoreline areas where
prey is abundant, the birds are often forced to concentrate their colonies in areas that are
too small, making them more vulnerable to predation and disturbance.

As discussed in the December 2018 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Ormond Beach and NBVC Point Mugu are in the southern portion of Recovery Unit 5 for
the Western snowy plover. Recovery Unit 5 includes areas from northern San Luis Obispo
County to southern Ventura County. The Western Snowy Plover Recovery Plan includes
recovery goals for each nesting area within each Recovery Unit. Ormond Beach has a
recovery goal of 50 nesting birds, and NBVC Point Mugu has a recovery goal of 110
nesting birds. A similar designation of Recovery Units has not been created for California
least terns, but recovery goals for down-listing and delisting criteria for the species are
addressed in the USFWS 1985 California Least Tern Recovery Plan and 2006 California
Least Tern 5-year Review Summary and Evaluation.

As discussed in the December 2018 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report,
predation has been shown to be a substantial limiting factor for populations of WSP and
CLT. The loss of a substantial percentage of nests, chicks, and fledglings reduces the
recruitment of individuals into the adult population, leading to a shift of the age class
distribution of the population towards older individuals that may have lower reproductive
potential. Predation of WSP and CLT eggs, chicks, and fledglings by gulls, common
ravens, and other potential aerial predatory species subsidized by anthropogenic food
sources, including landfills and other solid waste management activities, may be
detrimental to the recovery of WSP and CLT. In general, predators subsidized by
anthropogenic food resources are more likely to cause the extinction of a less common
species (e.g., threatened and endangered species) because these predators are not
dependent on prey populations, and their numbers do not decrease as prey populations
decline.

Other special status bird species observed nesting in the southern salt marsh habitat
include the Belding’s savannah sparrow (state endangered) and light-footed clapper rail
(federally and state endangered). More specifically, recorded occurrences include areas
located to the south of the Oxnard Drainage Canal #3, approximately 650 feet south of
the CUP boundary, and the light-footed clapper rail also occurs approximately 500 feet
south of the project boundary at NBVC Point Mugu. The Belding’s savannah sparrow and
light-footed clapper rail nest unexposed in dense salt marsh vegetation; they are cryptic
and relatively hidden from view from scavenger birds. Scavenging birds are not an
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important predator of the nests of Belding’s savannah sparrow and light-footed clapper
rail (USFWS, 2009; Powel 2006). Outside NBVC Point Mugu, the Belding’s savannah
sparrow and light-footed clapper rail are not subject to an ongoing monitoring program.

Because aerial predatory species are attracted to anthropogenic food sources, including
landfills and other solid waste management activities, attraction of these birds to the
project site is of particular concern as they may prey on WSP and CLT. The proposed
project would increase the cubic yards of feedstock and active compost allowed on the
project site at any one time, from the current CUP limit of 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500
cubic yards. Food material would not be processed on the project site. Food material
receipt and composting was terminated in April 2018 following expiration of the
Enforcement Agency Notification for the Covered Aerated Static Pile system. As
discussed in the Predatory Bird Management Plan (June 2020), food material is the
primary attractant to gulls and ravens which may adversely affect adjacent breeding
populations of WSP and CLT. Because the project would not include processing of food
material, the primary attractant for scavenging birds which could prey on WSP or CLT
would not be present on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not
increase natural predation compared to existing conditions. The proposed project is not
anticipated to result in indirect impacts to WSP and CLT.

Additionally, the Applicant is committed to implementing a Predatory Bird Management
Plan (Attachment 12). As part of the plan, a monitoring program would be implemented
to quantify attraction of predatory birds to the project site. Based on the results on the
monitoring, predatory bird deterrent measures would be implemented. The objective of
the Predatory Bird Management Plan is to ensure compatibility with conservation efforts
outlined in the USFWS 2007 Recovery Plan for Western Snowy Plovers and the USFWS
1985 California Least Tern. The Predatory Bird Management Plan relies on adaptive
management to identify the most successful abatement techniques for use at this
particular site. Deterrent methods that are unsuccessful, either because they are
potentially harmful to the special status species or because the species has adapted to
certain abatement measures, would be replaced with new strategies or a combination of
existing deterrent strategies. The Predatory Bird Management Plan would use the
following approach and techniques:

e Bird wires with Mylar flags will continue to be strung over the exposed compost
piles and on the Organic Materials Blending Area Building.

« Netting would also be employed to exclude gulls from small, confined areas, but
may not be feasible if non-targeted bird species get entangled.

« Noisemaker shells fired from pistols and/or shotguns would be used as a
temporary dispersal tool, however potential impacts on special-status species from
this deterrent strategy is not conclusive and proposed monitoring would assess
any potential impacts.

¢ Hand-held lasers would be used to move birds from one area of the project site to
another, however they are less effective during bright daylight at moving birds
entirely away from facilities, or for extended periods of time.

e Daily deployment of captive Harris’s hawks (Parabuteo unicinctus) to disperse
avian scavengers for extended periods of time.
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The use of handheld lasers must comply with the Federal Aviation Administration
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012, Title Ill, Subtitle A, Section 311, which prohibits
a person from knowingly aiming a beam of a laser pointer at an aircraft in the special
aircraft jurisdiction of the United States, or at the flight path of such an aircraft. The use
of noisemaker shells fired from pistols or shotguns could in themselves result in
disturbance to nesting or foraging special status birds in the vicinity of the site. Further
evaluation of this strategy is necessary to determine the effectiveness as a deterrent. The
theoretical end result is that these deterrent methods would reduce predatory bird levels,
and at any given time, only a few searching scavengers would be present at the facility
and would be unsuccessful at finding food sources.

Indirect impacts to special-status animal species from squirrels and rats would be
addressed through the Vector Control Plan (May 2020) (Attachment 9). State law requires
that operators of composting facilities “take adequate steps to control or prevent the
propagation, harborage or attraction of flies, rodents, or other vectors and to minimize
bird problems” (CCR, Title 27 § 20810). The proposed Vector Control Plan includes
measures for controlling rodent populations at the facility, including maintaining a trash-
free area; removing excess compost/waste materials from along the walls of buildings;
storing finished materials on pallets; keeping onsite landscaping trimmed to reduce cover
for rodents; and, utilizing traps if necessary. No anti-coagulants will be used to control
rodent populations. The proposed Vector Control Plan includes the following rodent
control methods:

Trash and debris management and removal

Removal of excess compost from along the walls of buildings

Prohibiting stacking of building material within buildings and structures

Storing of finished material on pallets

Landscape management

Rodent trapping, including prohibition on use of rodenticides (anti-coagulants) as
trap bait

Because the project would not attract additional predators to the site compared to existing
baseline conditions, and a Predatory Bird Management Plan and Vector Control Plan
would be implemented to further reduce predators and rodents on the site, the proposed
project would have less-than-significant direct or indirect impacts and a less-than-
significant contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts on sensitive animal
communities.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on sensitive plant or animal species have been identified,
Nno mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*

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

4B. Ecological Communities - Sensitive Plant Communities

Will the proposed project:

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

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

B. Sensitive Plant Communities Impact Discussion:

4B-1 and 4B-2. As discussed in the Initial Study Biological Assessment (September 9,
2013) (Attachment 11), the area within the existing CUP boundary is heavily disturbed,
lacks native habitat, and does not support sensitive plant communities. The modified CUP
boundary would remove all areas within the designated coastal zone (1.52 acres) and
expand northerly onto parcel 231-0-040-315 (3.19 acres). The proposed compost
expansion area would be located in an area not previously a part of the approved CUP;
however, no sensitive plant communities or native vegetation occurs on land to be
included in the modified CUP boundary. The new area to be included within the CUP
boundary consists of vacant land that is heavily disturbed and lacks natural habitat.
Excavation and grading for the proposed water lines and proposed retention basin would
occur in previously disturbed areas. No exotic weeds would be intentionally introduced
since the proposed project does not include landscaping, and landscaping is not required
for large-scale composting operations (NCZO section 8107-36.4.2). The adjacent coastal
salt marsh is a sensitive and locally important community that provides transitional habitat
along the margins of bays, lagoons, and estuaries from Point Conception to the Mexican
border. An earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide, is located along
the CUP southern boundary and physically separates development from the coastal salt
marsh area. Proposed improvements include elevating the fire access road, constructing
a berm along the western CUP boundary that would also extend to the northwest part of
the project site, and constructing an onsite retention basin to prevent stormwater runoff
from entering the adjacent coastal salt marsh. Indirect impacts on sensitive plant
communities from construction of the fire access road and berm and other improvements
are anticipated to be less-than-significant. Therefore, the proposed project would have
less-than-significant direct or indirect impacts and a less-than-significant contribution to
cumulatively considerable impacts on sensitive plant communities.
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on sensitive plant communities have been identified, no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

4C. Ecological Communities - Waters and Wetlands

Will the proposed project:

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

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

3) Interfere with ongoing maintenance of
hydrological conditions in a water or | X X
wetland?

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

C. Ecological Communities — Waters and Wetlands Impact Discussion:

4C-1, 4C-2, 4C-3, and 4C-4. 4C-1, -2, -3, and -4. As discussed in the Initial Study
Biological Assessment (September 9, 2013) (Attachment 11), there are no water or
wetland features present within the existing or proposed CUP boundary. An agricultural
ditch is located east of Arnold Road. A freshwater/brackish wetland salt marsh begins
approximately 100 feet to the southeast of the project site, and across Arnold Road, within
a game preserve and NBVC Point Mugu. The southern coastal salt marsh to the south of
the CUP boundary, which has been substantially reduced in extent from historical
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dimensions, is characterized by highly productive herbaceous salt-tolerant hydrophytes,
particularly species such as pickleweed (Salicornia sp.).

The existing composting operation was permitted within a 100-foot buffer from the coastal
salt marsh to the south, consistent with the qualified biologist’s recommendation for a 50-
foot buffer between a greenhouse that was originally proposed on the project site (and
which is now a parking and storage area) and the coastal salt marsh (Attachment 11,
Initial Study Biological Assessment). The proposed compost expansion area would be
located over 350 feet from the coastal salt marsh.

Project activities would have the potential to generate dust and other air quality
contaminants. This could have impacts to water quality in adjacent wetlands; however,
compliance with the Arnold Road Facility Dust Suppression Protocol (June 2020)
(Attachment 7) as required by the VCAPCD would reduce impacts associated with
excessive dust to a less-than-significant level. The Applicant would be required to
maintain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s statewide NPDES
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities (Order
WQO0-2014-0057). Additionally, the project’s ongoing composting operations are subject
to compliance with all water quality provisions in accordance with the State Water
Resources Control Board’s statewide NPDES General Waste Discharge Requirements
for Commercial Composting Operations (Order WQ 2020-0012-DWQ, which amended
Order WQ 2015-0121-DWQ). Pursuant to this NPDES permit, compost operations must
be designed to contain stormwater and wastewater onsite. An earthen berm,
approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide, is located along the CUP southern boundary
and is proposed to extend along the southern and western CUP boundary to the
northwest part of the project site. This berm would physically separate development on
the project site from the coastal salt marsh area. The proposed retention basin and an
elevated fire access road will also ensure stormwater is retained onsite. Additionally,
surface runoff within the facility is collected on the project site, then recycled and sprayed
on into the compost windrows. Thus, no direct or indirect contribution to cumulatively
considerable impacts on waters and wetlands would occur.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on wetlands have been identified, no mitigation measures
are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|Ps| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

4D. Ecological Communities - ESHA (Applies to Coastal Zone Only)

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

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

1) Temporarily or permanently remove ESHA or
disturb ESHA buffers through construction,
grading, clearing, or other activities and uses
(ESHA buffers are within 100 feet of the X X
boundary of ESHA as defined in Section
8172-1 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance)?

2) Result in indirect impacts from project
operation at levels that will degrade the X X
health of an ESHA?

D. Ecological Communities — ESHA (Applies to Coastal Zone Impact Discussion):

4D-1 and 4D-2. As discussed in the Initial Study Biological Assessment (September 9,
2013) (Attachment 11), Ormond Beach consists of several hundred acres of salt marsh
and brackish or freshwater wetlands, coastal dunes and scrub, and upland areas that
provide habitat for special status species that are considered Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas (ESHASs) under the Local Coastal Plan. Coastal Act section 30240 requires
ESHA be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses
dependent on those resources be allowed in those areas. In 2011, the California Coastal
Commission generated digital coastal zone data layers from the USGS paper coastal
maps. This new information identified the coastal zone boundary crossed over the existing
CUP boundary encompassing approximately 1.52 acres within the designated coastal
zone. Pursuant to NCZO Section 8174-4, a composting facility is not allowed in the
coastal zone. The CUP boundary would be modified to eliminate all areas within the
coastal zone. The Ventura County Coastal Area Plan Wetlands Policy 1 and Coastal
Zoning Ordinance Article 2, Definitions, requires a minimum 100-foot buffer area to be
established adjacent to all wetlands. Consistent with the existing qualified biologist’s
recommendation for a 50-foot buffer, a parking area and a proposed retention basin (0.6
acres) would be located a minimum of 50 feet from the coastal salt marsh (Attachment
11, Initial Study Biological Assessment). No composting operations would occur in this
area. An existing earthen berm physically separates development from ESHA. The project
would be conditioned to require the Applicant to install fencing along the southern and
western CUP boundary, which would ensure that all facility operations are confined to the
CUP boundary and outside the ESHA and coastal zone. Indirect impacts on ESHA from
construction of the fire access road, berm and other improvements are anticipated to be
less-than-significant. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant
direct, indirect, or cumulatively considerable impacts on ESHA.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on ESHA have been identified, no mitigation measures are
necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|PsM|PS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps
4E. Habitat Connectivity
Will the proposed project:
1) Remove habitat within a wildlife movement
: X X
corridor?
2) Isolate habitat? X X

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

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

E. Habitat Connectivity Impact Discussion:

4E-1, 4E-2, and 4E-3. The project site is surrounded by agricultural uses to the north,
west, and east. The southern portion of the site is surrounded by land previously used for
agricultural uses but is no longer in production. A coastal salt marsh extends southward,
and a freshwater/brackish wetland salt marsh begins approximately 100 feet to the
southeast of, and across Arnold Road. The area within the existing and proposed CUP
boundary is heavily disturbed, lacks native habitat, and does not support special status
animal species.

As discussed in the Initial Study Biological Assessment (September 9, 2013) (Attachment
11), no wildlife movement corridors are present within the proposed project site, however,
the presence of suitable foraging, breeding, and nesting habitat along the two miles of
shoreline between Port Hueneme and NBVC Point Mugu constitutes a wildlife movement
corridor. Ormond Beach’s large size and mix of habitats make it prime nesting habitat for
western snowy plover and the endangered California least tern. Numerous restoration
projects at NBVC Point Mugu have brought a considerable acreage of wetland under
enhanced tidal influence. Consequently, this single marsh may represent 20% - 25% of
the available coastal marsh habitat in southern California. Restoration efforts underway
at Ormond Beach together with Point Mugu wetlands, will provide a contiguous coastal
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wetland area that stretches approximately nine miles along the shoreline (California
Coastal Conservancy Ormond Beach Wetlands Restoration Project, 2009).

The Agromin facility is located approximately 1,500 feet north of Ormond Beach. The
proposed retention basin, compost expansion area, and other improvements would be
located in previously disturbed areas and would be confined to the modified CUP
boundary. Further, an existing earthen berm physically separates the facility from the salt
marsh area to the south. Thus, the proposed project would not have a project-specific
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, regarding the removal of habitat within a wildlife movement corridor.

4E-4. The proposed project would involve temporary indirect impacts associated with
construction including noise and increased human presence that could affect migrating
wildlife. However, the project site already produces noise and contains a human
presence. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant project-
specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact, with regard to indirect impacts on wildlife movement.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on habitat connectivity have been identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

4F. Will the proposed project be consistent with the
applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and Policies
(adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced
the policies referenced for Iltem 4 of the Initial X X
Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to
Conservation and Open Space Element, Section
6.1 Biological Resources)?

F. Impact Discussion:

4F. The proposed project has been evaluated for consistency with the following policies
from the Conservation and Open Space Element of the Ventura County General Plan:

COS-1.1 Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources. The County shall ensure
that discretionary development that could potentially impact sensitive
biological resources be evaluated by a qualified biologist to assess impacts
and, if necessary, develop mitigation measures that fully account for the
impacted resource. When feasible, mitigation measures should adhere to
the following priority: avoid impacts, minimize impacts, and compensate for
impacts. If the impacts cannot be reduced to a less than significant level,
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findings of overriding considerations must be made by the decision-making
body.

C0OS-1.2 Consideration of Sensitive Biological Resources. The County shall
identify sensitive biological resources as part of any land use designation
change to the General Plan Land Use Diagram or zone designation change
to the Zoning Ordinance that would intensify the uses in a given area. The
County shall prioritize conservation of areas with sensitive biological
resources.

COS-1.10 Evaluation of Potential Impacts of Discretionary Development on
Wetlands. The County shall require discretionary development that is
proposed to be located within 300 feet of a wetland to be evaluated by a
County-approved biologist for potential impacts on the wetland and its
associated habitats pursuant to the applicable provisions of the County’s
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

COS-1.11 Discretionary Development Sited Near Wetlands. The County shall
require discretionary development to be sited 100 feet from wetland
habitats, except as provided below. The 100-foot setback may be increased
or decreased based upon an evaluation and recommendation by a qualified
biologist and approval by the decision making body based on factors that
include, but may not be limited to, soil type, slope stability, drainage
patterns, the potential for discharges that may impair water quality,
presence or absence of endangered, threatened or rare plants or animals,
direct and indirect effects to wildlife movement, and compatibility of the
proposed development with use of the wetland habitat area by wildlife.
Discretionary development that would have a significant impact on a
wetland habitat shall be prohibited unless mitigation measures are
approved that would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, discretionary development that would have
a significant impact on a wetland habitat on land within a designated
Existing community may be approved in conjunction with the adoption of a
statement of overriding considerations by the decision-making body

Biological resources on the project site have been evaluated by a qualified biologist
(Attachment 11, Initial Study Biological Assessment). As discussed above in Section 4C,
freshwater/brackish wetland salt marsh begins approximately 100 feet to the southeast of
the project site, and across Arnold Road, within a game preserve and NBVC Point Mugu.
The existing composting operation was permitted within a 100-foot buffer from the coastal
salt marsh to the south, consistent with the qualified biologist’s recommendation for a 50-
foot buffer between a greenhouse that was originally proposed on the project site (and
which is now proposed as a parking and storage area) and the coastal salt marsh. The
proposed compost expansion area would be located over 350 feet from the coastal salt
marsh. An existing earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide, is located
along the southwest boundary of the proposed CUP area. This berm physically separates
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the existing composting operation from the wetland. Proposed improvements include the
construction of a retention basin, an elevated fire access road along the western CUP
boundary, and an elevated berm along the southern and western CUP boundary that also
extends to the northwest part of the project site, for the purpose of retaining stormwater
onsite so it would not be discharged to the wetland. Thus, no direct, indirect, or
contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts on wetlands would occur. Therefore,
the project would be consistent with the policies in the Conservation and Open Space
Element.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts related to conflict with General Plan goals and polices
have been identified, no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

5A. Agricultural Resources — Soils (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

5. Agricultural Resources

A. Soils Impact Discussion:

5A-1. The project site was permitted as a composting facility as early as 1998 (CUP 5001)
and does not contain any soils classified as “Prime,” having “Statewide Importance,”
“Unique,” or having “Local Importance.” According to the California Important Farmland
Finder and County Important Farmland Mapping (Figure 9-2 of the Ventura County 2040
General Plan Update Background Report), all parcels that comprise the project site are
designated as “Other Land.” The “Other Land” designation includes land not included in
any other farmland mapping category. Common examples include low density rural
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developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock
grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and
water bodies smaller than forty acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all
sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is also mapped as Other Land.

The area proposed for new uses has been historically disturbed by the previous
mushroom farm or current composting facility. Therefore, the proposed project would not
have a project specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, with regard to agricultural soil resources.

5A-2. The proposed project does not involve a General Plan amendment. Therefore, the
project would have no impact.

5A-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2000) that replaced policies for Item 5A of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Agricultural Element
Section 8.1, Agricultural Land Preservation).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Because no significant impacts on agricultural soils have been identified, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

N|[Lts|pPssM|Ps| N | Ls |PsM]| Ps

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

Will the proposed project:

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

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

B. Land Use Incompatibility (Ag. Dept.) Impact Discussion:

5B-1. The project site is surrounded on the north, west, and east by agricultural uses. The
proposed project involves the continued operation and modification of an existing
composting facility. Offshore winds can carry particulate matter and fugitive dust from the
Agromin site eastward and damage crops.
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On September 21, 2000, the Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance (NCZO) was amended in
response to state-mandated efforts to increase recycling and divert waste from landfills.
Two new use categories were added, Organics Processing Operations and Waste
Handling, Waste Disposal, and Recycling Facilities. Development standards adopted for
these new land use categories added NCZO Section 8107-36.4.1(e), which requires
composting facilities to be set back a minimum of 300 feet from any agricultural production
unless the Applicant can demonstrate that potential impacts have been adequately
mitigated by design or terrain, and the Planning Director, in consultation with the
Agricultural Commissioner, reduces or waives the setback.

The proposed project is eligible for a waiver or deviation from the distance standard using
the following criteria that are set forth in the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines (page 50):

e a 300-foot or 150-foot setback on a small legal parcel will preclude its reasonable
use; and

e the non-agricultural use is a continuing industrial use with no substantial changes
in existing land use compatibility

The existing 19.22-acre compost facility is a continued industrial use that has been in
existence since 1998. The project includes expansion of onsite feedstock and compost
storage from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards, construction of facility
improvements, and if approved, would extend operation of the facility until December 31,
2030.

On April 14, 2016, the Applicant met with the Agricultural Commissioner and requested
the 300-foot setback be waived. On July 19, 2016, Henry Gonzales, (previous Ventura
County Agricultural Commissioner), reviewed the proposed "Agromin Arnold Road
Facility Dust Suppression Protocol" and agreed to waive the 300-foot setback on the
condition that the Applicant install a +30-foot high mesh screen on the eastern boundary
and parcels 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-080-070 (County of Ventura). There is also an
existing stand of mature trees (approximately 12-15 feet in height) along the Arnold Road
edge of the Project which will remain in place, augment the mesh screen to be installed
in this location .

Given the required installation of the 30-foot-high mesh fence and the fact there would be
no substantial change from the existing permitted operations (continued processing within
the maximum permissible storage capacity of Green Material Composting Operation of
12,500 cubic yards), impacts of the project related to land use incompatibility would be
less-than-significant. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
project-specific impact on agricultural soils and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on agricultural soils.

5B-2. This proposed project is an existing operation that would not extend onto any

additional agricultural soils or displace any other agricultural operations. As conditioned
by the Agricultural Commissioner and the Environmental Health Division as the Local
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Enforcement Agency under the Regulations for composting facilities, the proposed project
is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and Policies (adopted
September 15, 2020) that replace the policies for Item 5B of the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Agricultural Element, Section 8.1 Agricultural Land
Preservation). The applicant will be responsible for implementing the requirements from
the Agricultural Commissioner and the Environmental Health Division which will include
the suspension of composting activities during specified windy weather conditions and
the construction of the required mesh screen.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Compliance with the project conditions would ensure success of the ongoing program
and efforts to minimize fugitive dust and particulate matter that may be transferred by
wind to the agricultural fields east of the project site. This impact would be less-than
significant and no additional mitigation is required.

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

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

6. Scenic Resources (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

6. Scenic Resources Impact Discussion:

Impact Discussion:
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6a and 6b. The subject facility has been legally operating onsite since 1978 and the
proposed changes will resultin a 1.67 acre increase in the use of the County jurisdictional
area. However, with the removal of operations on APN 231-0-040-165, the Project will
result in an overall reduction 3.26 acres in site utilization. The project site is located
south of Hueneme Road and west of Arnold Road. The nearest State eligible scenic
highway is State Highway 1, approximately three miles to the east of the project site
(Figure 6-5 of the Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update Background Report). The
project site is not located in a Scenic Resources Protection (SRP) area (Figure 3-26 of
the Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update Background Report). The scenic
resources in the vicinity of the project site include the dunes at Ormond Beach, and the
background views of the mountains to the north and east. The proposed project includes
construction of a fire access road, berm, compost expansion area, fire hydrants, water
pipeline, retention basin, parking spaces, and the installation of a +30-foot high mesh
screen along the eastern boundary of the facility. Proposed improvements would be
compatible with the existing operations already occurring on the project site and would
not alter the character of the facility. The proposed development would not change the
overall visual character of the site, which is currently developed with masonry buildings
and operated as a commercial compost facility. The proposed project would not block
views to scenic vistas or alter landforms, or otherwise adversely affect a scenic resource
area. Existing public viewing locations are identified as the Ormond Beach hiking and
walking trail (appx. 1,450 ft. south) and public parking area (appx. 850 ft. south) (identified
in Coastal Area Plan Figure 4.1-6: Central Coastal). Future multi-modal trail segments
are planned along Hueneme Road and Arnold Road (under the Ormond Beach
Restoration and Access Plan), however, the activities proposed under this project will not
have a visual impact though the modification existing natural landforms or obscuring
views from these planned trail sections to scenic resources in the vicinity of the project.
The mesh screen would not significantly impact any scenic vista in the area and are
partially screened from view by existing mature trees located onsite along Arnold Road.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant project-specific impact
on scenic resources and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact related to scenic resources.

6¢. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for ltem 6 of the Ventura
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and Open Space
Element, Scenic Resources Section 6.3.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on scenic resources have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|Ps| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

7. Paleontological Resources
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*

N|[Ls|PsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM][ Ps
Will the proposed project:
a) For the area of the property that is disturbed
by or during the construction of the proposed X X

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

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

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

7. Paleontological Resources Impact Discussion:

7a and 7b. Based upon a review of the Resource Management Agency Geographic
Information System by County staff, the project site is located in an area of undetermined
paleontological importance. A review of the Geological Map of California and the
Compilation of Quaternary Surficial Deposits (California Department of Conservation
2021a) shows that the property is located in an area (Surficial Deposits) with a geologic
age of Holocene to Late Pleistocene (QYI, Young Lacustrine). In addition, the
geotechnical report (Attachment 15) confirms that the site is located on two feet of fill with
Holocene sand and silt deposits below the upper disturbed area. Due to the geologic age
of the on-site soils, there is a low probability for the discovery of paleontological resources.
Additionally, as a standard requirement, the project would be subject to an accidental
discovery condition of approval (described below) which would require the permittee to
halt work in the event of accidental discovery of paleontological resources, retain the
services of a qualified paleontological professional, and consult with the Planning Director
on the disposition of such resources. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a
project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact, to paleontological resources.

Paleontological Resources Inadvertently Discovered During Grading

Purpose: In order to reduce potential impacts on paleontological resources that may be
encountered during ground disturbance or construction activities.

Requirement: If any paleontological resources are uncovered during ground disturbance
or construction activities, the Permittee shall:
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a. Cease operations and assure the preservation of the area in which the
discovery was made;

b. Notify the Planning Director in writing, within three days of the discovery;

c. Obtain the services of a paleontological consultant or professional geologist
who shall assess the find and provide recommendations on the proper
disposition of the site;

d. Obtain the Planning Director’s written concurrence of the recommended
disposition of the site before resuming development; and

e. Implement the agreed upon recommendations.

Documentation: The Permittee shall submit the reports prepared by the qualified
paleontologist or geologist. Additional documentation may be required to demonstrate
that the Permittee has implemented any recommendations set forth in the paleontological
report.

Timing: Paleontological reports shall be provided to the Planning Division immediately
upon completion.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Permittee shall provide any paleontological report
prepared for the project sites to the Planning Division to be made part of the project file.
The Permittee shall implement any recommendations made in the paleontological report
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

7c. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for ltem 7 of the Ventura
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and Open Space
Element, Cultural, Historical, Paleontological and Archaeological Resources Section 6.4).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on paleontological resources have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|[LsS|PsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

8A. Cultural Resources - Archaeological

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

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

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

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

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

8. Cultural Resources
A. Archaeological Impact Discussion:

8A-1 and 8A-2. Any archaeological resources that may have previously existed on the
project site may have been destroyed as part of the previous composting operations,
which occurred from 1960 to the present. The Ventura County Resource Management
Agency received a Cultural Resources Record Search Quick Check from the Sout Central
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) on October 1, 2015 indicating that the project site
had been previously surveyed and cultural resources were not found. A full archaeological
records search of the SCCIC in 2017 indicted that there are no previously recorded
cultural resources on the project site, but three cultural resources were previously
recorded within 0.25 mile of the project site. Grading and trenching would be confined to
the installation of a stormwater retention basin, fire access road, fire hydrants, parking
area, and soil cement treatment at the proposed compost expansion area. Excavation to
accommodate the fire access roads, fire hydrants, and water pipelines would be no
deeper than eight feet below grade. The proposed retention basin will be at a depth of
approximately one foot and the soil cement treatment for the proposed compost
expansion area is based on a cement treatment depth of 18 inches.

The project site does not include any cultural resources included in the California Register
of Historical Resources and is not mapped as “Sensitive” or “Very Sensitive” in the
Resource Management Agency Geographic Information System. The project site has
been disturbed since about 1960 due to the past mushroom farm and composting
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operations. Therefore, historic resources or archaeological resources as defined in
Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines are not anticipated to be encountered. In
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 et seq. On August 4, 2016, a
formal request was sent to Native American representatives for consultation regarding
the proposed project’s potential impact to tribal cultural resources. As of September 5,
2016, no comments or requests for consultation were received from notified Tribal
representatives. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, to archaeological resources.

Although it is unlikely that the proposed project would encounter and have an adverse
impact on archaeological resources, the proposed project would be subject to the
following condition of approval such that, in the unlikely event that ground disturbance
activities reveal the presence of subsurface resources, the Applicant will be required to:
(1) stop all work that has the potential to adversely affect archaeological resources; (2)
retain a qualified archaeologist to assess the significance of the find and provide
recommendations on the disposition of the resources; and (3) implement any and all
measures to protect and curate the resources, subject to the Planning Division’s approval.

Archaeological Resources Inadvertently Discovered During Grading

Purpose: In order to mitigate potential impacts on archaeological resources discovered
during ground disturbance.

Requirement: The Permittee shall implement the following procedures:

a. If any archaeological or historical artifacts are uncovered during ground disturbance
or construction activities, the Permittee shall:

(1) Cease operations and assure the preservation of the area in which the
discovery was made;
(2) Notify the Planning Director in writing, within three days of the discovery;

(3) Obtain the services of a County-approved archaeologist who shall assess the
find and provide recommendations on the proper disposition of the site in a
written report format;

(4) Obtain the Planning Director’s written concurrence of the recommended
disposition of the site before resuming development; and

(5) Implement the agreed upon recommendations.

b. If any human burial remains are encountered during ground disturbance or
construction activities, the Permittee shall:

(1) Cease operations and assure the preservation of the area in which the
discovery was made;

(2) Immediately notify the County Coroner and the Planning Director;
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(3) Obtain the services of a County-approved archaeologist and, if necessary,
Native American Monitor(s), who shall assess the find and provide
recommendations on the proper disposition of the site in a written report format;

(4) Obtain the Planning Director’s written concurrence of the recommended
disposition of the site before resuming development; and

(5) Implement the agreed upon recommendations.

Documentation: If archaeological remains are encountered, the Permittee shall submit
a report prepared by a County-approved archaeologist including recommendations for
the proper disposition of the site. Additional documentation may be required to
demonstrate that the Permittee has implemented any recommendations set forth in the
archaeologist’s report.

Timing: If any archaeological remains are uncovered during ground disturbance or
construction activities, the Permittee shall provide the written notification to the Planning
Director within three days of the discovery. The Permittee shall submit the archaeological
report to the Planning Division immediately upon completion of the report.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Permittee shall provide the archaeological report to the
Planning Division to be made part of the Project file. The Permittee shall implement any
recommendations made in the archaeological report to the satisfaction of the Planning
Director. The archaeologist shall monitor all ground disturbance activities within the area
in which the discovery was made, in order to ensure the successful implementation of the
recommendations made in the archaeological report. The Planning Division has the
authority to conduct site inspections to ensure that the Permittee implements the
recommendations set forth in the archaeological report, consistent with the requirements
of § 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

8A-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Iltem 8A of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and Open
Space Element, Cultural, Historical, Paleontological and Archaeological Resources
Section 6.4).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on archeological resources have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS[PsM]Ps

Z

| Ls | Ps-M | Ps

8B. Cultural Resources — Historic (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

1)

Demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics of an
historical resource that convey its historical
significance and that justify its inclusion in, or
eligibility for, inclusion in the California
Register of Historical Resources?

2)

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

3)

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

4)

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

B.

Historical Impact Discussion:

8B-1 through 8B-3. The project site is not listed or determined eligible for listing as a
historical site on the California Register of Historic Resources or the National Register of
Historic Places or identified in a historic survey as worthy of designation as a county
landmark or Site of Merit. Therefore, the proposed project would not create a project-
specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a
significant cumulative impact, to historic resources.

8B-4. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Item 8B of the
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Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and Open
Space Element, Cultural, Historical, Paleontological and Archaeological Resources
Section 6.4).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on historic resources have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

Z

9. Coastal Beaches and Sand Dunes

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

9. Coastal Beaches and Sand Dunes Impact Discussion:

9a and b. The existing CUP boundary includes parcels 231-0-080-085 and 231-0-080-
070. Composting facilities are not permitted in the coastal zone. Therefore, all
composting operations have been removed from areas within the coastal zone and that
the applicant is proposing to modify the CUP boundary as part of this permit request to
remove land within the coastal zone. The easterly portion of these parcels are located
within the coastal zone. The Applicant is proposing to modify the CUP boundary to
remove land within the coastal zone. Fencing would be installed along the modified
western CUP boundary to confine all compost operations to the non-coastal areas of the
site.
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The project site is approximately 1,500 feet from the dunes located along Ormond Beach.
The proposed project would not impede sand transport and does not involve the
construction of a shoreline protective structure. Therefore, the proposed project would not
result in a project-specific impact, or result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact, to coastal beaches or sand dunes

9c. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for ltem 9 of the Ventura
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Conservation and Open Space
Element, Section 6.2 Coastal Resources).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on coastal beaches and sand dunes have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

10. Fault Rupture Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

HAZARDS:
10.Fault Rupture Impact Discussion:

The California Supreme Court in a December 2015 opinion (California Building Industry
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District) confirmed that CEQA is
concerned with the impacts of a project on the environment, not the effects the existing
environment may have on a project. Therefore, a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential
for the proposed project to exacerbate risk related to fault rupture hazards. Any discussion
of potential impacts of seismic and geologic hazards on the proposed project is provided

42




for informational purposes only and is neither required by CEQA nor subject to its
requirements.

10a and b. There are no known active or potentially active faults extending through the
project site based on State of California Earthquake Fault Zones in accordance with the
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, and Ventura County General Plan Hazards
Protection Map — Figure 7-1. Furthermore, no habitable structures are proposed within
50 feet of a mapped trace of an active fault. In addition, the project would not exacerbate
risk of fault rupture occurring at the project site. Hazards from fault rupture are site-specific
in nature and therefore inherently non-cumulative. Therefore, there would be no impact
related to potential fault rupture hazards, either at the project level or cumulatively.

10c. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 10 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact with regard to risk of exposure to fault rupture within an
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone and/or Fault Hazard Area. Residual impacts would be less than
significant.

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

N|Ls|PsM|PS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

11. Ground Shaking Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

11.Ground Shaking Hazard Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk
related to ground shaking hazards. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and
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geologic hazards on the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and
is neither required by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

Impact Discussion:

1la. The property would be subject to moderate to strong ground shaking from seismic
events on local and regional fault systems. The geotechnical report prepared for the
proposed project by RJR Engineering Group, dated December 12, 2012 (Attachment 15),
indicates that for a 50 year time period, a 10 percent probability is present for ground
shaking to exceed an acceleration of 0.59 g. However, the proposed project would not
exacerbate the risk of ground shaking occurring. The County of Ventura Building Code
adopted from the California Building Code, dated 2019, Chapter 16, Section 1613
requires that structures subject to this Code be designed to withstand this level of ground
shaking. However, the project does not include construction of any buildings or structures
that would require compliance with the building code. Project access roads and other
improvements would be constructed to County design standards. Compliance with
County design standards would reduce the effects of ground shaking to less-than-
significant.

Hazards from ground shaking affect each project individually; and no cumulative ground
shaking hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or probable projects
in combination with the proposed project.

11b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Item 11 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing overall ground shaking hazards) and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact with regard to ground shaking hazards. Residual
impacts would be less than significant.

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

N|Ls|PsM|Ps| N | LS |PsM| Ps

12. Liquefaction Hazards (PWA)

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

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

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

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 12 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

12.Liquefaction Hazards Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk
related to liquefaction. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and geologic
hazards to the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and is neither
required by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

12a. The site is located within a potential liquefaction zone based on the County
liquefaction map (Figure 11-2 of the Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update
Background Report). A site-specific geotechnical study was conducted by RJR
Engineering Group, dated December 12, 2012 (Attachment 15). The report indicates for
peak ground accelerations, the amount of potential liquefaction settlement would be on
the order of four to five inches. Project access roads and improvements (installation of
soil cement, stormwater berm, parking area) would be constructed to County design
standards. Compliance with County design standards would reduce the effects of
liquefaction to less-than-significant. Compliance with County design standards would
reduce the hazard resulting from liquefaction to less than significant.

Hazards from liquefaction affect each project individually; and no cumulative liquefaction
hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or probable projects in
combination with the proposed project.

12b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 12 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing overall liquefaction hazards) and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact with regard to liquefaction hazards. Residual impacts would be less
than significant.

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

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

13. Seiche and Tsunami Hazards (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

13.Seiche and Tsunami Hazards Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk of
inundation from seiche and tsunami. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and
geologic hazards on the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and
is neither required by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

13a. The project site is not located adjacent to a closed or restricted body of water based
on aerial imagery review (google aerial imagery dated 2021, aerial imagery is under the
copyrights of TerraMetrics) and is not subject to inundation from seiche. In addition, the
project would not exacerbate risk of inundation from seiche.

13b. The project is not mapped within a tsunami inundation zone or evacuation area
based on the County tsunami map (Figure 11-9 of the Ventura County 2040 General Plan
Update Background Report) and the California Department of Conservation California
Tsunami Maps and Data. Therefore, the proposed project would not be subject to
inundation from tsunami. In addition, the project would not exacerbate risk of inundation
from tsunami.
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Hazards from seiche and tsunami affect each project individually; and no cumulative
seiche and tsunami hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or
probable projects in combination with the proposed project.

13c. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 13 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.2 Flood Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing Seiche and Tsunami hazards) and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact with regard to Seiche and Tsunami hazards. Residual impacts would
be less than significant.

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

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

14. Landslide/Mudflow Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

14.Landslide/Mudflow Hazard Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk of
landslide/mudflow. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and geologic hazards
to the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and is neither required
by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

14a. The project site is not located in a mapped landslide, located within a hillside, and is
not located in a potential seismically induced landslide zone (Figure 11-3 of the Ventura
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County 2040 General Plan Update Background Report), and the proposed project is
therefore not expected to result in impacts related to landslide/mudflow hazards.

Landslide/mudslide hazards affect each project individually; and no cumulative
landslide/mudslide hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or
probable projects in combination with the proposed project.

14b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 14 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing overall landslide or mudflow hazards) and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact with regard to landslide or mudflow hazards. Residual
impacts would be less than significant.

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

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

15. Expansive Soils Hazards (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

15.Expansive Soils Hazards Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk of
soil expansion. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and geologic hazards on
the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and is neither required
by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.
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15a. The geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project by RIJR Engineering
Group, dated December 12, 2012 (Attachment 15), indicates an expansion index for the
near surface soils are medium. Project access roads and other improvements (soil
cement, stormwater control improvements, and parking area) would be constructed to
County design standards and would take into consideration the expansion potential of on-
site soils. Based on the expansion index of the on-site soils, the hazard associated with
adverse effects of expansive soils would be less-than-significant.

Hazards from expansive soils affect each project individually; and no cumulative
expansive soils hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or probable
projects in combination with the proposed project.

15b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Item 15 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing overall subsidence hazards) and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact with regard to subsidence hazards. Residual impacts would be less
than significant.

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

N|Ls|PsM|PsS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

16. Subsidence Hazard (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 16 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

16.Subsidence Hazard Impact Discussion:

As discussed previously, CEQA is concerned with the impacts of a project on the
environment, not the effects the existing environment may have on a project. Therefore,
a CEQA analysis focuses on the potential for the proposed project to exacerbate risk of
inundation related to subsidence. Any discussion of potential impacts of seismic and
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geologic hazards on the proposed project is provided for informational purposes only and
is neither required by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

16a. The project site is located within a probable subsidence hazard zone as delineated
on the County and USGS subsidence maps (Ventura County, 2021a). Project access
road and other improvements (Soil cement composting pads, stormwater management
improvements, and expanded parking area) would be constructed to County design
standards which would take into consideration the subsidence potential on the project
site. Therefore, impacts related to subsidence hazard would be less than significant.

Hazards from subsidence affect each project individually; and no cumulative subsidence
hazard would occur as a result of other approved, proposed, or probable projects in
combination with the proposed project.

16b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Iltem 16 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.4 Geologic and Seismic Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, project-specific impacts would be less than significant (i.e. the project does not
exacerbate existing overall subsidence hazards) and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact with regard to subsidence hazards. Residual impacts would be less
than significant.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

e 2007 Ventura County Building Code
Ordinance N0.4369

e Ventura County Land Development
Manual

e Ventura County Subdivision Ordinance

e Ventura County Coastal Zoning
Ordinance

e Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning
Ordinance

e Ventura County Standard Land
Development Specifications

¢ Ventura County Road Standards

e Ventura County Watershed Protection
District Hydrology Manual

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

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

e Ventura County Municipal Storm Water
NPDES Permit

e State General Construction Permit

e State General Industrial Permit

¢ National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES)?

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

17.Hydraulic Hazards
A. Non-FEMA Hazards Impact Discussion:

17A-1. As shown on the Site Plans (Attachment 4), the proposed project would result in
the installation of 0.24 acres of impervious area associated with the fire access road and
the soil treatment area for active composting within the proposed compost expansion
area. The runoff would be directed to an onsite retention basin that would be designed to
retain the increase in flow that would result from this new impervious area. Additionally,
the proposed berm and elevated fire access road would further contain runoff onsite.
Because runoff would not be discharged off-site, the proposed project would not result in
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project-related impacts related to non-FEMA flooding or contribute to cumulative impacts
related to flooding.

17A-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 17A of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.2 Flood Hazards.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on non-FEMA hydraulic hazards have been identified, therefore
no mitigation measures are necessary

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|PsM]|Ps

N | LS |PsM ]| Ps

17b. Hydraulic Hazards — FEMA (WPD)

Will the proposed project:

1)

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

2)

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

3)

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

4)

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

5) Be consistent with the applicable General

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

B.

FEMA Hazards Impact Discussion:
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17B-1 through 17B-4. The project site is located within Special Flood Hazard Zone AE
according to the current Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) (Panels 06111C0918F 06111C0919F dated January 29,
2021). Zone AE represent areas with a 1 percent annual chance of flooding (i.e., 100-
year floodplain) with base flood elevations determined. According to the FEMA FIRM the
elevation of the floodplain is 8 feet above mean sea level. Based on topographic mapping
conducted in 2015, the Agromin facility entrance elevation is 7.7 feet above mean sea
level. Therefore, flood waters could flow into the facility from surrounding land uses during
a 100-year storm event. Based on the difference in elevation, the depth of floodwater on
the project site would be minimal (approximately 0.3 feet) should floodwaters reach the
site. However, an earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet wide, is located
along the CUP southern boundary and physically separates development from Oxnard
Drainage Canal #3 located south of the project site. Proposed improvements include
elevating the proposed fire access road, constructing a berm along the western CUP
boundary that would also extend to the northwest part of the project site to further
separate the site from the surrounding area, and construction of an onsite retention basin.
Additionally, the project does not include any structures that would redirect flood flows or
increase flood elevations on the project site. The Applicant has committed to using
sandbags to elevate the project site entrance above +8 feet mean sea level, should it be
needed to prevent run-on of floodwater into the facility. The project would be in
compliance with all applicable FEMA and County floodplain management standards.
Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant project related
impacts related to flooding and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to flooding.

17B-4. According to the FEMA FIRM, the project site is not located within a regulatory
floodway. Therefore, no impacts related to regulatory floodways would occur.

17B-5. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replace the policies for Item 17B of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.2 Flood Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from FEMA hydraulic hazards have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|Ps| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

18. Fire Hazards (VCFPD)

Will the proposed project:
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree

Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N | LS | PS-M | PS LS | PS-M PS
a) Be located within High Fire Hazard
Areas/Fire Hazard Severity Zones or | X
Hazardous Watershed Fire Areas?
b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 18 of the | X

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

18.Fire Hazards Impact Discussion:

18a. The project site is not located within a high fire hazard area (Figure 11-11 of the
Ventura County 2040 General Plan Update Background Report). Therefore, the proposed
project would not have a project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant impact, with regard to fire hazards.

18b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replace the policies for ltem 18 of the Ventura
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety Element,

Section 7.1 Wildfire Hazards).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from fire hazards have been identified, therefore no mitigation

measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

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

Z

19. Aviation Hazards (Airports)

Will the proposed project:

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

b) Will the proposed project result in residential
development, a church, a school, or high
commercial business located within a sphere
of influence of a County airport?

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

19.Aviation Hazards Impact Discussion:

19a. The project site is located within the sphere of influence of the NBVC Airport. As
stated in the NBVC letter, dated May 31, 2016 (Attachment 13), the project site is located
within NBVC’s Military Influence Area, which is a geographic delineation of the areas
potentially impacted by NBVC'’s operations. The project site is also within the NBVC’s 60-
decibel isoline. The project does not include construction of tall structures or buildings or
reflective surfaces that would pose a hazard to aircraft. A +30-foot high mesh screen
would be installed along the eastern boundary of the facility; however, due to the height
and composition of the screen it would not pose a safety hazard to aviation. The
September 2015 NBVC Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) recommends that land uses within
a five-mile radius from the runway centerline be subject to additional regulations to
prevent attractants of birds and wildlife that could increase risks to flight safety. The
Agromin facility is located 8,500 feet from the NBVC Point Mugu runway and within the
area subject to the NBVC Point Mugu Bird and Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards (BASH)
Subzone. The NBVC Natural Resources Program indicates that gulls and corvids, birds
most likely attracted to the Agromin composting facility, have not been found to be a
significant contributor to BASH incidents at NBVC to date. Additionally, food material is
the primary attractant to gulls and ravens and is no longer processed at the facility. The
CUP would allow for the continued composting of green material. Processing of food
waste would not occur on the project site and the project would not have the potential to
attract avian scavengers such as gulls and ravens. It should be noted that on April 29,
2019 food material handling at the site was ceased. Therefore, the proposed project
would have no project-specific impacts on aviation hazards, and the proposed project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant aviation hazards.
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19b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 19 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section, 7.8 Military Compatibility).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on aviation hazards have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Utilize hazardous materials in compliance
with applicable state and local requirements
as set forth in Section 20a of the Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines?

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

20.Hazardous Materials/Waste
A. Hazardous Materials Impact Discussion:

20a-1. The proposed project includes the continued use and storage of hazardous
materials typically associated with equipment maintenance and composting activities.
The existing business maintains an active permit to operate (permit number FA0006733)
issued by the Ventura County Environmental Health Division (EHD)/Certified Unified
Program Agency (CUPA). A Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) for the
reportable materials was electronically submitted to the California Environmental
Reporting System (CERS) and approved on January 27 2023 (CERS ID 10335433).
Improper storage, handling, and disposal of potentially hazardous materials may result in
the creation of adverse impacts on the environment. Compliance with applicable state
and local regulations would reduce potential project specific impacts to less-than-
significant levels, and the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact regarding the use of hazardous materials.

20a-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 20A of
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the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment (refer to Hazards and Safety Element,
Section 7.5 Hazardous Materials).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from hazardous materials/waste (EHD/Fire) have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

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

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

B. Hazardous Waste Impact Discussion:

20b-1. The proposed project would generate hazardous waste typically associated with
equipment maintenance. Improper storage, handling, and disposal of these wastes could
result in the creation of adverse impacts on the environment. All project components and
structures are designed in conformance with compliance with California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Division 4.5.; California Health and Safety Code, Division
20, Chapter 6.5.; and Ventura County Ordinance Code, Division 4, Chapter 5 (Hazardous
Substances), Article 1, (Certified Unified Program Agency). Based on the above
discussion, project-specific impacts resulting from the use or disposal of hazardous
materials or hazardous waste would be less than significant with the inclusion of the
conformance requirements discussed above, and the proposed project would not result
in a cumulatively considerable impact.

20b-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 20B of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.5 Hazardous Materials).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from hazardous materials/waste (EHD) have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|LS[PsM]Ps

N|[Ls |[PsmMm][ Ps

21. Noise and Vibration

Will the proposed project:

a) Either individually or when combined with

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

b) Either individually or when combined with

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

<)

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

d)

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

e)

Involve  blasting, pile-driving, vibratory
compaction, demolition, drilling, excavation,
or other similar types of vibration-generating
activities which have the potential to either
individually or when combined with other
recently approved, pending, and probable
future projects, exceed the threshold criteria
provided in the Transit Noise and Vibration
Impact Assessment [Hanson, Carl E., David
A. Towers, and Lance D. Meister. (May
2006) Section 12.2]?
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f) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Iltem 21 of the X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

21.Noise and Vibration Impact Discussion:

2l1a. The proposed project site is located south of Hueneme Road and west of Arnold
Road. The project site is located within the CNEL 60dB(A) noise contour as mapped in
the noise contour map for the NBVC Point Mugu (Figure 11-17 of the Ventura County
2040 General Plan Update Background Report). The project site is surrounded by
agriculture on the west, north, and east and Ormond Beach wetland-dune complex to the
south. The nearest set of railroad tracks are located approximately 1.75 miles northwest
of the project site. The nearest noise sensitive receptors consist of a residence that is
located approximately one-mile north of the project site and Tierra Vista Elementary
school located approximately 1.9 miles north of the project site. In addition, residential
areas in the City of Oxnard are located as close as 1.8 miles to the northwest and 1.9
miles to the north of the Agromin Facility.

To determine whether a project would result in a significant noise impact, the Ventura
County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines set forth standards to determine whether the
proposed use is a “Noise Sensitive Use” or a “Noise Generator.” Noise sensitive uses are
dwellings, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, churches, and libraries. The proposed
project does not involve construction or use of a dwelling, school, hospital, nursing home,
church, or library. Noise generating uses include highways, truck routes, heavy industrial
activities, and other relatively continuous noise sources. The proposed project would
involve a noise generating use located on Tax Assessor’'s Parcels 231-0-080-085, 231-
040-315 and 231-0-080-070, due to mobile and stationary equipment onsite.

Existing operational noise is generated by the following equipment:

Fixed Equipment:

« Ingersoll Rand Air Compressor: This is an electric powered air compressor.

e Hamer FFS Bagging System: This is an electric powered bagging system
consisting of a feed hopper and conveyor system located outside of the packaging
building and a bagging line located inside the building. The conveyor feeds the
bagging line through an access chute in the roof of the packaging building.

e ECS Compost System: This is the electric powered blower system utilized in the
CASP operation.

Portable Diesel Powered Equipment:

MORBARK 6600 Grinder 650 horsepower (HP)
WILDCAT COUGAR Screen 140 HP

CEC Screen 94 HP

POWERSCREEN 3300 Screen 174 HP
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On Road Trucks Operating On the Project Site:

International Water Truck Navistar Dump Truck Off-Road Equipment:
CATERPILLAR Excavators 54 HP

CATERPILLAR Rubber Tired Loader 183 HP

CATERPILLAR Rubber Tired Loader 207 HP

CATERPILLAR Rubber Tired Loader 183 HP

21a. through 21e. Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using
the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to
the actual sound power levels to be consistent with that of human hearing response,
which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a
piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz). In addition to the actual
instantaneous measurement of sound levels, the duration of sound is important since
sounds that occur over a long period of time are more likely to be an annoyance or cause
direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most frequently used noise
metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent noise level
(Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the
same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of
time. Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. The actual time period in which
noise occurs is also important since noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing
than that which occurs during the daytime. The Day-Night average level (LDN) recognizes
this characteristic by weighting the hourly Leqgs over a 24-hour period. The weighting
involves the addition of 10 dBA to actual nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM) noise levels,
accounting for the greater amount of disturbance associated with noise during that time
period. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is also commonly used to specify
noise standards. The CNEL is identical to the LDN except that it also adds 5 dB to sound
levels occurring from 7 p.m. to 10 pm. The two measures of noise exposure, LDN and
CNEL, are basically equivalent; there is generally less than 1 dBA difference between
their values. Noise-sensitive locations include areas where an excessive amount of noise
would interfere with normal operations or activities and where a high degree of noise
control may be necessary. Examples include schools, hospitals, and residential areas.

The County of Ventura General Plan limits the amount of noise generated by uses during
normal operation that may affect sensitive receptors in the surrounding areas. Policy
HAZ-9.2 of the Hazard and Safety Element of the General Plan states:

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

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

e LeqglH of 50dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater, during
any hour from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
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e LeqglH of 45dB(A) or ambient noise level plus 3dB(A), whichever is greater, during
any hour from 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.

Construction-generated noise must comply with the County’s Construction Noise
Threshold Criteria and Control Plan (adopted November 2005, amended July 2010). This
document sets forth regulations on when construction activities can occur and how
construction noise should be monitored. During daytime hours, construction work is
required to comply with the County of Ventura’s construction noise thresholds. Normally,
no evening or nighttime construction activity is permitted in areas having noise-sensitive
receptors. However, in the event such activity is deemed necessary and is permitted,
reduced noise threshold criteria are provided for construction that must occur during
evening and/or nighttime hours. Emergency construction work is exempt from these
construction noise thresholds.

Construction Noise

As shown in Table 1, noise levels associated with heavy equipment typically range from
about 76 to 101 dBA at 50 feet from the source (Federal Transit Administration, 2018).
The grading and excavation phase of project construction tends to create the highest
noise levels because of the operation of heavy equipment. Continuous operation of this
equipment during a nine-hour workday could cause noise levels on the project site and
at adjacent receptor locations that would be above ambient levels and could exceed
applicable noise standards. As shown in Table 1, noise levels during construction of the
project could reach approximately 76-89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from onsite
construction equipment (project construction would not include the use of pile drivers).

Table 1
Typical Noise Levels at Construction Sites

Equipment Onsite | Average Noise Level at 50 Feet
Pile Driver 101 dBA

Air Compressor 81 dBA

Concrete Mixer 85 dBA

Saw 76 dBA

Scraper 89 dBA

Source: Federal Transit Administration, 2018.

Construction activities would be performed in compliance with the County’s Construction
Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan (November, 2005). This document sets forth
regulations on when construction activities can occur and how construction noise should
be monitored. During daytime hours, construction work is required to comply with the
County of Ventura construction noise threshold. Because construction would be
temporary and would be required to comply with the County’s Construction Noise Control
Plan, construction of the project would not result in adverse effects to adjacent land uses.
Furthermore, as stated above, the project site is located approximately one mile south of
the nearest noise sensitive receptor, which is a residential dwelling. Construction noise
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generally attenuates by about 6 dB per doubling of distance. Based on the information
shown in Table 1, the maximum noise level at the project site could reach up to 89 dBA
during construction activities and the maximum noise level at the nearest residential
dwelling is estimated to reach approximately 47 dBA during construction. However,
residential uses are not considered noise sensitive during the daytime, which is when
construction activities would occur. Therefore, Tierra Vista Elementary School is
considered the nearest sensitive receptor. According to the December 2018 Recirculated
Draft Environmental Impact Report, noise levels at Tierra Vista Elementary school would
not exceed 35 dBA, which is less than the background noise associated with roadway
traffic, aircraft, and agricultural equipment. Temporary construction noise levels would be
below the County standards for noise generation on adjacent properties.

Operational Noise

The primary sources of operational noise from the proposed project would be the mobile
equipment, trommels, grinders, and screens. The proposed project would expand the
composting area on the project site but would not introduce new noise sources or require
the operation of new mechanical or other noise generating equipment. The equipment
that is already used on the site would be utilized to move necessary materials to the
expansion area. Operational noise associated with the proposed project would be similar
to existing operational noise already occurring on the project site.

Vibration

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. The rumbling sound caused by the
vibration of room surfaces is called groundborne noise. The ground motion caused by
vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches per second and, in the U.S., is
referenced as vibration decibels (VdB). Construction activities that would occur at the
project site may generate low levels of groundborne vibration. Table 2 identifies various
vibration velocity levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate at the
project site during construction.

Table 2
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
Equipment Approximate Vdb
25 Feet 50 Feet 60 Feet 75 Feet 100 Feet
Large Bulldozer 87 81 79 77 75
Loaded Trucks 86 80 78 76 74
Jackhammer 79 73 71 69 67
Small Bulldozer 58 52 50 48 46

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2019

Based on the information presented in Table 2, vibration levels during temporary
construction activities would be less than 75 VdB at the closest residence, which is
approximately one mile from the project site. This would not exceed the ground borne
velocity threshold level of 78 vibration decibels (VdB) established by the Transit Noise
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and Vibration Impact Assessment for residential uses during daytime hours (Hanson, et.
al.,, May 2006). Operation of the proposed project would not increase vibration levels
compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant project-specific impact for noise and vibration impacts on nearby sensitive uses
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact related to noise and vibration impacts on nearby sensitive uses.

21f. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 21 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.9 Noise.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from noise and vibration caused by the project have been
identified, therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|[LsS|PsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

22. Daytime Glare

Will the proposed project:

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

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

22.Daytime Glare Impact Discussion:

22a. The project would not introduce any new structures, new facilities, or reflective
surfaces that would be a source of glare. Existing operations would shift to different
locations on the project site as detailed on the site plans (Attachment 4) but would
continue to be mostly hidden from view along Arnold Road by the vegetation bordering
the site. Additionally, the proposed project would not require nighttime operations that
would require new lighting on the site other than what is already in place for site security.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a project-specific impact and would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact, with regard to
glare.
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22b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 22 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Land Use and Community
Character Element, Section 2.2 Land Use Designations and Standards.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on daytime glare have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

23. Public Health (EHD)

Will the proposed project:

a) Result in impacts to public health from
environmental factors as set forth in Section
23 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines?

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

23.Public Health Impact Discussion:

23a. The proposed project may have public health impacts related to hazardous materials
and wastes. The proposed project may also have public health impacts related to
breeding and/or harborage of vectors of disease, such as flies, mosquitoes, and rodents.
A Vector Control Plan (May 2020; Attachment 9) would be implemented to address and
eliminate potential public health impacts related to vectors. Compliance with applicable
state regulations enforced by the EHD will ensure that the proposed project would have
a less-than-significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts, regarding public health.
Storm water collected in the proposed retention basins (and stored in the storm water
tanks, if needed) would include leachate from green material compost windrows. Storm
water may contain pathogens, and improper application of this storm water may result in
elevated pathogen levels in finished compost. Sale and distribution of such compost may
increase human disease transmission, and is considered a significant impact. However,
impacts can be reduce to a less than significant level with the implementation of
operational restriction on the use of leachate under mitigation measure PH MM-1
Stormwater Application Restrictions.

23b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced policies for Item 23 of the
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Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards and Safety
Element, Section 7.5 Hazardous Materials).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Storm Water Application Restrictions (PH MM-1)

Purpose: The purpose of this condition of approval is to ensure the implementation of
Mitigation Measure PH MM-1 of the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project. In
order to minimize impacts related to the application of storm water from the proposed
retention basins and storm water tanks to compost windrows that may produce excessive
pathogens, and potentially increase human disease transmission.

Requirement: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure PH MM-1, impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level.

The following restrictions are provided to minimize the potential for pathogens in storm
water to contaminate finished compost.

e Storm water shall only be applied to active compost windrows, defined as organic
materials in the process of being actively decomposed and generating
temperatures of at least 122 °F (see Title 14 CCR Section 17852).

e Compost windrows shall be managed to maintain 131 °F for a minimum of 15 days
following application of storm water or green material used to absorb storm water
(see Vector Control Plan) to comply with the pathogen reduction requirements of
Title 14, Section 17868.3 of the California Code of Regulations.

e [EXxcess storm water not used at the Agromin Facility shall be disposed of as
wastewater at a facility permitted to accept storm water, and not discharged to any
storm drains or waterbodies.

Documentation: The Permittee shall prepare an amendment to the Containment Area
for Compost Processing Operations Plan, Agromin Oxnard Processing Facility (Sespe
Consulting, Inc., 2016) incorporating the requirements of Mitigation Measure PH MM-1
for review and approval.

Timing: Prior to the issuance of a Zoning Clearance for construction, Permittee shall
submit the revised Containment Area for Compost Processing Operations Plan, Agromin
Oxnard Processing Facility to the Ventura County Planning Division for review and
approval.

Monitoring and Reporting: The Permittee shall implement the Storm Water Application
Restriction Plan to the satisfaction of the Planning Director, the Ventura County
Environmental Health Division and the Ventura County Public Works Agency for term of
the Conditional Use Permit. The Planning Division will maintain copies of all
documentation and reporting related to the implementation of the Storm Water Application
Restriction requirement. The Planning Division, the Ventura County Environmental Health
Division and the Ventura County Public Works Agency have the authority to inspect the
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site to confirm the Storm Water Application Restriction has been implemented consistent
with the requirements of § 8114-3 of the Ventura County Non-Coastal Zoning

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

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

24. Greenhouse Gases (VCAPCD)

Will the proposed project:

a) Result in environmental impacts from
greenhouse gas emissions, either project
specifically or cumulatively, as set forth in X X
CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(h)(3), 15064.4,
15130(b)(1)(B) and -(d), and 15183.5?

24.Greenhouse Gases Impact Discussion:

24a. The Ventura County Air Pollution Control District has not yet adopted any approach
to setting a threshold of significance for land use development projects in the impact area
of project greenhouse gas emissions. The County has, however, routinely applied a
10,000 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent per year (MT CO:zelyear) threshold of
significance to industrial projects, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.4(a)(2). VCAPCD has concurred with the County’s approach.

Generally, the composting operations carried out at the project site under both existing
conditions and the proposed project would result in a net greenhouse gas emissions
benefit because compostable material that would otherwise be disposed of at landfills
would instead be diverted to the project site for composting. Diverting organic waste
material prevents methane (CHas, a potent GHG) emissions from being generated in
landfills. Composting one ton of yard trimmings can prevent the production of 0.2 MT
COze (County of Ventura, 2021b).

Furthermore, the amount of greenhouse gases anticipated from the proposed project
would be a small fraction of the levels being considered by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District for greenhouse gas significance thresholds and far below those
adopted to date by any air district in the state. Therefore, the proposed project would have
a less-than-significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to greenhouse gas
emissions.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from greenhouse gas emissions have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*

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

25. Community Character (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

LAND USE:
25.Community Character Impact Discussion:

25a. The area surrounding the project site consists primarily of lands in agricultural
production and, to a lesser degree, very low density, rural residential development. Land
uses west, north, and east, of the project site consist of farmland. Land uses south of the
project site consist of open space, coastal dunes, and the Pacific Ocean. The NBVC Point
Mugu is located southeast of the project site. Arnold Road is located east of the project
site. The Ormond Beach Generating Station is located further west of the project site. The
project site itself is developed with a composting facility, which utilizes structures that were
built to accommodate the former Del Norte mushroom facility, prior to the establishment
of the composting operation on the site. The project includes construction of a fire access
road, berm, compost expansion area, fire hydrants, water pipeline, parking spaces,
retention basin, and mesh screen.

Significant impacts on community character would not occur for the following reasons:

1) The site is currently developed with a composting and soil amendment facility. The
project would expand the composting facility but would not introduce new uses to
the site and would therefore not change the character of the project site.

2) The proposed project would not result in new development that could result in the
displacement of existing agricultural development that primarily defines the
character of the community in which the project site is located.

3) The off-site access roads currently exist and would not be expanded or cause the
displacement of agricultural development.
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The Applicant proposes that post-closure be implemented in compliance with 14 CCR
817870 that includes measures to remove residues from structures and remove compost
materials and equipment related to the operations on or before December 31, 2030.
Existing buildings would remain under ownership by the underlying property owner.

For these reasons, the project-specific community character impact would be less-than
significant, and the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant impact to community character.

25b. The proposed project has been evaluated for consistency with the following goals
and policies in the Land Use and Community Character Element of the Ventura County
General Plan Policies:

LU-11.1. The County shall encourage mixed-use, commercial, and industrial
development be located within cities, existing unincorporated urban
centers, or designated Existing Communities where necessary public
facilities and services can be provided to serve such development.

LU-11.3. The County shall require new commercial and industrial developments to
be designed to be generally compact, grouped and consolidated into
functional units providing for sufficient off-street parking and loading
facilities, maximize pedestrian and vehicle safety, reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT), encourage electric vehicle charging, and minimize the land
use conflicts and traffic congestion. The County shall require that
commercial and industrial discretionary development is designed to provide
adequate buffering (e.g., walls, landscaping, setbacks) and operational
conditions (e.g., hours of operation, and scheduling of deliveries) to
minimize adverse impacts (e.g., noise, glare, and odors) on adjoining and
adjacent residential areas.

The Agromin composting facility at the project site is located on land zoned Agricultural
Exclusive (AE). The purpose of the Agricultural Exclusive (AE) zone is to preserve and
protect agricultural lands as a limited and irreplaceable resource. The proposed
composting facilities would not be incompatible with the agricultural uses surrounding the
project site or the NBVC Point Mugu aircraft land uses (i.e., runway) located
approximately 8,500 feet to the east. In accordance with NCZO section 8174-4, a large-
scale commercial organics processing operation can be authorized in the AE zone with a
CUP granted by the County. On May 7, 1998, the Ventura County Planning Commission
granted CUP 5001, and adopted a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the operation of a composting and soil
amendment facility. CUP 5001 was subsequently amended by CUP 5001 PAJ1 and CUP
5001 PAJ 2. The commercial organics processing operation has been in operation for 23
years and has been conditioned to ensure compatibility with surrounding agricultural land
uses. To ensure proposed development is compatible with surrounding agricultural land
uses and consistent with County policy, the proposed project includes installation of a
+30-foot high mesh screen along the eastern boundary of the facility to minimize dust and
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particulate matter from being transported offsite. To ensure compatibility with NBVC Point
Mugu, the project improvements would not have any reflective elements. While the
Agromin composting facility is not located within existing urban centers, the industrial use
has been, and is proposed to be designed and conducted in a manner that is compatible
with surrounding agricultural and aircraft land uses. Therefore, the proposed project is
consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and Policies (adopted on
September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 25 of the Ventura County Initial
Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Land Use and Community Character Element,
Section 2.1 Land Use Designations and Standards). The proposed project would have a
less-than-significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to consistency with
the applicable General Plan Goals and Policies for Item 25 of the Initial Study Assessment
Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on community character have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM]|Ps | Ls | PssM | Ps

P

26. Housing (PIng.)

Will the proposed project:

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

b) Involve construction which has an impact on
the demand for additional housing due to

potential housing demand created by X X
construction workers?
¢) Resultin 30 or more new full-time-equivalent X X

lower-income employees?

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

26.Housing Impact Discussion:
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26a. The proposed project would not eliminate any existing dwelling units. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a project-specific impact and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to the
elimination of existing housing.

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

26¢. CUP 5001-1 notes up to eight full time employees will be needed to operate the
facility. The Agromin facility currently employs eight employees. The project would
increase the number of employees to nine full- and four part-time/seasonal employees. A
project is considered to have a significant impact on the demand for housing if the project
would result in 30 or more new full-time lower-income employees. Therefore, the
proposed project would not create a project-specific impact and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to the
demand for housing for employees associated with commercial or industrial development.

26d. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced policies for Item 26 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Housing Element, Section
3.5 Fair Housing).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on housing have been identified, therefore no mitigation measures
are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|PS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

27a(1). Transportation & Circulation - Roads and Highways - Level of Service (LOS) (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

a) Cause existing roads within the Regional Road
Network or Local Road Network that are
currently functioning at an acceptable LOS to X X
function below an acceptable LOS?

PUBLIC FACILITIES/SERVICES:
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27.Transportation/Circulation:
A. Roads and Highways
(1) Level of Service Impact Discussion:

Any discussion of potential impacts of level of service (LOS) is provided for informational
purposes only and is neither required by CEQA nor subject to its requirements.

27a(1)-a. Average heavy-duty truck trip estimates for throughput at the current facility
(approximately 55,000 tons/year, based on 2013 data) are 72 one-way trips/day for
materials transportation and four one-way trips/day for vendor deliveries. Average
employee trips are currently 18 per day (based on 2.25 trips per employee per day, and
an assumption of eight current employees).

The proposed project would generate additional traffic on the Regional Road Network
(RRN) and local public roads. However, the low volume of traffic generated by the project
does not have the potential to alter the level of service of the adjacent County maintained
road (Huememe Road) or County intersection (Arnold Road/Hueneme Road). All
materials brought to and from the site would be via commercial collection vehicles, trucks
and roll-off bins using Hueneme Road to Arnold Road. Traffic for the proposed project
would be generated by incoming materials, employees, and outgoing products. The
project would generate an estimated total of 33 additional average daily trips, which would
consist of the following: follows:

. Average employee trips: 2 trips per day for full time employees and 9 trips/day
for seasonal employees

. Average green material truck trips: 11 trips/day

. Average daily vendor trips: 4 trips per day.

To address the cumulative adverse impacts of traffic on the Regional Road Network,
Ventura County Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Ordinance 4246 and General Plan
Policy 4.2.2 require that the PWATD collect a TIMF from developments. This project is
subject to this Ordinance. With payment of the TIMF(s), the LOS and safety of the existing
roads would remain consistent with the County’s General Plan. Therefore, adverse
project-specific traffic impacts relating to level of service would be less-than-significant
and the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
a significant cumulative impact on roadway level of service.

For Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), the County’s screening criteria states that a project
can be presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT if the project generates
or attracts fewer than 110 trips per day. The project would result in an increase of
approximately 33 trips per day (ADT) to a total ADT of 105; therefore, adverse project-
specific traffic impacts relating to VMT would be less-than-significant and the proposed
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project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact on VMT.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on transportation/circulation have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

a) Have an Adverse, Significant Project-Specific
or Cumulative Impact to the Safety and Design
of Roads or Intersections within the Regional X X
Road Network (RRN) or Local Road Network
(LRN)?

(2) Safety/Design of Public Roads Impact Discussion:

27a(2)-a. Access into the project site is via Arnold Road, which is under the jurisdiction of
the City of Oxnard. The project site does not have frontage on a County maintained
roadway. The low volume of traffic generated by the project does not have the potential
to alter the level of safety of the County maintained road (Hueneme Road) located north
of the project site or the nearest intersection (Arnold Road/Hueneme Road) located
approximately 1.4 miles to the north. Additionally, vehicular access to the project site
would remain substantially unchanged compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
adverse project-specific traffic impacts relating to safety and design would be less-than-
significant, and the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact on roadway safety.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on roadway safety have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

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

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

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

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

(3) Safety/Design of Private Access Impact Discussion:

27a(3)-a. Traffic generated by the proposed project would not utilize any private access
roads. Current access to the project site is from Arnold Road and meets the Ventura
County Fire Protection District (VCFPD) standards. Therefore, the proposed project
would not have a project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, regarding private roads and
the safety and design of private access.

27a(3)-b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27a(3)
of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility Element, Section 4.1 Roadways).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on private road or private access have been identified, therefore
no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

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

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

Will the proposed project:

a) Involve a road or access, public or private,
that complies with VCFPD adopted Private | X X
Road Guidelines?

b) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27a(4) of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

(4) Tactical Access Impact Discussion:

27a(4)-a. Access to the project site is from Arnold Road. The proposed project includes
construction of fire access roads that would align with the modified CUP’s southern and
western boundary, to provide internal circulation and contain storm runoff. Additionally,
the project includes the use of onsite access roads that are required to meet VCFPD
Section 14.6 Access Standards. Therefore, adverse impacts relating to access for
firefighting purposes will be less-than-significant and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on tactical access.

27a(4)-b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27a(4)
of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility Element, Section 4.1 Roadways).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on tactical access have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

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

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Will the Project have an Adverse, Significant
Project-Specific or Cumulative Impact to
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities within the

Regional Road Network (RRN) or Local Road X X
Network (LRN)?
2) Generate or attract pedestrian/bicycle traffic
volumes meeting requirements for protected
highway crossings or pedestrian and bicycle | y X

facilities?

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

B. Pedestrian/Bicycle Facilities Impact Discussion:

27b-1 and 27b-2. The proposed project would not generate additional pedestrian and
bicycle traffic. The pedestrian and bicycle traffic in this area is minimal, and the project
would not impede any existing or future traffic since all of the construction activities and
processing would take place within the CUP boundaries with no modification to the
existing entrance to the facility from Arnold Road. The subject property is not located
within proximity to any segment of the Ventura County Bikeway Network; the nearest
segment is along Pleasant Valley Road which is approximately 1.75 miles to the
northwest of the subject properties. Therefore, adverse impacts relating to the addition
of pedestrians and bicycles into the area would not be significant and would not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact on pedestrian
and bicycle transportation facilities.

27b-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27B of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility Element, Section 4.1 Roadways).
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on pedestrian/bicycle facilities have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
*% *%
Issue (Responsible Department)* o Eiest Degree OF Efes

N ; PS-M | PS | N LS | PS-M PS
27c. Transportation & Circulation - Bus Transit
Will the proposed project:
1) Substantially interfere with existing bus

transit facilities or routes, or create a X X

substantial increase in demand for additional
or new bus transit facilities/services?

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

C. Bus Transit Impact Discussion:

27c-1. CUP 5001-1 notes up to eight full time employees will be needed to operate the
facility. The Agromin facility currently employs eight employees. The project would
increase the number of employees to nine full- and four part-time/seasonal employees.
This increase would not create a substantial increase in demand for new bus transit
facilities or services. The project site is approximately 1.4 miles south of the
Arnold/Hueneme Road intersection. Gold Coast Transit operates a bus route on
Hueneme Road with the nearest transit stop located approximately 3.15 miles east of the
project site. Project-related construction activities would not require the closure of any
traffic lanes along Hueneme Road. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a
significant project-specific impact on bus transit facilities/services and would not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to bus
transit facilities/services.

27c-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced policies for Item 27c of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation, Transportation,
and Mobility Element, Section 4.2 Regional Multimodal System).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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No significant impacts on bus transit facilities have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

27d. Transportation & Circulation - Railroads

Will the proposed project:

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

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

D. Railroads Impact Discussion:

27d-1. There are no railroads within the vicinity of the project site with which the proposed
project could interfere; the nearest railroad is located approximately 1.75 miles northwest
of the project site. The proposed project would not create additional demand for railroad
facilities or operations. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a project-specific
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, related to railroad facilities/operations.

27d-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27D of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility Element, 4.2 Regional Multimodal System).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on railroad facilities have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect*

N|[Ls|PsM|PS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps
27e. Transportation & Circulation — Airports (Airports)
Will the proposed project:
1) Have the potential to generate complaints and
concerns regarding interference  with | X X
airports?
2) Be located within the sphere of influence of X X
either County operated airport?
3) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27e of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

E. Airports Impact Discussion:

27e-1 and 27e-2. The nearest airport is NBVC Point Mugu and the nearest runway
(Runway 09/27) is located approximately 8,500 southeast of the project site. The project
site is within the area subject to the NBVC Point Mugu Bird and Wildlife Aircraft Strike
Hazards (BASH) Subzone. The project does not include construction of tall structures or
buildings that would interfere with aircraft operations. Existing exterior lighting is directed
downward, and no new lighting is proposed that could interfere with aircraft. The NBVC
Natural Resources Program (Per Communication Letter from NBVC Dated May 31, 2016)
indicates that gulls and corvids, birds most likely attracted to the Agromin composting
facility, have not been found to be a significant contributor to BASH incidents at NBVC to
date. The CUP would allow for the continued composting of green material; processing
of food waste would not occur on the project site and therefore the project would limited
potential to attract avian scavengers such as gulls and ravens compared to existing
conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a project-specific impact and
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact, related to interference with airports.

27e-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27E of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Circulation,
Transportation, and Mobility Element, Section 4.4 Air Transportation).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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No significant impacts on airports have been identified, therefore no mitigation measures
are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|PS| N ]| LS |PsM| Ps

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Involve construction or an operation that will
increase the demand for commercial boat
traffic and/or adjacent commercial boat
facilities?

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

F. Harbor Facilities Impact Discussion:
Impact Discussion:

27f-1. The nearest harbor is Port Hueneme, located approximately 3.3 miles northwest of
the project site. The proposed project would not affect the operations of the harbor and
would not increase demand on harbor facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have a project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to harbor facilities.

27f-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27F of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Economic Vitality
Element 10.3)

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on Port Hueneme’s harbor facilities have been identified, therefore
no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**
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279g. Transportation & Circulation - Pipelines

Will the proposed project:

1) Substantially interfere with, or compromise the

integrity or affect the operation of, an existing | X X
pipeline?

2) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 27g of the | X X

Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

G. Pipelines Impact Discussion:

27g-1. According to the Resource Management Agency Geographic Information System,
the project site is not located near any oil and/or gas pipelines. The nearest major pipeline
is located approximately 2,750 feet northwest of the project site. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in project-specific impacts and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to pipeline facilities.

27g-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 27G of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Hazards & Safety Element

7.7)

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on pipelines have been identified, therefore no mitigation

measures are necessary.

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|PsM]|Ps

N | Ls |PsM | Ps

28a. Water Supply — Quality (EHD)

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

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

1) Comply with applicable state and local
requirements as set forth in Section 28a of | X X
the Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

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

28.Water Supply
A. Water Supply — Quality Impact Discussion:

28a 1. The Port Hueneme Water Agency provides water for operational purposes to the
existing facility. This service, however, does not include potable water for domestic use.
Bottled water imported to the site is used by the employees. Commercially obtained
bottled water meets applicable water quality standards for domestic use. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have project-specific impacts regarding water quality or
cumulative impacts on water quality.

28a-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 28A of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Water Resources
Element, Section 9.1 Water Supply).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on water supply - quality have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

N|[Ls|pPsM|Ps| N ]| LS |PsM]| Ps
28b. Water Supply — Quantity (WPD)
Will the proposed project:
1) Have a permanent supply of water? X X

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

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

B. Water Supply — Quantity Impact Discussion:

28b-1 and 28b-2. Implementation of the proposed project will result in an estimated 20
acre-feet/year (AFY). The project Will Serve letter (dated July 18, 2013) from the Port
Hueneme Water Agency committed to supplying up to 20 AFY to the Agromin facility. The
Port Hueneme Water Agency indicated in August 2020 that the Will Serve letter remains
in effect and that water is available to serve the facility. Water use for the project would
not exceed 20 AFY; therefore, the commitment of the Port Hueneme Water Agency to
supply water would not be exceeded, and the project would not significantly exacerbate
overdraft of the Oxnard Plain Groundwater Basin. In addition, extractions of groundwater
in accordance with the Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency allocation system
do not have the potential to cause or contribute to long-term overdraft because the Fox
Canyon aquifer is a managed and regulated groundwater source. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have project-specific or cumulative impacts regarding water

supply.

28b-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 28B of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Water Resources
Element, Section 9.1 Water Supply).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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No significant impacts on water supply - quantity have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Meet the required fire flow? X X

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

C. Water Supply - Fire Flow Impact Discussion:

28c-1. The Port Hueneme Water Agency provides water to the existing facility and there
is adequate fire flow to the project site. Two new fire hydrants would be installed as part
of the proposed project to enhance fire suppression capabilities. The hydrants would be
required to meet VCFPD Fire Flow Requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would
not have any project-specific impacts and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to fire flow requirements.

28c-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Item 28C of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Water Resources
Element, Section 9.1 Water Supply)

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on fire flow requirements have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

29.Waste Treatment/Disposal Facilities
A. Individual Sewage Disposal System Impact Discussion:

29a-1. The proposed project would use portable toilets; no connection to a public sewer
or septic system is proposed. The proposed project would not have any project-specific
impacts and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, related to the use of an individual sewage disposal system.

29a-2. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan
Goals and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the polices for Item
29A of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities,
Services, and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.4 Wastewater Treatment and Disposal).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on individual sewage disposal systems have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect™*
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29b. Waste Treatment & Disposal Facilities - Sewage Collection/Treatment Facilities (EHD)

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

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

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

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

B. Sewage Collection/Treatment Facilities Impact Discussion:

29b-1. The proposed project does not include connection to a public sewer. The proposed
project would not have any project-specific impacts and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, related to the use of a
sewage collection/treatment facility.

29b-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 29B of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to (refer to Public Facilities,
Services, and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.4 Wastewater Treatment and Disposal).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on sewage collection/treatment facilities have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|[LsS|PsM|PS| N[ LS |PsM]| Ps

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

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

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

1) Have a direct or indirect adverse effect on a
landfill such that the project impairs the
landfill's disposal capacity in terms of
reducing its useful life to less than 15 years?

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

C. Solid Waste Management Impact Discussion:

29c-1. Project construction and operation would generate minimal solid waste that would
require disposal at other landfills. Solid waste would likely be disposed of at either the
Simi Valley Landfill or the Toland Road Landfill. According to CalRecycle, the Simi Valley
Landfill has a remaining capacity of 82,954,873 cubic yards and is anticipated to operate
until 2063. The Toland Road Landfill has a remaining capacity of 16,068,864 cubic yards
and is anticipated to operate until 2033. In addition, the project provides a location for
composting which would divert organic solid waste that might otherwise require landfill
disposal. Because there is currently sufficient capacity in the County landfills, the
proposed project would have a less-than-significant project-specific impact and would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact,
regarding Ventura County’s solid waste disposal capacity.

29c-2. Ventura County Ordinance 4421 requires all discretionary permit applicants whose
proposed project includes construction and/or demolition activities to reuse, salvage,
recycle, or compost a minimum of 60% of the solid waste generated by their project. The
Public Works Agency Integrated Waste Management Division’s waste diversion program
(Form B Recycling Plan/Form C Report) ensures this 60% diversion goal is met prior to
issuance of a final zoning clearance for use inauguration or occupancy, consistent with
the Ventura County General Plan’s Waste Treatment and Disposal Facility Goals PFS-
5.1 through PFS-5.9 4. Therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant
project-specific impacts and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative impacts, related to the Ventura County General Plan’s goals and
policies for solid waste disposal capacity.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on solid waste management have been identified, therefore no
mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*

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

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

Will the proposed project:

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

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

D. Solid Waste Facilities Impact Discussion:

29d-1. Solid waste operations and facilities are those projects that involve solid waste
handling, storage, processing and disposal activities. Solid waste includes, without
limitation, recyclable material as defined under the California Integrated Waste
Management Act. The Agromin facility has an active permit to operate (permit number
FA0006733) issued by the Ventura County EHD/CUPA. Compliance with applicable state
and local regulations governing solid waste facilities would reduce potential project
specific impacts to less-than-significant levels, and the proposed project would not result
in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact regarding
solid waste facilities.

29d-2. The proposed project will be consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan
Goals and Policies (adopted on Sptember 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item
29D of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities,
Services, and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.5 Solid and Hazardous Waste).

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

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

30. Utilities

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

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

a) Individually or cumulatively cause a
disruption or re-routing of an existing utility | X X
facility?

b) Individually or cumulatively increase demand
on a utility that results in expansion of an
existing utility facility which has the potential
for secondary environmental impacts?

c) Be consistent with the applicable General
Plan Goals and Policies for Item 30 of the | X X
Initial Study Assessment Guidelines?

30. Utilities Impact Discussion:

30a and 30b. Sufficient electrical infrastructure exists on site to provide power to the
expanded composting operations. The existing phone lines to the project site are
adequate to accommodate the expanded composting operations. The proposed project
would not cause a disruption or re-routing of an existing utility facility, nor would it increase
demand on a utility that results in expansion of an existing facility. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a project-specific impacts and would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to existing utility
facilities.

30c. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 30C of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.7 Public Utilities).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on utility facilities have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**
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3la. Flood Control Facilities/Watercourses - Watershed Protection District (WPD)

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

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

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

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

31.Flood Control/ Drainage:
A. WPD Facilities/Watercourses Impact Discussion:
Impact Discussion:

3la-1. The project site is located approximately 8,625 feet southeasterly of the Oxnard
Industrial Drain; the nearest Ventura County Watershed Protection District (District)
jurisdictional redline channel. No direct drainage connections to the Oxnard Industrial
Drain are proposed. Drainage from increases in impervious area would be retained on
the project site and captured by the onsite retention basin, then pumped out of the basin
and used on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant project-specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively cumulative
contribution to a significant cumulative impact, regarding flood hazards.

31a-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 31A of
the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities,
Services and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.6 Flood Control and Drainage Facilities).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts from flood hazards have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect*
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31b. Flood Control Facilities/Watercourses - Other Facilities (PWA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

3) Result in the potential for increased runoff
and the effects on Areas of Special Flood

Hazard and regulatory channels both on and X X
off site?

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

facilities?

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

B. Other Facilities/Watercourses Impact Discussion:

31b-1. Through 5 The proposed project would preserve the existing runoff and local
drainage patterns. Drainage from increases in impervious area would be retained on the
project site and captured by the onsite retention basin, then pumped out of the basin and
used on the project site. An existing earthen berm, approximately 16 feet high and 15 feet
wide, wraps around the existing southwest CUP boundary and physically separates the
composting operation from the Oxnard Drainage Canal #3 located south of the project
site. A proposed berm and elevated fire access road along the new CUP boundary would
further contain runoff onsite. Site drainage would not create an obstruction of flow in the
existing drainage because any runoff would be similar to the present conditions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant project-specific impact and
would not result in a cumulatively cumulative contribution to a significant cumulative
impact, regarding flood control facilities/watercourses.

Runoff is by sheetflow conditions along existing grades. This runoff would not impact the
capacity of the existing drainage facilities and overall drainage patterns would be
unaltered as the existing drainage of the improvement areas would be maintained in the
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present pattern. The project would not result in an increased potential for deposition of
sediment and debris materials within existing channels and allied obstruction of flow
compared to existing conditions due to the increase in impervious area and the proposed
retention basin. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant project-
specific impact and would not result in a cumulatively cumulative contribution to a
significant cumulative impact, regarding flood control facilities/watercourses, nor impacts
to areas of special flood hazard, nor involve and increase in flow to natural or manmade
drainage channels and facilities.

31b-5. The project would be consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 31B-5 of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services,
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.6 Flood Control and Drainage Facilities).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on flood control facilities/watercourses have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect™*
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32. Law Enforcement/Emergency Services (Sheriff)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

32.Law Enforcement/Emergency Services Impact Discussion:

32a. The existing facility at the project site operates from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm, Monday
through Saturday. When not in operation, the facility is gated and locked and includes
security lighting. The proposed project involves increased compost expansion area but
would not require additional personnel, equipment, or facilities of the Ventura County
Sheriff's Department. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
project-specific impact, and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to a significant cumulative impact, with regard to law enforcement services.

32b. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced policies for Item 32 of the
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Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services,
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5,11 Law Enforcement and Emergency Services).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on law enforcement/emergency services have been identified,
therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect** Degree Of Effect**

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

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

33.Fire Protection District
A. Distance/Response Time Impact Discussion:

33a-1. The closest Ventura County Fire Station is Station 53, located 2.75 miles northwest
of the project site at 304 N 2" Street, Port Hueneme. Oxnard City Fire Station #2 is
located approximately 2 miles to the northwest of the project site at 531 E Pleasant Valley
Road, Oxnard. The nearest fire stations are within 5 miles of the project site; therefore,
the proposed project would not have a project-specific impact and would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, with regard to
distance and response activities related to fire protection services.

33a-2. The proposed project would maintain the current land use of the project site and
would not involve an increase in intensity of use that would require additional fire stations
and personnel. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a project-specific
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, with regard to distance and response activities related to fire protection
services.

33a-3. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15 2020) that replace policies for Item 33A of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services,
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.12 Fire Protection).
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant Impacts on fire protection services (distance and response), have been
identified, therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

N|Ls|PsM|PS| N | LS |PsM| Ps

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

Will the proposed project:

1) Result in the need for additional personnel? | X X

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

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

B. Personnel/Equipment/Facilities Impact Discussion:

33b-1. The proposed project would maintain the current land use of the project site and
would not involve an increase in intensity of use that would result in the need for additional
fire personnel. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a project-specific impact
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact, with regard to personnel for fire protection services.

33b-2. The proposed project would maintain the current land use of the project site and
would not involve an increase in intensity of use that would require a new fire facility or
additional equipment. Therefore, the proposed project would not have a project-specific
impact and would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact, with regard to facilities and equipment for fire protection services.

33b-3. The project will be consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals and
Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 33B of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services,
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.12 Fire Protection).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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No significant impacts on fire protection services (personnel, equipment and facilities),
have been identified, therefore no mitigation measures are necessary.

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

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

34a. Education - Schools

Will the proposed project:

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

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

34.Education
A. Schools Impact Discussion:

34a-1. The closest elementary schools to the project site include Tierra Vista Elementary,
approximately 1.9 miles north of the project site, Ocean View Early Education School,
Ocean View Junior High School and Mar Vista Elementary School are approximately 2.0
miles north of the project site. Channel Islands High School is located approximately 2.4
miles north of the project site, and Oxnard College and Fred L Williams Elementary
School are located approximately 2 miles north of the project site. Art Haycox Elementary
School, Vista Real Charter High School, and Julien Hathaway Elementary School and
are all located approximately 2 miles northwest of the project site. The proposed project
would maintain the current land use of the project site and would not involve an increase
in intensity of use that would interfere with the operation of existing schools. The proposed
project does not involve the introduction of a new use or development (e.g., new housing)
that would result in a corresponding demand for school facilities and the payment of
school fees pursuant to Section 65996 of the California Government Code. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in significant project-specific impacts and would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related
to existing school facilities.

34a-2. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 34A of the
Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to Public Facilities, Services,
and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.8 Community Facilities).
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Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on schools have been identified, therefore no mitigation measures
are necessary.

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

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

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

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

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

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

B. Libraries Impact Discussion:

34b-1 through 34b-4. The proposed project does not include a residential component.
The proposed project would not increase the local or regional population, and therefore
would not create an increase in demand for or use of library facilities. The closest libraries
are located at Oxnard College, approximately 2.5 miles north of the project site, and the
Ray D. Prueter Library and South Oxnard Branch Libraries located approximately 2.5
miles northwest of the project site. Due to the distance of the closest libraries to the project
site, the proposed project would not interfere with the operation of a library. The proposed
project would not increase demand for library services and would therefore not result in
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to
library facilities.

34b-5. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable 2040 General Plan Goals
and Policies (adopted on September 15, 2020) that replaced the policies for Item 34B of
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the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (refer to refer to Public Facilities,
Services, and Infrastructure Element, Section 5.9 Library Facilities and Services).

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on public libraries have been identified, therefore no mitigation

measures are necessary.

Issue (Responsible Department)*

Project Impact Degree
Of Effect**

Cumulative Impact
Degree Of Effect**

N|Ls|PsM]|Ps

N | LS |PsM | Ps

35. Recreation Facilities (GSA)

Will the proposed project:

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

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

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

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

e Regional Trails/Corridors - 2.5 miles per
1,000 population?

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

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

35.Recreation Impact Discussion:

35a. The proposed project does not include a residential component, or an increase in
intensity of use or employees, sufficient to cause a population increase that would cause
an increase in the demand for parks, trails, or recreational facilities.
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35b. The proposed project does not include a residential component, or an increase in
intensity of use or employees, sufficient to cause a population increase that would cause
a population increase that would cause a decrease in parks, trails, or recreational
facilities.

35c. The proposed project site is not located within or adjacent to a planned or proposed
future park, recreational facility, or trail corridor. The proposed project would be built within
the boundaries of an existing developed site and therefore no impacts on future
recreational facilities, parks, or trails would occur.

35d. The proposed project is consistent with the applicable General Plan Goals and
Policies for Item 35 of the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on recreation facilities have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department)* Of Effect* Degree Of Effect**
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36. Tribal Cultural Resources

Would the project:

a) Cause a substantially 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 graphically defined in terms
of size, scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe.

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

c) A resource determined by the Lead Agency,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1.

36.Tribal Cultural Resources Impact Discussion:

36a. through 36¢c. The proposed project does not include activities that will cause a
substantial adverse change of any tribal cultural resources. The Ventura County
Resource Management Agency received the results of a Cultural Resources Record
Search Quick Check from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) on
October 1, 2015 indicating that the project site had been previously surveyed and cultural
resources were not found. A full archaeological records search of the SCCIC in 2017
indicted that there are no previously recorded cultural resources on the project site, but
three cultural resources were previously recorded within 0.25 mile of the project site.
Grading and trenching would be confined to the installation of a stormwater retention
basin, fire access road, fire hydrants, parking area, and soil cement treatment at the
proposed compost expansion area. Excavation to accommodate the fire access roads,
fire hydrants, and water pipelines would be no deeper than eight feet below grade. The
proposed retention basin will be at a depth of approximately one foot and the soil cement
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treatment for the proposed compost expansion area is based on a cement treatment
depth of 18 inches. Consultation as required under Public Resources Code Section
21080-3.1 et seq. (AB 52) was conducted previously for the project on August 2, 2016.
No California Native Tribes contacted at this time have requested consultation for the
proposed project, therefore impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are considered less than
significant.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

No significant impacts on public libraries have been identified, therefore no mitigation
measures are necessary.

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

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

37. Energy

Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or

unnecessary consumption of energy [ X X
resources, during project construction or
operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

37.Energy Impact Discussion:

37a. and 37b. As discussed above, the proposed project will not require any new utility
connections in order to implement the requested permit either for construction of the
modified facility or operation of the existing facility for the term identified in the project
description. As the facility relies on existing buildings and equipment, the proposed
project will not result in any increase of energy usage or the requirement for review under
the Ventura County Building Code or the new energy efficiency standards under the
Ventura County Energy Reach Code. The proposed increase in vehicle traffic associated
with the modified trips for the site were found to be consistent with the applicable policies
related to greenhouse gas reduction and vehicle miles traveled.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)
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Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact with respect to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, nor conflict with
or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficacy.
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Project Impact Degree Cumulative Impact
Issue (Responsible Department) * Of Effect™ Degree Of Effect**
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Z

38. Wildfire

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

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation | X X
plan?

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

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

d) Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, | X X
post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

38.Wildfire Impact Discussion:

38a. through 38d. The proposed project is not located within a state responsibility area
or within a Fire Severity Zone (Ventura County GIS 2022). The site is served by Ventura
County Fire Department Station 53 (304 N Second St, Port Hueneme) and Ventura
County Federal Fire Department at Naval Base Ventura County at Point Mugu (through
mutual aid agreement) for public safety and fire protection purposes. The proposed
project is an extension of time for an existing permit with a request to modify the permit
boundary and reconfigure operations onsite. The proposed changes to the infrastructure
onsite will not exacerbate fire risk onsite and are keeping with the minimum standards for
Ventura County for both organic processing operations (Standard 516) and fire apparatus
access standards (Standard 501). The proposed project will not exacerbate wildfire risk
or any related fire risk (i.e., exposing people or structures to significant risks from post-
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wildfire instability or changes) associated with continued operations at the site and the
proposed modifications.

Mitigation/Residual Impact(s)

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact with respect to the
risks associated with wildfire.

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

Airports - Department Of Airports AG. - Agricultural Department VCAPCD - Air Pollution Control District
EHD - Environmental Health Division VCFPD - Fire Protection District GSA - General Services Agency
Harbors - Harbor Department Lib. Agency - Library Services Agency PIng. - Planning Division

PWA - Public Works Agency Sheriff - Sheriff's Department WPD - Watershed Protection District

**Key to Impact Degree of Effect:
N — No Impact
LS — Less than Significant Impact
PS-M — Potentially Significant but Mitigable Impact
PS — Potentially Significant Impact
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Section C — Mandatory Findings of Significance

Based on the information contained within Section B:

Yes No
1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or X

animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of
a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

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

3. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?  “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effect of other current projects, and the effect
of probable future projects. (Several projects may have
relatively small individual impacts on two or more resources,
but the total of those impacts on the environment is significant.)

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

Findings Discussion:

1.

No. As stated above in Section B, Item 4 of this Initial Study, the proposed project
would not significantly affect fish or wildlife species, special status plant or animal
species, animal communities, and nesting birds in nearby Ormond Beach or
elsewhere. As stated above in Section B, Item 8 of the Initial Study, the proposed
project would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory.

No. The proposed project consists of the continued operation of a composting and
soil amendment facility, a revised CUP boundary, an increase of onsite feedstock
and compost storage from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic yards, and the
installation of facility improvements. The proposal is to operate this facility until
December 31, 2030, at which time the composting operation will cease and the
site will be restored such that it is compatible with planned restoration efforts in the
adjacent coastal areas. As discussed in Section B of this Initial Study, the project
would not result in significant impacts to the environment.
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No. As stated in Section B of this Initial Study, the proposed project does not have
the potential to create a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative impact.

No. No environmental effects have been identified in this Initial Study that would
cause substantial adverse effects, either directly or indirectly on human beings.
The proposed project consists of the continued operation of a composting and soil
amendment facility until December 31, 2030, a revised CUP boundary, an increase
of onsite feedstock and compost storage from 10,000 cubic yards to 12,500 cubic
yards, and the installation of facility improvements. As stated in Section B of this
Initial Study, the proposed project would not involve the use of hazardous materials
in a manner that pose any unusual risks since they must be handled in compliance
with all applicable regulations. Additionally, the proposed project would not involve
operational noise that would interfere with surrounding uses, traffic hazards,
adverse air quality impacts, adverse impacts on water bodies located on or around
the project site, and the project would not generate any hazardous wastes with
substantial adverse effects on human beings.
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Section D — Determination of Environmental Document

Based on this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

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

April 6, 2023
John Oquendo, Case Planner Date

Attachments:

Attachment 1 - Project Vicinity Map

Attachment 2 - Project Location Map

Attachment 3 - Existing Facility Map

Attachment 4 - Site Plan

Attachment 5 - List of Pending and Approved Projects
Attachment 6 - Map of Pending and Approved Projects
Attachment 7 - Dust Suppression Protocol (June 2020)
Attachment 8 - Odor Impact and Minimization Plan (May 2020)
Attachment 9 - Vector Control Plan (May 2020)

Attachment 10 -Containment Area Plan (May 2020)
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Attachment 11 -Initial Study Biological Assessment (September 9, 2013, Updated
August 17, 2015)

Attachment 12- Predatory Bird Management Plan (June 2020)

Attachment 13 - Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) comment letter (May 2016)

Attachment 14 - CCR 88 17852 and 17896.2, Definitions

Attachment 15 -Geotechnical Engineering Report

Attachment 16 - Work cited
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Sources: Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, USGS, Intermap, iPC, NRCAN, Esri Japan,
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Attachment 5
County of Ventura List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Projects Used in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Permit Case No. Permit Type* Description
PL13-0012 Conditional Use Request by San Miguel Produce to
Permit (CUP) continue to allow the use of principal
structures for the preliminary packing,
storage, and preservation of produce
(product cooler, ice house, hydrovac
tubes, portable packaging and truck

staging) on 6.0 acres, and an
accessory office and agricultural
contractor service and storage yard
(farm apparatus storage, truck
access/parking, vehicle and equipment
maintenance) on 4 acres. The 27.18-
acre property is addressed as 4444
Navalair Road. APN 232-0-041-270.

(Approved)
PL14-0103 Minor Request for on-going Oil Exploration
Modification to and Production at the Naumann Drill
Conditional Use site located on 3214 Etting Road. The
Permit (CUP) request includes: (1) removal of
4384 existing crude oil storage tanks and
water storage tank and the construction

of three new 1,000-barrel tanks (21’ in
diameter and 16’ tall) in a new
containment area; (2) re-configure
various pieces of existing equipment on
to make room for additional wells on
the drill site; (3) the drilling of four wells;
(4) to allow transportation of crude oil
and waste water from the Project Site
at all times and not restricted to
Monday through Saturday, between
7:30 am and 6:30 pm; and to reset the
CUP expiration date to be 30 years
from the date of the Minor Modification
approval. APN 232-0-062-030

LU11-0088 Conditional Use Request for a Conditional Use Permit
Permit (CUP) for the ongoing operation of an
agricultural preliminary packing and
storage facility located at 3803 Dufau
Road. The project was originally
permitted under Conditional Use Permit

4842-2 and Variance 5249. No new
development or addition of impervious
areas is proposed. Water to the project
is provided by the City of Oxnard. An
on-site private septic system provides
sewage disposal for the development.
APN 218-0-091-120




Permit Case No.

Permit Type*

Description

PL13-0123

L

Minor
Modification to
Conditional Use
Permit 4262

Request for continued operation of an
existing unmanned wireless
communication facility (WCF) for an
additional 10-year

period. The wireless communication
facility is located on a AE-40 Zone
District. The proposed facility includes
a 120-foot tall antenna tower (to be
lowered from 150 feet) with the
following components: (1) A 6-foot
diameter microwave dish mounted at
20 feet; (2) A 6-foot diameter
microwave dish mounted at 50 feet; (3)
A 2-foot diameter microwave dish
mounted at 70 feet; (4) A 4-foot
diameter microwave dish mounted at
100 feet; (5) Twelve antennas and
RRUs; (6) A screening shroud that
covers all antennas and RRUs; and

(7) Two omni antennas mounted at 116
feet. A section of the existing chain link
fencing will be replaced and a new gate
installed. The entire fence will be fitted
with faux ivy and maintained around
the perimeter of the equipment
enclosure. APN 218-0-042-380
(Approved)

PL15-0151

L

Permit
Adjustment to
Conditional Use
Permit (LUO7-
0111)

Request for an Agricultural Contractor's
Storage Yard located at 4524 East
Pleasant Valley Road. Proposed
development includes a trash
enclosure, a heat

treat chamber, 2 storage containers,
and a pallet sorter system. Work areas
will be modified to accommodate new
and existing development within the
Conditional Use Permit boundary in the
existing structures collectively identified
as the former Pleasant Valley
Warehouse for the California Bean
Growers Association. APN 230-0-017-
001

PL16-0043

L

Conditional Use
Permit (CUP) to
replace expired
CUP 5332

Request for a new CUP to replace
expired CUP No. 5332 and resolve
violation CV16-0116 for the continued
use of an existing T-Mobile Wireless
Telecommunication Facility which
consists of 6 antennas (4 at 66 ft. top of
antenna and 2 at 60 ft. top of antenna)
and 1 microwave dish (52 foot 6 in top
of dish) on an existing 130-foot-tall
SCE transmission tower with
equipment cabinets at grade within a
stucco enclosure compound. The




Permit Case No.

Permit Type*

Description

project also consists of replacing 3
existing antennas with 3 new model
antennas, and installing 1 new
equipment cabinet and battery back
units within the existing stucco cabinet
enclosure. There will be no expansion
of the footprint of the facility or ground
disturbance. APN 234-0-100-055

PL16-0073 Modification to Request for a ten-year time extension
Conditional Use to Conditional Use Permit 4923 for
Permit (CUP) continued use of an existing wireless
4923 communication facility located on
Laguna Peak Road on Laguna Peak,
street, address of 6308 Caryl Road.
APN 239-0-050-085
PL15-0162 Planned Request to change the pitch of the roof
Development of an existing 1384 square foot
Permit beachfront dwelling with a 70 square
foot storage loft and a 184 square foot
attached one car garage addressed as
2001 Ocean Drive. APN 206-0-179-280
(Approved)
PL16-0029 Site Plan Request to remodel an existing single
Adjustment to two floor family dwelling at 2517 Ocean
Planned Drive in Silver Strand Beach. Proposed
Development development includes: (1) Enlargement
Permit 1354 of the existing 304 sq. ft. roof deck by
258 sq. ft. with an increase in the
height of guardrail from 36" to 42" to
meet the height requirements of the
Building Department; (2) Construction
of a new at grade exterior walkway and
stairs on the southern elevation; (3)
Remodel the existing second floor
kitchen and install two new fireplaces;
and (4) Remodel the existing third floor
bathroom. APN 206-0-179-025
PL15-0150 Planned Request to demolish a triplex and to
Development construct a duplex located in the
Permit Residential Beach Harbor (RBH) Zone
District, addressed as 3289 Ocean
Drive. APN 206-0-226-010
PL15-0184 Planned Request to demolish an existing 930

Development
Permit

sq. ft. one-floor single family dwelling at
4133 Ocean Drive in Hollywood Beach
and to construct a new three floor
single family dwelling. Proposed first
floor is 881 sq. ft. with a 508 sq. ft.
garage, second floor of 1,167 with a
217 sq. ft. deck and a 1,285 sq. ft. third
floor with a 217 sq. ft. deck. House will
have a 257 sq. ft. roof deck. APN 206-
0-272-290 (Approved)







City of Oxnard List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Projects Used in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Permit Case No.

Permit Type*

Description

"

Clearance (zZC)

16-540-01 Planned Request to construct a triplex to be
Development located at 4830 Terrace Avenue. The
Permit project will require three deviations
from zoning standards: (1) interior yard
space; (2) reduced garage; (3)
reduction in rear yard setback
14-535-01 Planned Request to construct 101 apartment
14-540-01 Residential Group | units on the northwest corner of
14-570-02 (PRG), Zoning Pleasant Valley and southwest of
14-310-05 Clearance (ZC), Highway 1. (Approved)
14-687-01 Density Bonus
(DB), Zoning
Clearance (ZC),
Lot Line
Adjustment (LLA),
and Cultural
Review
14-500-04 Special Use Request to construct 70 senior housing
14-580-01 Permit (SUP); units to be located at the northwest
14-570-02 Zone Text corner of Pleasant Valley Road,
14-310-05 Amendment southwest of Highway 1. (Approved)
14-570-02 (ZTA), Zoning

14-300-04
14-300-03
16-140-15

0

Special Use
Permit (SUP),
Density Bonus
(DB), Tentative
Tract Map

Request for a multi-family condominium
complex (a.k.a. Vista Pacifica) with 40
units in five buildings with a community
park, located at 5557 and 5527 Saviers
Road. Administrative Modification to
convert to apartments. (Approved)

15-140-30

)

Modification to
Special Use
Permit (SUP)

Renovation of existing K-Mart
Shopping Center, facade upgrade,
repaving of the parking lot, installation
of new loading zone, trash enclosures
and sign program. The project site is
located northeast corner of Ventura
Road and Channel Islands Boulevard
(Approved)

14-500-08
14-310-06

"

Special Use
Permit (SUP)
Tentative Map

Request to construct a 27,760 square
foot, multi-tenant industrial building
(a.k.a. Amoretti) and associated site
improvements located at 1501 and
1551 Pacific Avenue. (Approved)




Permit Case No.

Permit Type*

Description

Request from St. Paul Baptist Church

11-140-48 Minor to construct an 18,000 square foot
Modification to a | church with 788 seats located at 1777
Special Use Stratham Boulevard. (Approved)
Permit (SUP)

09-500-06 Special Use Request from St. John the Baptist

Permit (SUP)

Coptic Church to construct a one-story
church on a vacant 35,000 square foot
vacant lot located on 1200 Pacific
Avenue. (Approved)

Ormond Beach
Specific Plan

The Ormond Beach Specific Plan is
composed of the North and South
Ormond Beach Specific Plan Project.
The North Ormond Beach (or “South
Shore”) Specific Plan encompasses the
area located on the north side of
Hueneme Road, east of Edison Drive,
west of aids Road, and south of Tierra
Vista and Villa Capri Neighborhoods,
within the City's Southeast Community.
The South Shore study area consisted
of approximately 322 acres lying north
of Hueneme Road that is currently
used for agriculture. The South Shore
Specific Plan proposed a mix of uses
including up to 1,283 residential
dwelling units of varying types and
densities; an elementary school; a high
school; a community park;
neighborhood parks; an 18-acre lake; a
mixed-use commercial marketplace;
light industrial uses; open spaces and
trails; and a system of public facilities
and service infrastructure to support
the proposed development (City of
Oxnard website).

The South Ormond Beach Specific
Plan encompasses the area located to
the south side of Hueneme Road, east
of Edison Drive, west of Arnold Road,
and north of coastal dunes and beach
areas. The study area consisted of
approximately 595 acres.
Approximately 367 acres were
proposed to be developed as a
business park, including a
business/research campus, light
industrial facilities and harbor-related
uses. The remaining 228 acres were
proposed to continue in agricultural use
and would not be annexed to the City




Permit Case No.

Permit Type*

Description

as part of this project. Rather, these
228 acres were considered for sale to
the California Coastal Conservancy or
partner organization for use as part of
the larger Ormond Beach wetland
restoration project. All existing
agricultural uses were expected to
continue in this area until the
restoration process begins (City of
Oxnard website).

In October 2012, in response to a
lawsuit filed by the Environmental
Defense Center, Sierra Club and the
Environmental Coalition of Ventura
County, a Court rejected the
Environmental Impact Report (State
Clearinghouse Number 2005091094)
that the City of Oxnard prepared to
support the Specific Plans (EDC
website). As of the date of this Initial
Study, no certified EIR exists for the
Ormond Beach Specific Plan. It is not
expected that the project would
commence prior to 2019, when the
proposed project is expected to
terminate operation at the project site.




City of Port Hueneme List and Map of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Projects Used in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Permit Case No. Permit Type* Description

The only projects in the City of Port Hueneme are for road maintenance (see e-mail dated
September 7, 2016 from John Baker, Interim Planning Director)
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Dust Suppression Protocol Removed
(See Planning Commission Staff Report
Exhibit 8 — Dust Suppression Protocol)
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

Regulatory Authority:

California Code of Regulations (14CCR) Title 14, Section 17863.4 requires an Odor
Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) for all compostable material handling operations and

facilities.

The following OIMP is being submitted to the Ventura County Environmental Health
Division for the Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility located at 6859 Arnold
Road, Oxnard, California 93033.

Facility Name:

Facility Location:

Mailing Address:

Land Owner:

Operator:

Contacts:
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Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility

6859 Arnold Road
Oxnard, CA 93033
Phone (805) 650-1616

201 Kinetic Drive
Oxnard, CA 93030

HHC Investment Group, LLC

201 Kinetic Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030

Phone (805) 485-9200

APN 231-0-040-31, 231-0-080-06

Agromin Organics Recycling
201 Kinetic Drive

Oxnard, CA 93030

Phone (805) 485-9200

Mr. Bill A. Camarillo Evan W.R. Edgar (Engineer)
201 Kinetic Drive Edgar & Associates, Inc.
Oxnard, CA 93030 1822 215t Street

(805) 485-9200 Sacramento, CA 95811

(916) 739-1200



ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

Title 14 Compliance:
Agromin Organics Recycling (Agromin) has existing composting operations at 6859 Arnold
Road, in Oxnard California. The purpose of preparing this OIMP is to comply with the
provisions of Title 14.
Material Type:
The compost operation receives feedstock to be blended and composted which include:
= Processed and unprocessed wood and green waste.
= Animal bedding and manure
=  Gypsum, lime, and other soil amendments.
Site Operations:

Material Delivery

The compost feedstocks are delivered to the site by commercial green material collection
vehicles. An attendant will be on site, during operating hours, to check loads for prohibited
materials. Any loads exhibiting odor problems at the time of delivery will be either given
priority in processing or directed to the landfill for disposal.

The source-separated green materials are delivered to the compost facility and directed
to the receiving area following weighing. The compost facility personnel will conduct a
load check upon deposition. Contaminated and uncompostable materials will either be
returned to the hauler or placed in a bin located near the receiving area.

Once received, the feedstock materials are stockpiled in the Storage Area, as shown on
the attached site plan, for a maximum period of 7 days for green material. Green material
feedstocks are then loaded into a grinder, using a front-end loader, for size reduction and
mixing; additional mixing (with a front-end loader) and moisture conditioning may take
place, as necessary. Some of the chipped/ground, uncomposted green and/or wood
material may be separated and stored for sale to off-site markets as mulch, biomass fuel
or an alternate use.

Material Processing

Green Materials: The green material will be processed in a portable grinder in the
processing area and deposited directly into composting piles. A front-end loader will be
used to feed the material into the grinder. The ground material will be formed into
elongated piles as shown on the Site Plan.

The material is formed into trapezoidal-shaped piles of approximately 27 feet wide, 12
feet high, and 68 feet in length. Piles are separated by a minimum 5-foot wide access
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

area for loading, monitoring, watering, moving, and turning. The pile layout for the
operations is as illustrated in Site Plan.

Water will be added as necessary to the piles to maintain the appropriate composting
moisture. Handheld hoses will be used to spray water under the weatherproof covers, as
needed to maintain optimum composting conditions. The frequency of spray irrigation will
vary with the season and moisture content of feedstock materials. A water truck may also
be used to control dust generation during grinding or screening and be available for fire
protection.

The temperature and moisture of the piled materials will be monitored and controlled, and
the piles turned on a 15-day cycle so that the composting process is maintained and
evenly distributed to all materials. Piles will be maintained to meet the time and
temperature requirements as discussed below for an anticipated period of 60 days.

During the pathogen reduction phase, the turning process in the piles provides sufficient
oxygen to sustain the biological activity and keep the material at a temperature of 55
degrees Celsius (131 degrees Fahrenheit), or higher for a pathogen reduction period of
15 days or longer. During the period when the compost is maintained at 55 degrees
Celsius or higher, there shall be a minimum of five (5) turnings of the windrow (14 CCR
817868.3). When the desired level of decomposition has been achieved, the compost
materials will be screened, then moved to the curing areas for a two to six-week period
or left in place until shipment from the site.

Section 17863.4 (b) (1) - Odor Monitoring Protocol

Properly managed green material stockpiles should not create nuisance odors. Improper
management of feedstock piles and processed green material may cause nuisance
odors.

The grinding operator will be processing materials within the time frames stated and will
monitor and evaluate odors and reduce the storage time should nuisance odors be
emitted and verified odor compliant be received and filed. The best way to ensure that all
parties work together is to implement an odor impact minimization plan that is agreed
upon between the operator and the LEA.

The closest receptors will be operations staff and management who will be onsite during
operating hours to monitor the compost materials handling operation. The sensitive
receptor nearest to the Project is slightly more than one-half mile to the northeast. Our
analysis of prevailing wind conditions for the site indicates wind is predominantly from the
west and for a brief time from the northeast during winter. The westerly winds blow over
primarily agricultural fields and the northeasterly winds blow any odors to the ocean.
Neither of these flows should significantly impact neighbors as there are very few
sensitive receptors within the path of these prevailing winds.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

Each day the Operator will evaluate onsite odors and evaluate planned operations for the
potential to release objectionable odors. If the operator detects an objectionable onsite
odor, he will take the following actions:

1. Investigate and determine the likely source of the odor;

2. Determine if onsite management practices could remedy the problem and
immediately take steps to remedy the situation;

3. Determine whether or not the odor is traveling beyond the site by patrolling the site
perimeter and noting existing wind patterns; and

4. Determine whether or not the odor event is significant enough to warrant contacting
the adjacent neighbors or the LEA.

In the event of significant odors where a complaint has been filed, the protocol is for the
Operator to inspect the location of a received complaint. The Operator shall attempt to
determine if an offensive odor exists and notify the LEA of the complaint and the
determination of odor source. In the event that the complaint cannot be verified in this
manner, the Operator will continue to perform self-monitoring and continue the best
management practices (BMPs) described in his operating document. In the event an
offensive odor is detected, the Operator shall present the LEA with additional or enhanced
BMPs to minimize the likelihood of future odor detection.

Mitigation measures for the windrow method would include adjustments to the turning
and watering schedules and increased turning. The operator will reduce the holding time
from 7 days, at certain times of the year where there are a high percentage of grass
clippings or wet leaves, to a time period which will effectively minimize odors.

The operator will maintain proper drainage as to not allow ponded water to cause the
material in contact with the pad to go anaerobic and cause odors.

Section 17863.4 (b) (2) - Meteorological Data

Climatic conditions in Ventura County are not expected to significantly affect the composting
operation. Ventura County's climate has been characterized as Mediterranean with
moderate temperatures. These temperatures range from a monthly average low of 44.3F in
January to a monthly average high of 75.0F in August, reported by the Western Regional
Climate Center for the period of July 1, 1948 to July 31, 2003 at the Oxnard, California
Station, latitude N34 11" longitude 119 12, elevation 50 feet mean sea level (MSL). Rainfall
is seasonal; approximately 95 percent of the precipitation occurs from November through
April. Snowfall is unusual at the site.

If necessary, windrow turning schedules will be altered during brief periods of wet weather
to ensure proper aeration of the compost piles and to maintain appropriate moisture content.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

The prevailing on-shore wind direction is from the west and occasionally during winter,
the northeast. If necessary, the transferring or processing of green material will be either
curtailed or altered during brief periods of high winds to prevent odors or dust from being
transported toward potential receptors.

Section 17863.4 (b) (3) - Complaint Response Protocol
Complaints may be received by either the Operator or the LEA.
e The Operator receives and reviews the complaint.

e The Operator will go to the location of the complaint to assess if the site may be
responsible for the odor.

e The Operator documents complaints in the site operations log and on the attached
complaint form.

e The Operator assesses complaint and responds in the on-site log within 24 hours of
receiving the complaint, or 48 hours should the citizen complaint be received on a
weekend or holiday.

e The Operator implements reasonable recommendations suggested by experts or
regulatory agencies. The Operator will continue operations utilizing best
management practices.

e The Operator and complainant (if known and choosing to participate) meet within a
reasonable time frame to assess the original problem and results from implementing
the recommendations.

¢ Results and actions must be documented in the site operations log, which serves as
the operation’s permanent record.

Section 17863.4 (b) (4) - Design Considerations and Procedures to Minimize
Odors.

Facility Siting: The siting of the green material composting operations in agricultural
Ventura County away from many sensitive receptors is the optimal siting criteria to reduce
the potential for odor complaints.

Proper Drainage: Standing water is a potential source of odors. The operations pad is a
compacted all-weather surface. The windrows are placed atop concrete aprons that are
sloped at a minimum 1% gradient. This slope permits runoff to be routinely collected and
reapplied to the windrow. Differential settlement of the pad and storage areas will be
minimized through regrading of surfaces as needed. The pad will be maintained to
prevent ponding.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

Surface runoff from rainwater at the facility is generally collected on-site within the
concrete processing pads or within a detention basin located on the southern portion of
the facility. In practice, after a rainfall water can also pool in various areas of the site.
Other portions of the operation occur on unpaved areas of the site. These operations
areas are sloped to maintain rainwater on site. As the site soils are sandy silt, rainwater
tends to absorb quickly. If water does pool, shallow pools are absorbed using on-site
mulch and placed back into compost piles. Larger pools are pumped into a water truck
and used in the process on compost piles. Standing water is minimized to the maximum
extent possible. The basin is maintained to prevent sedimentation and organic loading
that could potentially cause odors.

Feedstock characteristics:
The following materials will be managed to minimize odors.

e Unprocessed wood and green waste.

To add porosity and aeration to the composting feedstock, loads of just processed wood
chips will be added to the windrow where odors may be emanating.

The following procedures will be implemented during the composting process:

e The workers at the compost facility are trained to screen incoming vehicles for
presence of unacceptable wastes. All loads will be checked prior to loading the
material into the processing equipment or windrows. Unacceptable material that does
not pose an immediate threat to public health and safety and the environment will be
collected at the composting facility and segregated, handled, and disposed of by
trained personnel in accordance with applicable law and regulation. Debris boxes shall
be maintained at all times for placement of unacceptable materials. These debris
boxes shall be removed for legal offsite disposal at a permitted landfill and replaced
within 7 days of initial placement.

e The composting facility personnel training programs will include instruction in methods
to observe incoming loads and to check for the receipt of unacceptable materials. The
key employees include the scale personnel, composting facility load check personnel,
equipment operators, and the site manager.

e Storage limitation to no more than 7 days for incoming green material feedstocks prior
to processing.

e Proper handling/blending to maintain proper carbon/nitrogen ratios to reduce
ammonia levels; maintenance of turning schedule—by use of a compost turner—uwiill
maintain aerobic conditions.

e Proper temperature/moisture control through timely turning of windrows, monitoring of
temperatures and moisture, and appropriate application of water, in accordance with
Title 14 requirements for pathogen reduction and Best Management Practices for
compost operations.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

In the unlikely event that at any point during the composting process verifiable odor
problems occur, identified source materials will be removed and transported to nearby
landfills for disposal or use as alternative daily cover.

Equipment reliability: On-site equipment is well-maintained and reliable. Equipment
fueling, maintenance and repairs are contracted to a third-party contractor. In the event
of severe mechanical failure, similar processing equipment can be rented from nearby
vendors. The facility maintains good relationships with nearby equipment vendors who
can provide back up and temporary equipment on very short notice.

Personnel training: All facility personnel will be adequately trained in subjects pertinent to
site compostable materials handling operations and maintenance, physical contaminants
and hazardous materials recognition and screening, use of mechanized equipment,
environmental controls, emergency procedures and the requirements of Article 6.

Personnel will be trained in the proper use of facility equipment. Potential hazards and
safety features will be stressed. No employee will be permitted to operate equipment until
the employee has demonstrated that he or she is competent to operate that equipment.
Annual review and training ensuring continued safe operations of the facility and
compliance with regulations will be conducted.

Employees are routinely instructed in the correct use of protective clothing, gloves, and
respirators. In addition, employees are routinely instructed to avoid standing directly
downwind of the windrows during turning operations, or the grinder or trommel screen
while in operation. When this is not feasible, employees will wear filtration masks
designed to filter Aspergillus spores.

Utility service interruptions:

e Electric and Gas: most of the critical on-site equipment is diesel-powered and not
subject to local power failures. Should an extended power failure occur, a backup
generator will be procured from a local equipment rental company to power the pre-
processing equipment.

e Telephone: the office staff and the key employees on site utilize cellular telephones
and/or radios to communicate and coordinate their daily and routine operating
practices.

e Water: With 2,500 & 3,500-gallon water trucks on site the facility has sufficient water
to meet its needs for dust control and moisture content in the windrows.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

Section 17863.4 (b) (5) - Operational Considerations and Procedures to Minimize
Odors.

Odor Control: The compost industry has proven that with proper management techniques
and use of appropriate tools, offensive and nuisance odors can be controlled. Odor
emissions from the green material feedstock will be minimized through proper
management of the storage piles. The turning and consistent monitoring of the active
compost will maximize the aerobic decomposition. Maintenance of the optimum moisture
content and application of water will enhance and expedite aerobic decomposition and
minimize odor emissions.

Bioaerosols: The primary feedstock for the compost process is green waste. Potential
adverse health effects associated with airborne fungal spores, specifically Aspergillus
fumigatus and or Aspergillus flavus, have raised concerns by some Californians during
the siting and operation of compost facilities. The staff of the California Integrated Waste
Management Board in cooperation with the California Department of Health Services, and
Cal/EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment prepared a technical
bulletin during 1993 and released the summary of findings in LEA Advisory No. 6 dated
December 16, 1993. A properly operated compost facility should not present a health risk
from Aspergillus fumigatus. Sound management practices include maintaining moisture,
temperature and pH levels, aerating, turning and mixing. Reducing the dispersal of dust
and spores is best to control exposure. The uses of water sprays or mists while turning
piles and refraining from turning on windy days will help accomplish this. The operator
plans to follow the best management practices (BMP’s) outlined in LEA Advisory No 6,
including:

e Maintaining stockpile moisture content between 45 and 60 percent; and

e Maintaining adequate stockpile temperatures (above 55 C) throughout the pathogen
reduction period (as mandated by 14 CCR 8§17868.3).

Drainage issues: Standing water is a potential source of odors. The operations areas are
sloped to maintain rainwater on site. Surface runoff from rainwater at the facility is
generally collected on-site within the concrete processing pads or within a detention basin
located on the southern portion of the facility. In practice, after a rainfall water tends to
pool in various areas of the site. In unpaved areas, rainwater tends to absorb quickly as
the site soils are sandy silt. In other areas shallow pools are absorbed using on-site mulch
and placed back into compost piles. Larger pools are pumped into a water truck and
used in the process on compost piles. Standing water is minimized to the maximum extent
possible. The basin is maintained to prevent sedimentation and organic loading that could
potentially cause odors.

Operations Procedures: Organic materials are off-loaded and processed immediately upon
delivery. Processing includes the spreading of raw feedstock onto the ground and the
removal, by hand, of materials to be recycled. The maximum storage time is 7 days for
incoming green material feedstock. The compost cycle will be 60 to 90 days. Should
complaints be filed and verified, the feedstock storage time could be reduced at certain
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

times of the year when there is a higher percentage of grass trimmings or wet leaves. The
compost turning operation could be curtailed when high winds could odors towards
sensitive receptors.

Feedstock will be screened for contaminants and debris boxes shall be maintained at all
times for placement of unacceptable materials. These debris boxes shall be removed for
legal offsite disposal at the nearest permitted facility.

Contingency plans for minimizing odor:
e Equipment - In the event of breakdown, the operator will continue operations with
replacement of affected equipment by:
o renting from reputable, local equipment rental companies and/or
o borrowing equipment from other nearby operations, or those of affiliated
companies in the region and/or
0 purchase of new equipment.

e Water - with a 2,500 gallon and a 3,500-gallon water truck located on site, and the
utilization of leachate as dust moisture control the facility has sufficient water to meet
its needs.

e Power - Critical on-site equipment is mainly diesel-powered and not subject to local
power failures. Site personnel carry mobile telephones for communication. Should an
extended power failure occur, a backup generator will be procured from a local
equipment rental company to power the aeration equipment.

e Personnel — Additional personnel are available from other Agromin operations, or
those of affiliated companies in the region.

As a last resort, materials determined to be the source of excessive odors will be removed

and transported to the nearest available landfill for disposal or use as alternative daily
cover.

Section 17863.4 (d) — Annual Review of OIMP

The OIMP will be reviewed annually by the operator and revised as necessary.
A copy of this OIMP will be kept at the facility’s administrative office. The OIMP will be

revised within 30 days to reflect significant changes to operations that affect the OIMP,
with a copy provided to the LEA, when appropriate.
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ODOR IMPACT MINIMIZATION PLAN
Agromin Organics Recycling Compost Facility
6859 Arnold Road, Oxnard, California 93033

ODOR COMPLAINT LOG
Received by: Date Received:
COMPLAINANT
Name:
Address:

Contact Phone #:

ODOR DESCRIPTION

Date: Time: Odor.
duration:
O Verified as coming from facility?
Location:
Odor . .
. O Veryfaint [ Light O Moderate [ Strong O Very strong
Intensity:

Description
of Alleged
Odor(s):

INSPECTION RESOLUTION/RESULTS

Actions
taken by
Facility:

Follow Up
with

(telephone
call, visit
etc.)

Complainant

Signature:

Date:
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Vector Control Plan Updated: May 2020
Agromin Organics Recycling Operations

1.0 INTRODUCTION & OBJECTIVE

This Vector Control Plan is submitted as a supplement to Agromin’s existing Odor Impact
Minimization Plan, Arnold Road Facility Dust Suppression Protocol and Predatory Bird
Management Plan.

Together, these plans will help ensure that odors, dust, and vectors remain under control
throughout operation of the Agromin Facility, located at 6859 Arnold Road in the unincorporated
portion of Ventura County, CA. This plan also specifically addresses the need to control vectors
as a result of Agromin’s proposal to expand the operation’s footprint. This proposal is currently
under review by the County of Ventura (PL13-0101 Agromin).

If a conflict is identified between the measures required as part of the Vector Control Plan and the
measures required by the Predatory Bird Mitigation Plan, the measures required as part of the
Predatory Bird Mitigation Plan shall prevail.

The General Operating Standards require compost operators to take measures to control vectors.
Specifically, Section 17867 (a)(2) of Title 14 regulations

(http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Laws/Requlations/Title1l4/ch31a5.htm#article6)

provides the guidance with respect to vector control activities. This code section states that “All
handling activities shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes vectors, odor impacts, litter,
hazards, nuisances, and noise impacts; and minimizes human contact with, inhalation, ingestion,
and transportation of dust, particulates, and pathogenic organisms.”

The acceptance of green material as part of ongoing composting operations provides an
environment conducive to vector attraction. The objectives of this plan are to:

- Implement measures that will minimize the population of rats/mice, flies, mosquitos, or
other vectors.

Measures to deter or restrict birds from inhabiting the facility are addressed in detail in a separate

Predatory Bird Management Plan.

2.0 GREEN MATERIAL COMPOSTING OPERATIONS PLAN

Composting Technologies:

The proposed composting technologies will only include green material windrow composting.

Compost Feedstocks:

The proposed operations will accept compostable material including green material, wood waste
and brush, and compost blending amendments such as fertilizer. No composting of food material
is proposed.

Vector Control Plan_May 2020_V3_no oxnard.docx 1
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3.0 VECTOR CONTROL MEASURES — FLIES, MOSQUITOS, RODENTS,
MESOPREDATORS, & OTHERS

Agromin will implement control measures to minimize the attraction of the most common compost
facility vectors, including flies, mosquitos, rodents, and mesopredators. Each day, the operator
will determine if significant populations of on-site vectors are present and evaluate planned
operations for the potential to attract vectors. If the operator detects a significant vector
population, he/she will take the following actions:

- Investigate and determine the likely source of attraction

- Determine if onsite management practices (described below) could remedy the problem
and immediately take steps to remedy the situation.

- Determine whether or not the vector attraction event is significant enough to warrant
contacting a licensed vector specialist.

The primary on-site deterrent to on-site vector control shall be the prompt processing of green
materials in accordance with the Agromin’s quality control protocol. Generally, this protocol
requires load checking to ensure contaminants of less than 1%, the initial sorting and mixing of
raw feedstocks within 24-48 hours of delivery, prompt size reduction through grinding, final mixing,
moisture control, temperature monitoring, final screening, continuous trash collection with regular
trash hauling, and segregated storage of finished materials. The maximum storage time shall be
7 days for incoming green material feedstock.

A more detailed set of control measures for each vector is described below.
Flies:

Flies are a nuisance and a vector. They pick up dangerous organisms with their mouth and other
body parts and pass them to humans and animals through their feces and vomitus. Flies that
breed and feed on damp and decaying organic matter include: Fruit flies, Phorid flies,
Sphaerocerid flies, House flies, Blow flies, Bottle flies, and cluster flies. The goal of Agromin’s fly
control program is to eliminate the feeding and breeding sites within the compost feedstocks and
within the compost windrows. The following measures shall be implemented to accomplish this
goal:

- Eliminate the feeding and breeding sites within the facility by maintaining sufficient
windrow/pile structure temperature. This shall be accomplished by blending all green
material together to achieve a C:N ratio between 25-40:1 or higher prior to active
composting and a temperature between 131 and 160 degrees F during active composting.

- The feedstock materials shall be turned at least once every three days using a compost
turner.

- All windrow or pile spillage shall be incorporated back into the pile or windrow. All spaces
between processing piles and/or windrows shall be kept free of waste and site drainage
shall be directed away from compost piles.

- Tothe extent feasible, screens shall be placed on all windows and doors providing human
habitation.

- Sticky fly traps shall be placed in all structures housing employees on a regular basis.
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Mosquitoes:

Mosquitoes are responsible for more human death than any other living creature. Every year,
over one million people die from mosquito-borne diseases. Mosquitoes can carry many different
kinds of diseases, including malaria, heartworm, dengue fever, encephalitis, yellow fever, and
West Nile Virus. All Mosquitoes need water to complete their life cycle. Therefore, the goal of
Agromin’s mosquito control program is to eliminate standing water on-site through proper
drainage.

The surface runoff within the Agromin facility is either collected on-site within the concrete
processing pads or within a detention basin located on the southern portion of the facility. Small
guantities of surface runoff can also pond in a few locations on-site. Small quantities of
ponded/pooled water are either absorbed using on-site mulch and placed back into compost piles
or pumped into a water truck and used in the process on compost piles to help achieve a feedstock
moisture content of approximately 50%. Smaller pools also tend to naturally percolate into site
soils.

Large quantities of surface runoff are collected in a one-foot deep detention basin located on the
southern portion of the facility. This basin is lined with soil cement, a mixture of native soils and
Portland Cement Concrete, which prevents water from infiltrating into the ground. Although
infrequent, during large storms the basin captures and stores large quantities of standing water
with the potential to create a breeding area for mosquitoes.

Despite the propensity for percolation of runoff and the absorption of on-site runoff within the
green material processing areas, there are times when standing water does occur on-site.
Therefore, Agromin shall implement the following measures to prevent mosquito breeding
throughout the facility:

- Source elimination — on-site personnel shall survey the site daily for standing water and
shall turn over un-sealed containers holding water, filling in holes containing water with
sand and gravel, clearing ditches and/or drainage facilities of dirt and debris, and covering
structures and/or vessels that can hold water. Standing water shall not be held for more
than 5 days.

- Small amounts of standing water within the detention basin shall be immediately covered
with green material to allow for sufficient absorption within 5 days. After absorption has
occurred, the material shall be re-integrated into the compost windrow or feedstock pile to
achieve a feedstock moisture content of approximately 50%.

- No barriers, diversions, or flow spreaders shall be integrated into the facility design which
in any way facilitates the retention of standing water outside of the detention basin.

- Vegetation conducive to mosquito production, such as water hyacinth (Eichhomia spp.),
duckweed (Lemna and Spirodela spp.) and filamentous algal mats shall be prohibited from
establishment within the detention basin.

- If the quantity of water collected in the detention basin is too great and elimination of
ponded water isn't feasible, then mosquitoes shall be controlled with the use of either
larvicides or mosquito fish. The larvicide operation shall only be applied by a licensed
pesticide applicator. The mosquito fish are available for free upon request from Ventura
County’s Vector Control Program and can be directly introduced to the detention basin.
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One of these control methods shall be introduced to the detention ponds if large amounts
of standing water remain for more than 5 days.

- Personal Protective Measures — Mosquito repellent shall be kept on-site for use by on-site
personnel in the event that a high concentration of mosquitos is identified.

Rodents:

Rodents are attracted to compost sites. Rodents can carry and spread diseases such as the hanta
virus and bubonic plague and they can cause fires or electrical shorts by chewing through
electrical wires in structures and equipment. They can proliferate in a number of spaces, including
engine compartments, old vehicles, storage sheds, brush piles and under buildings or other
structures. Therefore, the goal of Agromin’s rodent control program is to eliminate the three basic
environmental factors conducive to rodent proliferation: (1) Food, (2) Water, and (3) Harborage.
The following measures shall be implemented to accomplish this goal:

- All garbage shall be removed from the site perimeter and from within buildings on a daily
basis. All garbage shall be placed in trash receptacles with a tight-fitting cover.

- Remove all old vehicles, and other rubble from the site.

- Remove excess compost and/or green material feedstocks from along the walls of
buildings.

- Building materials (lumber, roofing, cement blocks, bricks, buckets) shall not be stacked
within on-site buildings or structures.

- Within all structures, finished products shall be stored on palettes.

- All site landscaping shall be trimmed and/or thinned periodically to minimize potential rat
habitation. All trees and/or shrubs located adjacent to existing structures shall be thinned
so that approximately two feet of separation exists between each tree/shrub to minimize
the potential for rodents to freely move between them.

- If the above described sanitation and building construction control measures are
ineffective in controlling rodent populations on-site, traps can be utilized as necessary to
control the rodent population. Inspection of all traps shall occur on a weekly basis to
ensure proper baiting. No rodenticides (anti-coagulants) shall be used as trap bait. All
dead animals shall be disposed and removed from the site immediately to prevent further
vector attraction.

Mesopredators:

A mesopredator is a medium-sized predator in the middle of a trophic level, which typically preys
on smaller animals, but often displays an opportunistic diet and toleration of close contact with
humans. Examples of mesopredators include opossums, feral cats, and raccoons. Due to their
opportunist diet tendencies, these mesopredators may be attracted to the facility. The presence
of these species may pose a threat to special status bird species present in the vicinity, as
mesopredators may predate bird nests. The goal of Agromin’s mesopredator control activities is
to avoid significant impacts during operations to special status bird species by limiting the
attraction of mesopredators to the facility and ensuring no increase in the number of
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mesopredators during the nesting season. The following measures shall be implemented to
accomplish this goal:

4.0

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) approved trapping of mesopredators
as an abatement strategy. Traps shall be placed at regular intervals around the perimeter
of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) boundary, and will have large enough mesh to avoid
trapping non-target small mammals. All trapping procedures shall follow CDFW
regulations. Inspection of traps, removal of nuisance animals, and release of non-targeted
species will occur within 12 hours of trap deployment. No poisoning of mesopredators or
any other trapped animal is permitted, unless approval is granted by the CDFW and the
Ventura County Planning Division.

Use of registered repellents, to ensure mesopredators are not attracted to the site. These
repellents shall be used in a matter that is consistent with CDFW regulations and will be
placed along the perimeter of the CUP boundary.

SUCCESS REPORTING

The number of gulls present in the tipping area and the general population of gulls around
the facility will be monitored as detailed in the Predatory Bird Management Plan and
included in the progress reports submitted to the LEA for both the CASP system and the
SMARTFERM project.

Fly populations, mosquito populations, and rodent populations shall be monitored and
included in the progress reports submitted to the LEA.

Mesopredator monitoring reports conducted by a CDFW licensed trapper shall be
submitted bi-annually to the Ventura County Planning Division, CDFW, and the USFWS
detailing the number of mesopredators during the past six months and the effectiveness
of the control measures utilized.
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Containment Area for Compost Processing
Operations Plan Removed

(See Planning Commission Staff Report
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Initial Study Biological Assessment
(See Planning Commission Staff Report
Exhibit 10 — Initial Study Biological Assessment)
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2020 ADDENDUM TO JUNE 2016 PREDATORY BIRD MANAGEMENT PLAN

In 2020, the project description for the Agromin Shoreline composting facility changed such that
composting of food waste would no longer be proposed as a source of materials for composting. It
has been assumed, and generally observed, that food waste was the primary materia that attracted
gulls and ravensto the site.

In the absence of food waste, the attractant is no longer present and gulls and raven use should
decline significantly or cease entirely. If thisisthe case, the need for predatory bird management,
as presented in this Plan, likely is no longer needed.

Before the plan is entirely withdrawn, Agromin proposes to conduct a monitoring program
designed to quantify predatory bird use post removal of food waste. This monitoring would be
conducted twice per month for three months with a qualified biologist visiting and quantifying bird
use approximately two hours. Concurrent to this periodic monitoring effort, the qualified biologist
will install wildlife trail cameras set to take photos at regular intervals with views of the active
working site. The photoswill be collected during each of the monthly on-site visits and analyzed
to quantify predatory bird use. The results of these two surveys will be presented to the County at
the end of the three-month sampling effort. The results will be analyzed to determine the extent of
predatory bird use and provide management recommendations addressing how best to proceed.

The remainder of this Plan has been left unchanged should it become needed pending the results of
theinitial surveys.



EXECUTIVESUMMARY

Agromin is seeking aMinor Modification of its Conditional Use Permit (CUP) issued by the
County of Venturafor its exiting composting and soil amendment facility located at 6859 Arnold
Road in unincorporated Ventura County, California. The applicant proposes installing a semi-
mobile SMARTFERM Anagerobic Digestion System facility and expanding its operations thru
March, 2019. Since 1998, a composting facility at thislocation has periodically attracted
opportunistic avian scavengers (i.e., various gull species and corvids such as common ravens and
crows), sometimes in large concentrations, that commonly inhabitant at the area.

The Ventura County Initial Study for this project! notes that scavenging birds attracted to the site,
especialy in large concentrations, may indirectly impact nesting birds. Three nesting bird species
are of particular concern, as they are special-status species protected under state and/or federal
endangered species legidation. They are: Californialeast tern (Sterna antillarum browni), a state
and federally listed endangered species; western snowy plovers (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus),
a state Species of Special Concern and afederaly listed threatened species; and, Belding’s
savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi), a state-listed endangered species and a
federally-listed Category 2 candidate species.

Mitigation Measure 1 of the project’s Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) requires
the preparation of a Predatory Bird Management Program (PBMP) to augment the applicant’s
proposed Vector Control Plan. The purpose of the PBMP is to establish objectives and define the
methods for implementing a program designed to minimize use of the site by gulls and corvids.
The PBMP describes the proposed methods, how they will be implemented, and how the
effectiveness of the program will be monitored. The PBMP offers an adaptive management
approach to an initial management program that will be designed and implemented based on the
best available information and expertise. Monitoring results will be collected regularly and
periodically; these data will guide future management decisions, which will be made based on
which methods are successful and should be continued (and possibly increased) and which methods
proved unsuccessful and should be abandoned.

The selection of methods proposed to deter predatory bird activity, and the extent to which they are
applied, are based on a comprehensive review of available and/or allowable behavior and habitat
maodification control methods. BRC has sel ected methods that avoid impacting the three special-
status species that occur and breed within the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA)
west of the project site. The primary method proposed for deterring scavenging and predatory bird
use at the project siteisto ensure adaily presence of captive Harris’ hawks (Parabuteo unicinctus)
under the supervision of a permitted falconer; the intent is to sufficiently menace the scavenging
birds so that they leave and do not return to the site.

Progress reporting is required twice-annually throughout the life of the CUP. Monitoring results
will be reviewed in each progress report and any recommended changes from the prior period can
only be undertaken with Ventura County’s approval.

L Initial Study issued 13 December 2013.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Plan addresses the requirements of Biological Mitigation Measure 1 of the Ventura County
Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration that was prepared to meet Agromin’s CUP
Modification and Time Extension request. The existing Biological Mitigation Measure 1 requires
the applicant submit to a Predatory Bird Management Plan (PBMP) to avoid significant impacts
during operation of the proposed facility to special-status bird species. The plan isdesigned to
limit the attraction of avian scavengers (i.e., gulls [Larus sp.] and ravens/crows: [Corvus sp.] ) that
might impact the breeding biology of these special-status species.

The proposed project would expand operations at the existing composting and soil amendment
facility and would include the construction of a SMARTFERM Anaerobic Digestion System
facility (PL13-0101) (Ventura County, December 13, 2013). Thefacility islocated at 6859 Arnold
Road, within unincorporated Ventura County, California (Figures 1 and 2). This report
supplements the Vector Control Plan (September 2013) for continued operation of commercia soil
amendment facilities and proposed install ation and operation of a semi-mobile, small-scale
anaerobic digestion system (SMARTFERM), manufactured by Zero Waste Energy, LLC.

1.1 OBJECTIVES

The objective of the PBMP is to ensure compatibility with conservation efforts outlined in the
Recovery Plan for Western Snowy Plovers (USFWS 2007) and the California Least Tern Recovery
Plan (USFWS 1985).

This Plan describes the measures sel ected to mitigate possible impacts to special-status bird species
that reside nearby, how those measures will be applied, and how their effectiveness will be
quantified and evaluated.

1.2 PREDATORY BIRD ISSUES

Gulls and corvids commonly occur in coastal agricultural environments. Their numbers can vary
and depend largely on the abundance of food (Belant 1997; Liebezeit and George 2002). These
species are a so known to sometimes prey on shorebirds/waterbirds, including western snowy
plover (WSP) and Californialeast tern (CLT) (Thompson et a. 1997; Page et a. 2009).

Gulls and their effects on small shorebirds are not considered in the CaliforniaLeast Tern
Recovery Plan (USFWS 1985), but they are discussed under action item 2.4.4 of the Recovery Plan
for Western Snowy Plover (USFWS 2007). Recovery actions under this PBMP with respect to
gulls and corvids include the possible control of gull nesting colonies near WSP nests, controlling
gull roosting within WSP breeding areas, and removing corvid nests near WSP nests.

Gulls often congregate at the Agromin site, likely drawn there by the smell and availability of scrap
food. Thereisno evidence of gull predation on eggs/young to the local colony of WSPsand CLTs.
Common ravens are another predator that occurs at Ormond Beach and inland. There has been no



evidence or reports of predation at WSP or CLT nests by common ravens on or near Ormond
Beach (Barringer 2015; Hartley 2016).

1.3 SPECIES OF CONCERN

Three nesting bird species are of particular concern near the project site as they are special-status
species protected under state and/or federal endangered species legislation. They are: California
least tern (CLT), astate and federally listed endangered species; western snowy plover (WSP), a
state Species of Special Concern and afederally threatened species; and, Belding’s savannah
gparrow (BSS), a state-listed endangered species and a federally-listed Category 2 candidate
Species.

1.3.1 Western Snowy Plover

The western snowy plover is a California Species of Special Concern and afederally-listed
threatened species that primarily inhabit surf-zone coastline habitats. The Pacific coast population
was listed in 1993; its declineis primarily attributed to habitat loss. WSPs typically nest in
association with CLT colonies (Powell and Collier 2000). This shorebird typically nests along
barren margins of interior alkaline lakes, on coastal beaches, and around agricultura ponds. They
can frequently be observed west of the project site in the nearby salt marsh habitat. Their nesting
season generally overlaps that of the CLT. No direct impacts to this species or their nesting habitat
are expected as aresult of operations at the Agromin project site.

WSPs nest both north of and south of the power plant (Fox-Fernandez et al. 2012ab; 2013), with
about 60% nesting north of the power plant (aka: North Ormond Beach) and about 32% nesting
south of the power plant (aka: South Ormond Beach) in recent years. The WSP nesting colony
nearest to the Agromin siteis located at South Ormond Beach on the sandy beach/dune area,
approximately 0.5 miles southwest of the facility. A few nests (perhaps 2 or 3) in recent years
occurred within the salt flat area, approximately 1,000 feet west of the Agromin site. The nesting
season for WSPs is considered to extend from March 1 through September 30.

1.3.2 California Least Tern

Californialeast terns, a state- and federally-listed endangered species, nest in colonies on the
ground adjacent to the project site, typically among the coastal dunes. CLTs forage on small fish
found in the nearby Oxnard Drain, in nearby lagoons, and in the open ocean. CLTsoverwinter in
southern latitudes, but return to nest at historical colony sitesin April and typically remain in the
areathrough August. A previous restoration of the Oxnard Drain undertaken by alandowner
adjacent to Agromin was intended to enhance the quality of the CLT’s foraging habitat and
increase populations of CLT prey. That project included the improving of flows and the deepening
of achannel.









Californialeast terns have nested at both the North and South Ormond Beach areas for many years,
with the largest number of nests (n = 81) in recent years occurring in 2008 (Smith 2008). CLTs
generally nest in the same vicinity as WSPs, but the CL Ts appear somewhat more seaward-bound
based on survey reports prepared since 2007. CLTstypically nest from late April through mid-
August; 2015 wasthe first year that CLTsfailed to establish any nests on Ormond Beach (Hartley
2016). Only one pair of CLTs attempted to nest. The exact causes of the failure to nest are
unknown, but are believed to be related to increased human activity.

1.3.3 Belding’s Savannah Sparrow

Belding’s savannah sparrow, a state-listed endangered species and afederally-listed Category 2
candidate species, is aresident songbird that occurs within coastal areas in southern Californiaand
Mexico. BSS usually prefer to nest in dense stands of pickleweed associated with salt marshes and
mudflats. The species forages over awider range of habitats.

Individuals can be observed foraging in the vegetation present along the edge of the Oxnard Drain
west of the project site, especially on the coastal side of the ditch where the vegetation is more
prominent. BSS are considered a resident species at this location. No comprehensive surveys for
BSS have been conducted in recent years. A 2002 assessment completed for Southland Sod Farms,
Inc. estimated that the general area probably supported about 15-20 nesting pairs of Belding’s
savannah sparrows at the time (Thelander 2002).

1.4 SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS

The PBMP isrequired to employ predatory bird behavior and habitat modification control methods
that do not interfere with wildlife inhabiting and nesting within the Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas (ESHA) adjacent to the project. The elements of the PBMP are designed to deter
avian scavengers from aggregating at the facility. The PBMP may be revised with approval from
the Planning Director and in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to reflect recommendations of the
monitoring by the County-approved qualified biologist. This process of applying an initial set of
activities, monitoring their effectiveness, reassessing whether to continue them, and modifying or
adding new activities as-needed to achieve a set goal isreferred to as adaptive management.

According to the Initial Study-Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), the PBMP must describe:

e Methods used to alter the behaviors and use of the project site by gulls and ravens,
e Methods used to quantify changes in predatory/scavenger bird activity,

e Data collection methods for monitoring the effectiveness of the program.

e Monitoring criteriafor evaluating the success/failure of the program.

e Reporting requirements.



2.0 PREDATORY BIRD MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The primary goal of this plan isto reduce the presence of gulls and corvids at the Agromin site to
reduce the possibility for potential for gull and corvid predation of listed species present in offsite
areas during the breeding season. The deterrents described below will be implemented throughout
the year to reduce the presence of these animals on site; without a year-round effort, dispersa
during the nesting season is more likely to be effective’.

2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
2.1.1Current Avian Scavenger Use Levels

No data sufficient for any statistical analyses are available to quantify the current use of the project
site by avian scavengers. Interviews with staff at the facility indicate that gulls are the most
common avian scavengers frequenting the site. Common ravens occur more sporadically and
usualy asindividuals or small groups no larger than afew individuals. No large flocks of common
ravens are reported.

Gulls are the most common group of avian scavengers using the project site. In general, the largest
numbers of gulls occur most frequently and in the largest concentrations during the non-breeding
season for gulls and for WSPs and CLTs (usually September to March). The gulls appear to have
learned the circumstances when potential food sources may be available (i.e., when materials are
being delivered to the site). Large flocks of over 100 gulls have been observed periodically.

2.1.2 Current Deterrents

Current deterrents in use include bird wires and Mylar flagging, guns firing cracker shells and
screamer shells, covering of food material using mulch and textile covers, and occasionally the use
of distress recordings of birds.

The bird wires with Mylar flags are strung over the exposed compost piles and food material
tipping area. Bird wires and Mylar flags are al'so strung over the Organic Materials Blending Area
building. The use of wires appears to be an effective deterrent to prevent the avian scavengers from
roosting on the building. In contrast, no wires or flags are used on top of the building on the
Agromin property to the north (which operates under a different permit process) and gulls regularly
use this building as aroosting site.

According to Agromin staff, the current protocol for handling food material isto have acrew
member be present for the arrival of all food material or mixed green material/food material
trucks. Mulch is placed on top of the food material within afew minutes. The material isthen
transported via aloader into the processing areawhereit is ground and sorted. After grinding
and sorting, the green materia is transported to outdoor compost windrows and the food

2 Agromin isresponsible for attempting to control the presence of predatory birds within its project site. Corvid
and gull usein areas adjacent to the project site (e.g., agricultural fields, game preserves, beaches, saltmarshes,
and estuaries) isanatural occurrence and is beyond the scope of the PBMP.



material to covered aerated static pile rows located south and east of the Organic Materias
Blending Area. Herethe materials areimmediately covered with textile fabric. A portion of
the mixed green material and food material materials are planned for use within the proposed
SMARTFERM units.

2.2 PROPOSED DETERRENT METHODS

For the PBMP to be effective, both the amount of food material and the length of time of the
availability of food material for avian scavengers must be aggressively minimized. Scavenger
presence is mostly determined by the amount of exposed food materia within the Agromin
facilities. Per the Vector Control Plan, Agromin must cover the food processing materia for the
SMARTFERM project with processed green material immediately (defined as within fifteen
minutes) after tipping and move this blend of green materia and food material into the organic
materials blending areain the masonry building. Compliance with this control activity will greatly
reduce the attraction of the initial tipping areato gulls.

Any existing open feedstock piles containing exposed food material beyond the Organic Material
Blending Area shall be covered with textile fabric if exposed food materia is planned to be present
for longer than 24 hours. If the exposed food material within the pilesis not planned to be present
for longer than 24 hours, the piles shall be immediately leveled to the required windrow height and
mixed/covered with green materia so that the food material is not exposed. All food material must
be full covered with green material prior to the close of business. Alternatively, these piles can be
enclosed in a structure (masonry, concrete, or other) that has agate or adoor to allow the loader to
access them for pile management.

Many methods are purported to be effective at deterring gulls, corvids, or other avian scavengers.
The speciesinvolved and the individual circumstances at the facilities studied vary greatly. Itis
typical to develop an approach to deterrence specific to the local conditions and the local
scavengers. Also, some of the available methods used elsewhere are smply not feasible for use at
the Agromin site, or they result in alow cost-to-benefit ratio, or they are not permitted under the
terms of the MND. Therefore, after considerable evaluation and consideration of avariety of
factors, Agromin proposes an avian scavenger deterrence program using the following approach
and techniques.

2.2.1 Bird Wire, Mylar Flagging, and Netting

The bird wires with Mylar flags will continue to be strung over the exposed piles and food material
tipping area. Bird wires and Mylar flags are already strung over the Organic Materials Blending
Areabuilding. Their use appearsto be a partialy effective deterrent, mainly to prevent avian
scavengers from roosting on the building.

Netting will be selectively used to exclude gulls from small, confined areas where scavengers are
observed and where netting can be applied effectively. Nets have proven useful in preventing bird
access to open buildings, to covering vehicles, and they may be of use in other situations where
wire lines are not practical. Netting may potentially entangle other, non-target fully protected
species; therefore, installations of netting will be limited to specific problem areas and the selection



of netting spacing will be based on avoiding entangling non-target species (grid widths of 5 inches
or more). Netswill be monitored and if non-target protected species are being entangled, the use of
nets may be discontinued.

Although the adjacent property to the north is outside of the CUP boundary, it is owned and
operated by Agromin. The roof of the building in thisareais currently used by roosting gulls.
Therefore, to further reduce the attractiveness of the Agromin property to scavenger species,
Agromin should also place bird wire and flags on this building using smilar spacing and structure
as the bird wire and flags on the Organic Materials Blending Area masonry building, asthis
currently appears to be effective.

2.2.2 Noisemakers

Noisemaker shellsfired from pistols and/or shotguns are effective deterrents of avian
scavengers. They tend to work best for dispersing groups of birds attempting to access food
items that appear on the surface of pilesjust before they can be covered. These devicesrarely
cause the scavengersto entirely depart the facility; therefore, they are mostly useful asa
localized and temporary dispersal tool. These devices already have been shown to be effective
and will continueto be used. They are not expected to disturb any of the three special-status bird
species that occur in the region.

2.2.3 Lasers

Hand-held lasers have recently proven to be an effective avian deterrent method under certain
circumstances. We have little expectation that they will be a primary means of moving large
numbers of scavengers any great distance from the project for extended periods during the day.

Like any method, the use of lasers has its limitations. For example, successful laser use appearsto
be somewhat species-specific and isleast effective during bright daylight conditions (Blackwell et.
al. 2002). Like noisemakers, lasers tend to work best when used to move birds from one area of a
project site to another; they are less effective at moving birds entirely away from facilities for
extended periods of time. Their effectiveness is based on temporarily frightening individuals or
small groups of birds when they see alaser-generated green dot very closely approaching them,
seemingly out of nowhere.

We intend to experiment with commercially-available |asers manufactured specifically for this
purpose to seeif their use has a greater dispersal effect than noisemakers. We will evaluate
whether or not lasers are more effective at dispersing avian scavengers that noise makers, if the
behavior of the scavengers differs in terms of how far they disperse, and for how long they remain
dispersed. Data on these experiments will be collected systematically for an effective analysis. If
preliminary results support a conclusion that the effects of lasers are preferable to those of
noisemakers, especially in this particular setting, we will consider integrating them into the overall
list of tools available over the long term for dispersing scavengers.



2.2.4 Deploy Harris’s Hawks to Disperse Avian Scavengers

Based on our review of available methods, and afew preliminary experiments at the Agromin
project site, we believe that daily deployment of captive Harris’s hawks (Parabuteo unicinctus) at
the site has the greatest probability of achieving nearly all of the desired goals, i.e., dispersing
avian scavengers away from the project site and for extended periods.

There are many species of raptors used in falconry that have recently been adapted to use in avian
pest control programs. Each species has its own flight and behavioral characteristics. For the
Agromin site, and given the proximity of several special-status bird species, Harris’s hawks possess
the perfect temperament and flight characteristics to be used to disperse avian scavengers.

In early April 2016, Agromin contacted a Camarillo-based avian pest control vendor who provided
a demonstration of using Harris’s hawks at the project site for federal, state, and county regulators.
The demonstration successfully showed that (1) Harris’s hawks are easily controlled by the
falconer, (2) they can be flown within a small, controllable space, thus posing no threat to nearby
special-status species, and (3), that gulls will leave the project site when a Harris’s hawk is loose on
the facility. No common ravens were present at the site during the demonstration; however, the
falconer indicated that a raven’s reaction to the presence of Harris’s hawks is similar to that of
gulls.

Agromin isready to initiate afull-time program of avian scavenger dispersal using one, sometimes
two, Harris’s hawks at the project site. This activity requires that alicensed falconer with one or
more trained Harris’s hawks be present at the site whenever the facility is operating. The process
involves releasing the Harris’s hawk(S) whenever avian scavengers are present on the facility. The
program will be operated so that the Harris’s hawk(s) remain within the boundaries of the Agromin
facility at all times.

3.0 MONITORING

It isimportant that field data be collected systematically to quantify all of the avian scavenger
dispersal activities that are undertaken at the Agromin facility. These data will be essentia to
understanding the effectiveness of the program, to aid in evaluating whether the program is
successful, and to justify any changes to the deterrent program using adaptive management
techniques.

3.1 Monitoring and Measuring the Program’s Effectiveness
The primary goal of the avian scavenger deterrent program is to ensure that no significant negative
impacts occur as aresult of the Agromin operations to any of the three special-status bird species
that nest in the vicinity of the facility.
A secondary goal, which is directly related to achieving the primary goal, isto significantly reduce

the frequency and overall numbers of gulls and common ravens that frequent the Agromin project
site during operational hours to numbers and frequencies to acceptable levels (i.e., smilar to those
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at non-industrial sitesin the same vicinity). BRC proposes a data collection system and monitoring
program that will collect data of sufficient quantity and quality to measure the success of meeting
these stated goals.

Gull and corvids occur year round throughout the region, though their numbers vary seasonally.
The largest numbers occur in the region post-breeding season (late summer through spring).
They are opportunistic foragers. They are distributed throughout the region largely based on the
availability of food resources, which can change from day to day, at any given location. They
also are accustomed to relying on artificial food sources to supplement more natural food
sources. Thisisthetypical foraging strategy for any opportunistic generalist species.

At any given time, the scavenging and predation patterns by both gulls and corvids can be
affected by many different factors, only one of which is the possible presence of available food
sources being present at the Agromin facility. If food is available at Agromin during their
foraging sorties, then afew gulls finding those resources at that time can quickly become aflock
or large concentration of many individuals. Conversely, if periodic foraging sorties to Agromin
rarely result in finding food resources, then the site becomes less and less visited over time. It is
the goal of the avian scavenger dispersal program to minimize the number of successful feeding
events the site provides, thus making it aless frequented location. The end result is that at any
given time, only a few ‘searching scavengers’ should be present at the facility, and they should
be aimost aways unsuccessful at finding food resources.

3.1.1 Monitoring Avian Scavenger Activity at the Project Site

We propose initially establishing three types of systematic data collection schemes to monitor
whether the overall objectives of the PBMP are being met. The frequency of monitoring for
subsequent years will be dependent on the success of this program and the quality of the datawe
collect. Also, the level of the proposed monitoring will be evaluated in first annual report. At these
reporting intervals, Ventura County has the option to modify the monitoring program based on a
determination of whether the monitoring is meeting the PBMP’s goals.

The first monitoring program is a simple walking point count to determine the number of gulls
and corvids present within the project site whenever abiologist or the falconer arrives on site.
The will entail arriving at a standardized parking location to be used as a standardized starting
point, then walking a standardized route around the general perimeter of the active work area
and tabulating the numbers of scavengers observed as well as their behaviors (e.g, perched,
flying low, flying high, foraging on piles, not foraging on piles, etc.), the time of day, and
current weather conditions.

The data are collected onto a standardized data collection form that is automated using a
tablet/smartphone. The geospatia data are automatically collected. BRC’s has developed a
computer-based and cloud-based digital program called RAPTR® that is specifically designed
for this purpose. This survey count will be completed within a set time period (15-20 minutes
per survey) to help standardize the results. The datawill be primarily used to compare
scavenger use at the project site over time and to help identify any trendsin use. Intime, alarge
enough sample size will have been collected to conduct standard statistical treatments and tests
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of significance. When the falconer is onsite to fly the Harris’ hawk, he or she will complete a
second walking survey after the day’s deterrent activity has ended and before the falconer and
the hawk(s) depart the site.

3.1.2 Monitoring Avian Scavenger Activities Interactions with CLTs/WSPs

The primary goal of the deterrent program is to ensure that special-status species are not affected
by the Agromin operations. To monitor whether this goal is being met, we propose undertaking
two types of monitoring. Thefirst type is based on attempting to determine what avian
scavengers do after they leave the Agromin facility due to the deterrent activities. The second is
to monitor the nesting colonies of CLTs and WSPs while deterrent activities are underway to
determine the level of predatory bird activity at the nesting colonies concurrent to the deterrent
activities. These datawill be analyzed to determine if there are any correlations between raven
and gull activity at the Agromin project site and at the specia-status bird nesting coloniesin the
same time periods.

It will be useful to document where gulls/ravens go after they are deterred from the Agromin
site. We believe that collecting a sample of ~50 individual departure events will be sufficient to
statistically characterize the movements of deterred avian scavengers during the CLT/WSP
nesting season. From this sample of flights we can hopefully determine the extent to which
scavengers depart from Agromin and then directly interact with the nesting colonies of either
Species.

BRC biologists will work with the falconer using radio communications to document the flight
paths of harassed gulls/ravens as they depart the Agromin site. By maintaining visual contact
with these departing birds between the Agromin site and the CLT/WSP colonies to the west,
several observers working together can determine whether or not deterred scavengers visit the
colonies, and whether they interact with CLT or WSP eggs, nests, or young.

3.1.3 WSP/CLT Disturbance Monitoring

Based on our review of recent annual reports documenting CLT and WSP nesting colony
success, it is apparent that disturbances by avariety of sources are asignificant and cumulative
problem. Learning more about the types of disturbances in the colonies such as when those
disturbances occur (i.e. daytime versus nighttime), temporal patterns to the disturbance
activities, natural predation events by native species, the presence of people or petsin the
colonies, and other useful parameters will hopefully aid in improving the annual productivity of
these species and their long term nesting success at Ormond Beach.

Argomin and its consultants will work collaboratively with the various agencies responsible for
monitoring the CLT and WSP colonies to learn more about the causes of disturbance to these
species. BRC proposes installing a sufficient number of continuously operating, camouflaged or
otherwise hidden wildlife ‘trail cameras’. BRC biologists will strategically place the cameras so
they are likely to record the causes of any nesting failures by either species. The approach is not
statistically based; therefore, the study design (i.e., camera deployment) is subjective and
intended to have the highest likelihood of collecting useful information about disturbance
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activities. Agromin will fund the proposed ‘trail cam’ avian monitoring program and will
provide the results to the appropriate agencies for their use in managing these two special -status
Species.

4.0 REPORTING

Agromin will submit bi-annual monitoring reports to the County? throughout the duration of the
CUP. These reports will summarize the effectiveness of the monitoring efforts based on analyses of
data collected in the field and general observations. The monitoring reports will identify and
recommend changes (if warranted) to the control methods undertaken. Quantitative data collection
and statistical tests of significance will be applied to the fullest extent possible. General
observations will be supported by field notes, photographs, and other qualitative data collection
techniques.
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Agromin CUP 5001-1 Conditional Use Permit Modification — Project Case #PL13-0101
Comments by Naval Base Ventura County (Community Planning Liaison Officer) 5/31/2016

Review of the subject proposed project, Agromin CUP 5001-1, Conditional Use Permit
Maodification, Project Case # PL13-0101 is provided below. After review of the revised proposed
action, we have determined that the proposed project may impact military operations, and
provide the following analysis and recommendations for your consideration.

Summary of Recommendations
1. Coordinate with Naval Base Ventura County regarding bird deterrent activities to ensure
bird attraction and dispersal do not impact air operations at Point Mugu and avoid
hazards to flight safety
2. Update the Predatory Bird Management Plan to consider and avoid potential impacts to
special-status species located on Point Mugu
a. Coordinate with Naval Base Ventura County to monitor nests on Point Mugu
during the initial use of pyrotechnics to ensure Western Snowy Plovers are not
leaving the nest due to disturbance
b. Ensure personnel utilizing lasers to haze birds are aware of aircraft operating in
the vicinity, and avoid purposefully or accidentally pointing the laser at aircratft in
accordance with Federal law
3. Update the Vector Control Plan to include a monitoring and response system for
mosquitos, establish a rodent threshold, and more frequently monitor rodent traps
4. Avoid shiny surface fabric for the weather cover of the anaerobic digester
5. Ensure external lighting is directed downward

Noise and Safety Contours

The proposed project is located within the Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) Military
Influence Area. The proposed project is located outside of the Air Installation Compatible Use
Zone (AICUZ) 65 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) high noise contour, and also
outside of the accident potential zones for NBVC Point Mugu. However, the proposed project is
located beneath a number of flight tracks for both Runways 03/21 and 09/27 and in areas
subject to the NBVC Point Mugu airfield Imaginary Surfaces. Imaginary Surfaces are a complex
series of imaginary planes that define airspace to remain free of obstructions around an airfield.
The proposed project location falls within the Conical Surface for Runway 03/21 and within the
Approach and Departure Clearance Surfaces for Runway 09/27, with a slope of 50:1 from the
runway surface. At an estimated distance of 8,500 feet from the end of Runway 09/27, the
maximum building height at the Agromin site should be no more than 170 feet. As such, the
maximum proposed building height for the anaerobic digester of 33.5 feet is well below the
threshold to impact the Imaginary Surfaces. However, we respectfully request that the material
used for the weather cover avoid a shiny surface that may create glare. We also respectfully
request that any lighting fixtures installed at the facility be directed downward to avoid impacting
pilot’s vision during take-offs and landings, especially during nighttime operations.

Bird and Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazards

Another important consideration to evaluate the compatibility and potential impacts to military
operations of the proposed project is its potential impact to risk of Bird and Wildlife Aircraft
Strike Hazards, or BASH. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and military recommend
locating land uses that may attract birds at least 10,000 feet from active movement areas of
airfields. Such bird-attracting land uses include transfer stations, landfills, golf courses,
wetlands, stormwater ponds and dredge disposal sites. Given the Agromin facility’s location
approximately 8,500 feet from the NBVC Point Mugu runway, the Navy appreciates the
proposed efforts to minimize bird attraction at the facility, and requests ongoing coordination
with the project applicant to address any potential risks to aircraft or other military operations.

County of Ventura Planning
Case No. PL13-0101
Attachment 13 - NBVC
Memorandum




Agromin CUP 5001-1 Conditional Use Permit Modification — Project Case #PL13-0101
Comments by Naval Base Ventura County (Community Planning Liaison Officer) 5/31/2016

The Agromin facility is located within the area subject to the NBVC Point Mugu BASH Subzone
recommended in the September 2015 NBVC Joint Land Use Study (JLUS). The JLUS
recommends that land uses within a five-mile radius from the runway centerline may be subject
to additional regulations to prevent attractants of birds and wildlife that could increase risks to
flight safety.

Seventeen damaging wildlife/aircraft strikes at NBVC Point Mugu have occurred since 1980,
resulting in over $84M in cumulative damage costs. NBVC protects its air operations through
implementation of the 2012 NBVC Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard Plan (BASH Plan). NBVC
employs a BASH Coordinator and two full-time BASH Specialists to mitigate risk of bird-aircraft
strikes. The NBVC BASH Program implements the NBVC BASH Plan, including
hazing/dispersing wildlife, trapping and relocation, lethal control of certain species, waterfowl
hunting, installation of anti-perching mechanisms on horizontal surfaces, wire girding or plastic
flagging across open water, removal of abandoned structures, repair perimeter fences,
improvements to tidally influenced and stormwater drainage, efforts to prevent stormwater
accumulation, tree and woody vegetation removal to eliminate cover and perches, monthly
wildlife surveys, regular wildlife hazard assessments, maintain currency of BASH and natural
resources management plans (INRMP), efforts to improve reporting of wildlife/aircraft strikes
and collection of remains for positive species identification, and employment of three full-time
BASH management specialists through the USDA. (NBVC BASH Plan, 2012)

Consultation with the NBVC Natural Resources Program indicates that gulls and corvids, those
birds most likely attracted to a composting facility, have not been found to be a significant
contributor to BASH incidents at NBVC to date. However, it remains an important concern to
ensure bird attraction and dispersal does not have an impact to air operations at Point Mugu.
As noted above, coordination by the project application with NBVC is requested. Such
coordination would be consistent with the BASH Plan recommendation, “Develop a close
working relationship with adjacent landowners to minimize wildlife activity on their property.”

Special-Status Species

Beyond the need to minimize the risk of bird-aircraft strike hazards, it is important to consider
potential impacts to listed threatened or endangered species. NBVC has the responsibility to
manage significant environmental resources, including over 2,100 acres of wetlands at Point
Mugu, the largest salt marsh habitat in Southern California, and five federally and one state-

listed threatened or endangered species on NBVC Point Mugu.

Challenges related to special-status species can result in restrictions to military operations and
reduce the value of an installation for testing and training by limiting the types of permissible
activities in terms of composition, magnitude, or timing.

NBVC has an extensive Natural Resources Program to provide stewardship over threatened
and endangered species, marine mammals, and other protected species and associated
habitat. NBVC implements an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRPM) and
has a team of natural resource managers and ecologists to provide excellent stewardship over
the important natural resources within our charge.

Specific comments on the Updated Project Description and Attachments are provided below:



Agromin CUP 5001-1 Conditional Use Permit Modification — Project Case #PL13-0101
Comments by Naval Base Ventura County (Community Planning Liaison Officer) 5/31/2016

Attachment 7 — Predatory Bird Management Plan

Section 1.2 Predatory Bird Issues

The Predatory Bird Management Plan notes the congregation of gulls at the Agromin site, and
states that “there is no evidence of gull predation on eggs/young to the local colony of WSPs
and CLTs.” However, there is evidence of gull predation on Western Snowy Plovers (WSP) and
California Least Tern (CLT) chicks on Naval Base Ventura County (NBVC) Point Mugu, just
across the property fenceline, approximately 2,000 feet from the Agromin facility. In addition,
there is an abundance of evidence of raven predation on WSP and CLT nests on Point Mugu, in
close proximity to the Agromin facility. It is also likely that ravens have predated on nests on
Ormond Beach over the years, but have not done so recently, because all nests have
enclosures to protect eggs from predators, such as ravens.

Section 1.3.2. California Least Tern

The PBMP notes that 2015 was the first year that CLTs failed to establish any nests on Ormond
Beach, and only one pair of CLTs attempted to nest. However, it should be noted that there are
hundreds of pairs of CLTs that regularly nest on the Navy beaches adjacent to Ormond Beach,
within 2,500 feet of the Agromin facility.

Section 1.3.3. Belding’s Savannah Sparrow

The PBMP states, “No comprehensive surveys for BSS have been conducted in recent years.”
However, in 2015, 20 pairs of Belding Savannah Sparrows were observed at the Ormond Beach
Wetlands during the statewide BSSP survey (Zembal 2015).

Section 2.2.2. Noisemakers

The PBMP states that noisemaker shells are not expected to disturb any of the special-status
bird species that occur in the region. However, if Western Snowy Plovers are nesting in the
adjacent salt panne on Point Mugu, they may leave the nest due to pyrotechnics. If nests are
within a determined distance (1,000 feet), nests should be monitored during the initial use of
pyrotechnics to ensure plovers are not leaving the nest due to disturbance.

Section 2.2.3. Lasers

The Agromin facility is located adjacent to the Point Mugu airfield. Personnel utilizing lasers to
haze birds should be aware of aircraft operating in the vicinity, and avoid purposefully or
accidentally pointing the laser at aircraft. NBVC Air Operations reports lasers aimed at aircraft
to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Public Law 112-95 8311 prohibits knowingly
aiming a laser pointer at an aircraft or in the path of an aircraft, subject to fines and
imprisonment.

FAA Advisory Circular 70-1 (Outdoor Laser Operations) notes that lasers can have “potentially
hazardous adverse effects ... on aircraft operators in the navigable airspace, [including] flash
blindness and afterimage created when a laser beam interferes with the vision of the pilot or air
crewmember, and glare when the laser beam illuminates the windshield of an aircraft.”

The NBVC BASH Plan (2012) notes that “Lasers, such as the Dissauder®, can be an effective
tool for dispersing nighttime roosting birds, such as Snowy egrets, Great egrets, and Black-
crowned night herons. Ambient light conditions influence the effectiveness of lasers; therefore,
lasers are best used after dusk. Dispersal personnel must notify [Air Traffic Control] ATC before
and after dispersal actions” within the airfield Primary Surface Area.



Agromin CUP 5001-1 Conditional Use Permit Modification — Project Case #PL13-0101
Comments by Naval Base Ventura County (Community Planning Liaison Officer) 5/31/2016

Section 2.2.4. Deploy Harris’s Hawks to Disperse Avian Scavengers

While the PBMP states that the falconry program will be operated such that the Harris’s hawk(s)
remain within the boundaries of the Agromin facility at all times, it should also be stated that the
hawk(s) do not soar above a determined elevation, such as 100 feet, such that the hawk would
cause disturbance to birds nesting in the adjacent salt panne on Point Mugu. From a BASH
perspective, falconry can be an effective response and deterrent measure.

Section 3.1.2. Monitoring Avian Scavenger Activities Interactions with CLTS/WSPs

The PBMP states that “nesting colonies of CLTs and WSPs” will be monitored during deterrent
activities to ensure that special-status species are not affected by the Agromin operations. It
should be noted that WSPs are not colonial nesters, but will nest within a tern colony.

The PBMP states that biologists will maintain visual contact with harassed gulls/ravens as they
depart the Agromin site to determine whether or not deterred scavengers visit colonies or
interact with CLT or WSP eggs, nests or young. Biologists should also coordinate with the
Navy, as gulls can fly the same distance and depredate nests at Point Mugu after being hazed
from the Agromin site. Itis recommended that Agromin coordinate with the NBVC Natural
Resources Program Manager, Mr. Martin Ruane, (805) 989-3808, in advance of deterrent
activities.

Attachment 10 — Vector Control Plan. Section 4.0

Mosquito Section: The proposed Vector Control Plan does not have a monitoring system for
mosquitoes. A monitoring system should include surveillance for larvae (i.e. checking pools of
water that are not removed for larvae), a plan of action should larvae be found, and a timeframe
for planned actions to occur. The surveillance and response system should state that when
larvae are found, the treatment will occur within 5 days and will include either removal of the
water source or application of larvicide using an identified product and/or methodology. The
surveillance system should also include a monitor trap for adult mosquitoes and a process to
identify the type of mosquitos to make sure none of the vector mosquito populations are
becoming a problem.

Rodent Section: The Vector Control Plan should include a rodent threshold, establishing a
point at which action will take place to control the population. The Vector Control Plan states
that traps will be set, but only inspected once each week. Rather, traps should be checked
daily. It is appropriate that no rodenticides are proposed and that dead animals will be
immediately removed to prevent further vector attraction.
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(a) For the purposes of this Chapter:

(1) “Active Compost” means compost feedstock that is in the process of being rapidly decomposed and is unstable. Active
compost is generating temperatures of at least 50 degrees Celsius (122 degrees Fahrenheit) during decomposition; or is releasing
carbon dioxide at a rate of at least 15 milligrams per gram of compost per day, or the equivalent of oxygen uptake.

(2) “Additives” means material mixed with feedstock or active compost in order to adjust the moisture level, carbon to nitrogen
ratio, or porosity to create a favorable condition. Additives include, but are not limited to, fertilizers and urea. Additives do not
include septage, biosolids, or compost feedstock.

(3) “Aerated Static Pile” means a composting process that uses an air distribution system to either blow or draw air through the
pile. Little or no pile agitation or turning is performed.

(4) “Aerobic Decomposition” means the biological decomposition of organic substances in the presence of oxygen.
(4.5) “Agricultural By-Product Material” means post-harvest agricultural by-products separated at a processing facility.

(A) Agricultural By-product Material includes, but is not limited to, solid or semi-solid materials from fruit, nut, cotton, and
vegetable processing facilities such as stems, leaves, seeds, nut hulls and shells, peels, and off-grade, over-ripe, or under-ripe
produce.

(B) Agricultural By-product Material does not contain packaging material, physical contaminants, or hazardous materials, and
does not include wastewater, sludges, or additives.

(5) “Agricultural Material” means waste material of plant or animal origin, which results directly from the conduct of agriculture,
animal husbandry, horticulture, aquaculture, silviculture, vermiculture, viticulture and similar activities undertaken for the production
of food or fiber for human or animal consumption or use, which is separated at the point of generation, and which contains no other
solid waste. With the exception of grape pomace or material generated during nut or grain hulling, shelling, and processing,
agricultural material has not been processed except at its point of generation and has not been processed in a way that alters its
essential character as a waste resulting from the production of food or fiber for human or animal consumption or use. Material that
is defined in this section 17852 as “food material” or “vegetative food material” is not agricultural material. Agricultural material
includes, but is not limited to, manures, orchard and vineyard prunings, grape pomace, and crop residues.

(6) “Agricultural Material Composting Operation” means an operation that produces compost from green or agricultural material
additives, and/or amendments.

(7) “Amendments” means materials added to stabilized or cured compost to provide attributes for certain compost products, such
as product bulk, product nutrient value, product pH, and soils blend. Amendments do not include septage, biosolids, or compost
feedstock.

(8) “Anaerobic Decomposition” means the biological decomposition of organic substances in the absence of oxygen.

(9) “Biosolids” means solid, semi-solid, or liquid residue generated during the treatment of domestic sewage in a treatment works.
Biosolids includes, but is not limited to, treated domestic septage and scum or solids removed in primary, secondary, or advanced
wastewater treatment processes. Biosolids includes the residue solids resulting from the co-digestion of anaerobically digestible
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material with sewage sludge. Biosolids does not include ash generated during the firing of sewage sludge in a sewage sludge
incinerator or grit and screenings generated during the preliminary treatment of domestic sewage in a treatment works.

(10) “Chipping and Grinding Operations and Facilities” means an operation or facility, that does not produce compost that
mechanically reduces the size or otherwise engages in the handling, of compostable material and:

(A) The site does the following:

1. The site handles only material, excluding manure, allowed at a green material composting operation or facility as set forth in
section 17852(a)(22); and,

2. Each load of green material is removed from the site within 48 hours of receipt. The EA may allow a site to keep green
material on-site for up to 7 days if the EA determines that the additional time does not increase the potential for violations of
this Chapter.

(B) If the site fails to meet the definition of green material because it exceeds the contamination limits in section 17852(a)(21),
the site shall be regulated as set forth in the Transfer/Processing Regulatory requirements (commencing at section 17400).

(C) If the site fails to meet the definition of this section because the green material remains on-site for a longer period of time
than is allowed, then the site shall be regulated as a compostable material handling operation or facility, as set forth in this
Chapter.

(11) “Compostable Material” means any organic material that when accumulated will become active compost as defined in section
17852(a)(1).

(12) “Compostable Materials Handling Operation” or “Facility” means an operation or facility that processes, transfers, or stores
compostable material. Handling of compostable materials results in controlled biological decomposition. Handling includes
composting, screening, chipping and grinding, and storage activities related to the production of compost, compost feedstocks,
and chipped and ground materials. “Compostable Materials Handling Operation or Facility” does not include activities excluded
from regulation in section 17855. “Compostable Materials Handling Operation or Facility” also includes:

(A) agricultural material composting operations;

(B) green material composting operations and facilities;
(C) vegetative food material composting facilities;

(D) research composting operations;

(E) chipping and grinding operations and facilities; and,
(F) biosolids composting operations at POTWs.

(13) “Curing” means the final stage of the composting process that occurs after compost has undergone pathogen reduction, as
described in section 17868.3, and after most of the readily metabolized material has been decomposed and stabilized.

(13.5) "Digestate” means the solid and/or liquid residual material remaining after organic material has been processed in an in-
vessel digester, as defined in section 17896.2(a)(14). Digestate intended to be composted pursuant to this Chapter may only be
handled at a facility that has obtained a Compostable Materials Handling Facility Permit pursuant to section 17854.

(14) “Domestic Sewage” means waste and wastewater from humans or household operations that is discharged to or otherwise
enters a treatment works.

(15) “Disposal of compostable material and/or digestate” means:

(A) 1. the final deposition of compostable material and/or digestate on land, unless excluded from this Chapter 3.1 pursuant to
section 17855;

2. storing or stockpiling more than 200 cubic yards of compostable material, other than stabilized compost as defined in
section 17852(a)(36) that meets the maximum metal concentration requirements of section 17868.2, on land for more than 30
days, except as provided in subdivision (A)3.; or

3. storing or stockpiling more than 200 cubic yards of agricultural material, green material, or compost for more than twelve
months on land that is zoned for agricultural uses, unless the EA, after consultation with the applicable RWQCB and other

agencies as the EA deems appropriate, makes a written finding that storing or stockpiling the material more than 12 months
will not adversely affect the public health and safety or the environment.

(B) Disposal of compostable material does not include the use of compostable material:
1. for beneficial reuse at a solid waste landfill pursuant to Title 27, California Code of Regulations, section 20686; or

2. for mine reclamation in accordance with applicable law.
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3. for land application as defined in section 17852(a)(24.5).

4. as specified in section 17852(a)(24.5)(B).

(C) Should the EA have reason to believe that a person is engaging in activities that meet the definition of disposal of
compostable material or authorizing such activities on land the person owns or otherwise possesses, the burden of proof shall
be on each person engaging in or authorizing such activities to demonstrate otherwise.

(D) If the activities at a site meet the definition of disposal of compostable material and/or digestate, the site shall be regulated
as set forth in the Consolidated Regulations for Treatment, Storage, Processing or Disposal of Solid Waste (commencing at Title
27, California Code of Regulations, section 20005).

(16) “Dry Weight Basis” or “Dry Weight” means weight calculated on the basis of having been dried until reaching a constant mass
that results in essentially 100 percent solids content.

(17) “Enclosed Composting Process” means a composting process where the area that is used for the processing, composting,
stabilizing, and curing of organic materials, is covered on all exposed sides and rests on a stable surface with environmental
controls for moisture and airborne emissions present.

(18) “EA” means enforcement agency.

(19) “Feedstock” means any compostable material used in the production of compost or chipped and ground material including,
but not limited to, agricultural material, green material, vegetative food material, food material, biosolids, digestate, and mixed
material. Feedstocks shall not be considered as either additives or amendments.

(19.5) “Film plastic” means sheet plastic 10 mil or less in thickness.

(20) “Food Material” means a waste material of plant or animal origin that results from the preparation or processing of food for
animal or human consumption and that is separated from the municipal solid waste stream. Food material includes, but is not
limited to, food waste from food facilities as defined in Health and Safety Code section 113789 (such as restaurants), food
processing establishments as defined in Health and Safety Code section 111955, grocery stores, institutional cafeterias (such as
prisons, schools and hospitals), and residential food scrap collection. Food material does not include any material that is required
to be handled only pursuant to the California Food and Agricultural Code and regulations adopted pursuant thereto.

(A) “Vegetative Food Material” means that fraction of food material, defined above, that is a plant material and is separated from
other food material and the municipal solid waste stream. Vegetative food material may be processed or cooked but must
otherwise retain its essential natural character and no salts, preservatives, fats or oils, or adulterants shall have been added.
Vegetative food material includes, but is not limited to, fruits and vegetables, edible flowers and plants, outdated and spoiled
produce, and coffee grounds. Vegetative food material contains no greater than 1.0 percent of physical contaminants by dry
weight, and meets the requirements of section 17868.5.

(21) “Green Material” means any plant material except food material and vegetative food material that is separated at the point of
generation, contains no greater than 1.0 of percent physical contaminants by dry weight, and meets the requirements of section
17868.5. Green material includes, but is not limited to, tree and yard trimmings, untreated wood wastes, natural fiber products,
wood waste from silviculture and manufacturing, and construction and demolition wood waste. Green material does not include
food material, vegetative food material, biosolids, mixed material, material separated from commingled solid waste collection or
processing, wood containing lead-based paint or wood preservative, or mixed construction and demolition debris. Agricultural
material, as defined in this section 17852(a)(5), that meets this definition of “green material” may be handled as either agricultural
material or green material.

(22) “Green Material Composting Operation” or “Facility” is an operation or facility that composts green material, additives, and/or
amendments. A green material composting operation or facility may also handle manure and paper products. An operation or
facility that handles a feedstock that is not green material, manure, or paper products, shall not be considered a green material
composting operation or facility. “Green Material Composting Operation” or “Facility” does not include activities excluded from
regulation in section 17855.

(23) “Handling” means the processing, transfer, and storage of compostable materials. Handling of compostable materials results
in controlled biological decomposition. Handling includes composting, screening, chipping and grinding, and storage activities
related to the production of compost, compost feedstocks, and chipped and ground materials.

(24) “Insulating Material” means material used for the purpose of minimizing the loss of heat from a compost pile undergoing the
“Process to Further Reduce Pathogens” (PFRP), as described in section 17868.3. Insulating material includes, but is not limited to,
soil and stabilized compost.

(24.5) “Land Application” means:

(A) The final deposition of compostable material and/or digestate spread on any land, including land zoned only for agricultural
uses, under the following conditions:

1. On and after January 1, 2018, the compostable material and/or digestate does not contain more than 0.5% by dry weight of
physical contaminants greater than 4 millimeters (no more than 20% by dry weight of this 0.5% shall be film plastic greater
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than 4 millimeters), as specified in section 17868.3.1, at the time of land application;

2. The compostable material and/or digestate meets the maximum metal concentrations, as specified in section 17868.2, at
the time of land application;

3. The compostable material and/or digestate meets the pathogen density limits, as specified in section 17868.3(b)(1), at the
time of land application; and

4.

a. On land not zoned only for agricultural uses, the compostable material and/or digestate is not applied more frequently
than once during a 12 month period, and, at the time of the land application, the compostable material and/or digestate shall
not exceed 12 inches in total, accumulated depth on the land surface. The EA, in consultation with the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, may approve alternative application frequencies and depths, if the EA after such consultation
determines that the alternatives will not adversely affect public health and safety or the environment.

b. On land zoned only for agricultural uses, the compostable material and/or digestate is not applied more frequently than
three times during a 12 month period, and, at the time of the land application, the compostable material and/or digestate
shall not exceed 12 inches in total, accumulated depth on the land surface. The EA, in consultation with the California
Department of Food and Agriculture to determine if the land application is agronomically beneficial and with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board regarding water quality, may approve alternative frequencies and depths, if the EA after such
consultation determines that the alternative will not adversely affect public health and safety or the environment. The
Department shall coordinate all EA requests for consultation with the California Department of Food and Agriculture.

5. Verification of compliance with this subdivision must be provided to the EA upon request.
(B) This subdivision (a)(24.5) does not apply to:
1. the use of compost produced in compliance with Chapter 3.1 and/or 3.2 of this Division,
2. the use of compostable material and/or digestate for gardening or landscaping on a parcel of land 5 acres or less in size,

3. the final deposition of compostable material and/or digestate spread on land by a Federal, State, or local government entity,
provided the material is applied in accordance with applicable law,

4. the final deposition of agricultural by-products material spread on land as authorized by the State Water Resources Control
Board or a Regional Water Quality Control Board pursuant to Waste Discharge Requirements, a Waiver of Waste Discharge
Requirements, a Resolution, or other issued requirements from the State Water Resources Control Board or a Regional Water
Quality Control Board having jurisdiction, provided this final deposition does not adversely affect public health and safety or
the environment.

5. the beneficial reuse at a solid waste landfill pursuant to Title 27, California Code of Regulations, section 20686, or

6. the beneficial reuse of biosolids pursuant to Part 503, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations and State Water
Resources Control Board General Order No. 2004-0012-DWQ, or site-specific Waste Discharge Requirements or other issued
requirements from the State Water Resources Control Board or a Regional Water Quality Control Board having jurisdiction.

[NOTE: As specified in section 17850(d), nothing in these standards shall be construed as relieving any owner, operator, or designee
from the obligation of obtaining all authorizations and complying with all requirements of other regulatory agencies, including but not
limited to, local health entities, regional water quality control boards, air quality management districts or air pollution control districts,
local land use authorities, and fire authorities.]

(25) “Manure” is an agricultural material and means accumulated herbivore or avian excrement. This definition shall include feces
and urine, and any bedding material, spilled feed, or soil that is mixed with feces or urine.

(26) “Mixed Material” means any compostable material that is part of the municipal solid waste stream, and is mixed with or
contains non-organics, processed industrial materials, mixed demolition or mixed construction debris, or plastics. A feedstock that
is not source separated or contains 1.0% or more of physical contaminants by dry weight is mixed material.

(27) “Mushroom Farm” means an activity that produces mushrooms. The handling of compostable material at a mushroom farm
prior to and after use as a growth medium is subject to regulation pursuant to this chapter and is not considered mushroom
farming.

(27.5) “Nuisance” includes anything which:

(A) is injurious to human health or is indecent or offensive to the senses and interferes with the comfortable enjoyment of life or
property, and

(B) affects at the same time an entire community, neighborhood or any considerable number of persons. The extent of
annoyance or damage inflicted upon an individual may be unequal.

(28) “Operations Area” means the following areas within the boundary of a compostable material handling operation or facility:
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(A) equipment cleaning, maintenance, and storage areas;
(B) feedstock, active, curing and stabilized compost processing or stockpiling areas; and
(C) process water and stormwater drainage control systems.

(29) “Operator” means the owner, or other person who through a lease, franchise agreement or other arrangement with the owner,
becomes legally responsible for the following:

(A) complying with regulatory requirements set forth in this Chapter;
(B) complying with all applicable federal, state and local requirements;
(C) the design, construction, and physical operation of the site; and
(D) site restoration.

(30) “Owner” means the person or persons who own, in whole or in part, a compostable material handling operation or facility, or
the land on which these operations or facilities are located.

(31) “Pathogenic Organism” means disease-causing organisms.

(32) “Physical Contamination” or “Contaminants” means human-made inert material contained within compostable material,
digestate, or compost, including, but not limited to, glass, metal, and plastic.

(33) “Process Water” means liquid that is generated during or used in the production of compost or chipped and ground materials.

(34) “Research Composting Operation” means a composting operation, that is operated for the purpose of gathering research
information on composting.

(35) “Separated At The Point of Generation” includes material separated from the solid waste stream by the generator of that
material. It may also include material from a centralized facility as long as that material was kept separate from the waste stream
prior to receipt by that facility and the material was not commingled with other materials during handling.

(36) “Stabilized Compost” means any organic material that has undergone the Process to Further Reduce Pathogens (PFRP), as
described in section 17868.3, and has reached a stage of reduced biological activity as indicated by reduced temperature and rate
of respiration below that of active compost.

(37) “Static Pile” means a composting process that is similar to the aerated static pile except that the air source may or may not be
controlled.

(38) “Vector” includes any insect or other arthropod, rodent, or other animal capable of transmitting the causative agents of human
disease.

(38.5) “Vegetative Food Material Composting Facility” is a facility that composts agricultural material, green material, vegetative
food material, additives, and/or amendments. A vegetative food material composting facility may also handle manure and paper
products. An operation or facility that handles a feedstock that is not agricultural material, green material, vegetative food material,
manure, or paper products, shall not be considered a vegetative food material composting facility. “Vegetative Food Material
Composting Facility” does not include activities excluded from regulation in section 17855.

(39) “Vermicomposting” means an activity that produces worm castings through worm activity. The EA may determine whether an
activity is or is not vermicomposting. The handling of compostable material prior to and after use as a growth medium is subject to
regulation pursuant to this chapter and is not considered vermicomposting.

(40) “Windrow Composting Process” means the process in which compostable material is placed in elongated piles. The piles or
“windrows” are aerated and/or mechanically turned on a periodic basis.

(41) “Within-vessel Composting Process” means an aerobic process in which compostable material is enclosed in a drum, silo, bin,
tunnel, reactor, or other container for the purpose of producing compost, maintained under uniform conditions of temperature and
moisture where airborne emissions are controlled.

(42) “Wood Waste” means solid waste consisting of wood pieces or particles which are generated from the manufacturing or
production of wood products, harvesting, processing or storage of raw wood materials, or construction and demolition activities.

(43) “Yard Trimmings” means any wastes generated from the maintenance or alteration of public, commercial or residential
landscapes including, but not limited to, yard clippings, leaves, tree trimmings, prunings, brush, and weeds.

Credits
NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 40502, 43020 and 43021, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 43020 and 43021, Public
Resources Code.
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8. Change without regulatory effect amending subsection (a)(24.5)(B)1. filed 5-11-2016 pursuant to section 100, title 1, California
Code of Regulations (Register 2016, No. 20).
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14 CCR § 17896.2
§ 17896.2. Definitions.

Currentness

(a) For the purposes of this Chapter:

(1) “Agricultural Material” means waste material of plant or animal origin, which results directly from the conduct of agriculture,
animal husbandry, horticulture, aquaculture, vermiculture, viticulture and similar activities undertaken for the production of food or
fiber for human or animal consumption or use, which is separated at the point of generation, and which contains no other solid
waste. With the exception of grape pomace, agricultural material has not been processed except at its point of generation and has
not been processed in a way that alters its essential character as a waste resulting from the production of food or fiber for human
or animal consumption or use. Material that is defined in this section 17852 as “food material” or “vegetative food material” is not
agricultural material. Agricultural material includes, but is not limited to, manures, orchard and vineyard prunings, grape pomace,
and crop residues.

(2) “Agricultural Site” means activities located on land that is zoned for agricultural uses.

(3) “Biogas” is a gas resulting from the operation of an in-vessel digester at an in-vessel digestion operation or facility that is
composed primarily of carbon dioxide, hydrogen, and methane.

(4) “Compost” means the product resulting from the controlled biological decomposition of organic solid wastes that are source
separated from the municipal solid waste stream, or which are separated at a centralized facility.

(5) “Contact Water” means water that has come in contact with waste and may include leachate.

(6) “Digestate” means the solid and/or liquid residual material remaining after organic material has been processed in an in-vessel
digester.

(7) “Digestion” means, pursuant to PRC 40116.1, the controlled biological decomposition, of organic solid wastes. Digestion
includes:

(A) Aerobic digestion - the controlled biological decomposition of organic material in the presence of oxygen.

(B) Anaerobic digestion - the controlled biological decomposition of organic material in the absence of oxygen or in an oxygen-
starved environment. Anaerobic digestion produces biogas and a residual digestate.

(C) Other controlled biological decomposition processes.

(8) “Dairy In-vessel Digestion Operation” means, except as otherwise specified in section 17896.6(a)(3), a dairy that receives
imported solid waste feedstock for purposes of co-digestion, with manure in an in-vessel digester, in accordance with Waste
Discharge Requirements issued by a Regional Water Quality Control Board. The Dairy In-vessel Digestion Operation may also co-
digest agricultural material.

(9) “Distribution Center In-vessel Digestion Operation” means a site that receives, for the purpose of digestion in an in-vessel
digester, unsold products from retail stores to which the products were originally sent. All unsold products shall be collected and
processed in covered, leak-proof containers, and remain in the custody of the owner at all times. All unsold products that are
putrescible shall be refrigerated at the retail store and shall be maintained at a core temperature of 13 degrees Celsius (55
degrees Fahrenheit) or less during transport to the operation.
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(10) “EA” means enforcement agency as defined in PRC section 40130.

(11) “Film plastic” means sheet plastic 10 mil or less in thickness.

(12) “Food Material” means a waste material of plant or animal origin that results from the preparation or processing of food for
animal or human consumption and that is separated from the municipal solid waste stream. Food material includes, but is not
limited to, food waste from food facilities as defined in Health and Safety Code section 113789 (such as restaurants), food
processing establishments as defined in Health and Safety Code section 111955, grocery stores, institutional cafeterias (such as
prisons, schools and hospitals), and residential food scrap collection. Food material does not include any material that is required
to be handled only pursuant to the California Food and Agricultural Code and regulations adopted pursuant thereto.

(A) “Vegetative Food Material” means that fraction of food material, defined above, that is a plant material and is separated from
other food material and the municipal solid waste stream. Vegetative food material may be processed or cooked but must
otherwise retain its essential natural character and no salts, preservatives, fats or oils, or adulterants shall have been added.
Vegetative food material includes, but is not limited to, fruits and vegetables, edible flowers and plants, outdated and spoiled
produce, and coffee grounds. Vegetative food material contains no greater than 1.0 of percent physical contaminants by dry
weight, and meets the requirements of section 17896.61.

(13) “Hazardous Wastes” means any waste which meets the definitions set forth in Title 22, section 66261.3, et seq.
(14) “In-vessel Digester” means the sealed container(s) or sealed structure in which the entire digestion process occurs.

(15) “Large Volume In-vessel Digestion Facility” means a facility that receives an average greater than 100 tons of solid waste per
operating day or greater than 700 tons (2,800 cubic yards) per week of solid waste for digestion in an in-vessel digester.

(18) “Limited Volume In-vessel Digestion Operation” means an operation that receives less than an average of 15 tons (or 60 cubic
yards) of solid waste per operating day but shall not exceed 105 tons (or 420 cubic yards) per week of solid waste for digestion in
an in-vessel digester. Additionally, the operation shall not exceed solid waste storage capacity limitations of the general design of
the operation.

(17) “Litter” means all solid waste which has been improperly discarded or which has migrated by wind or equipment away from

the operations area. Litter includes, but is not limited to, convenience food, beverage, and other product packages or containers
constructed of steel, aluminum, glass, paper, plastic, and other natural and synthetic materials, thrown or deposited on the lands
and waters of the state.

(18) “Manure” is an agricultural material and means accumulated herbivore or avian excrement. This definition shall include feces
and urine, and any bedding material, spilled feed, or soil that is mixed with feces or urine.

(19) “Medium Volume In-vessel Digestion Facility” means a facility that receives an average of between 15 tons (or 60 cubic yards)
and 100 tons of solid waste per operating day but shall not exceed 700 tons (or 2,800 cubic yards) per week of solid waste for
digestion in an in-vessel digester. Additionally, the facility shall not exceed solid waste storage capacity limitations of the general
design of the facility.

(20) “Nuisance” includes anything which:
(A) is injurious to human health or is indecent or offensive to the senses and interferes with the comfortable enjoyment of life or
property, and

(B) affects at the same time an entire community, neighborhood or any considerable number of persons. The extent of
annoyance or damage inflicted upon an individual may be unequal.

(21) “On-site” means located within the boundary of the operation or facility.

(22) “Operating Day” means the daily hours of operation for a facility or operation as set forth in the application, Enforcement
Agency Notification or solid waste facilities permit.

(23) “Operating Record” means an easily accessible collection of records of an operation's or facility's activities and compliance
with required state minimum standards under Title 14. The Record may include the In-vessel Digestion Facility Plan or In-vessel
Digestion Report for facilities, and shall contain but is not limited to containing: agency approvals, tonnage and load checking
records, facility contacts and training history. The record may be reviewed by state and local authorities and shall be available
during normal business hours. If records are too voluminous to place in the main operating record or if the integrity of the records
could be compromised by on-site storage, such as exposure to weather, they may be maintained at an alternative site, as long as
that site is easily accessible to the EA.

(24) “Operations Area” means:

(A) the following areas within the boundary of an operation or facility as described in the permit application or Enforcement
Agency Notification:

1. equipment management area, including cleaning, maintenance, and storage areas; and

2. material and/or solid waste management area, including unloading, handling, transfer, processing, and storage areas.
hitps://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I9A4057085B4D11EC976B000D3A7C4BC3?viewType=FullText&listSource=Search&originationContext=S... 2/4
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(B) the boundary of the operations area is the same as the permitted boundary of the operation or facility but may or may not be
the same as the property boundary on which the operation or facility is located.

(25) “Operator” means the owner, or other person who through a lease, franchise agreement or other arrangement with the owner,
that is listed in the permit application or Enforcement Agency Notification and is legally responsible for all of the following:

(A) complying with regulatory requirements set forth in these Articles;

(B) complying with all applicable federal, state and local requirements;

(C) the design, construction, and physical operation of the operations area;

(D) controlling the activities at an operation or facility as listed on the permit application or Enforcement Agency Notification.

(26) “Owner” means the person or persons who own, in whole or in part, an operation or facility and the land on which it is located.
If the ownership of the operation or facility is not the same as the ownership of the land on which it is located, the owner of the land
shall be identified as the “Land Owner” and the owner of the operation or facility shall be identified as the “Facility Owner.”

(27) “Physical Contamination” or “Contaminants” means human-made inert material contained within compostable material,
digestate, or compost, including, but not limited to, glass, metal, and plastic.

(28) “Putrescible Wastes” include wastes that are capable of being decomposed by micro-organisms with sufficient rapidity as to
cause nuisances because of odors, vectors, gases or other offensive conditions, and include materials such as, but not limited to
food wastes, offal and dead animals. The EA shall determine on a case-by-case basis whether or not a site is handling putrescible
wastes.

(29) “Rendering” means all recycling, processing, and conversion of animal and fish materials and carcasses and inedible kitchen
grease into fats, oils, proteins, and other products that are used in the animal, poultry, and pet food industries and other industries,
as defined in Food and Agricultural Code section 19213.

(30) “Salvaging” means the controlled separation of solid waste material which do not require further processing, for reuse or
recycling prior to in-vessel digestion activities.

(31) “Scavenging” means the uncontrolled and/or unauthorized removal of solid waste materials.

(32) “Sealed Container” means a tank, vessel, or similar apparatus capable of containing liquids and air-borne emissions during
the entire digestion process to control odors or other nuisance conditions.

(33) “Sealed Structure” means a fully enclosed building capable of containing liquids and controlling air-borne emissions (e.g.,
negative air pressure) that could contribute to odors or other nuisance conditions.

(34) “Special Waste” includes but is not limited to:

(A) waste requiring special collection, treatment, handling, storage, or transfer techniques as defined in Title 22, section
66260.10.

(B) waste tires and appliances requiring the removal of mercury switches or chlorofluorocarbons.
(35) “Spotter” means an employee who conducts activities that include, but are not limited to, traffic control, hazardous waste
recognition and removal for proper handling, storage and transport or disposal, and protection of the public from health and/or
safety hazards.

(36) “Store” means to stockpile or accumulate for later use.

Credits
NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 40502, 43020 and 43021, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 40053, 43020 and 43021,
Public Resources Code.

HISTORY
1. New section filed 11-10-2015; operative 1-1-2016 (Register 2015, No. 46).
This database is current through 3/24/23 Register 2023, No. 12

Cal. Admin. Code tit. 14, § 17896.2, 14 CA ADC § 17896 .2

END OF DOCUMENT
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AGROMIN
201 Kinetic Drive
Oxnard, California 93030

Attention: Mr. Jasch Janowicz, Facility Compliance and Project Development

Subjeot: GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT
PROPOSED ANAEROBIC DIGESTER FACILITY
6859 ARNOLD ROAD
OXNARD, COUNTY OF VENTURA, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Janowicz:

RIR Engineering Group (RIR) is pleased to submit our preliminary geotechnical
engineering report for the propdsed anaerobic digester facilily located at the existing
Agromin operations on Arnold Road in Oxndrd, Califoinia.

This report summarizes-the findings and conclusion of-our preliminary studies. Our work
involved a subsulface investigation, data research, and geotechnical analysis for the given
site conditions: This work was.the basis to form our opinions on the geotechnical factors
that affect the proposed improvements, The report presents the résuits of the analysis
including underlying assumptions of the existing conditions and facilities ‘that. Agromin
intends to utilize, whioh includes accepting potential risks of excess settlement under
static and earthquake conditions.

This report completes our scope of setvices in accordance with our professional
agreement. Unless requested in writing, the client is responsible for the distribution and
submiftal of this report to the appropriate governmental agencies and members of the
design team.

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project. Should you have
queslions regarding this project or if we may be of any further assistance, please contact
our office. We look forward to providing continued service.

3500 Camina Avenup, Suite 200 1 Oxnard, CA 93030 1 1 805.485.303% {1 12 B0S.485.6496
fakibie p: 310.456.9085 1 San buis Obispo p: 805.596.0216 | Sacramnento pr 530.888.7356 | wwunjreng.com
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT

PROPOSED ANAEROBIC DIGESTER FACILITY

6859 ARNOLD ROAD
OXNARD, COUNTY OF VENTURA, CALIFORNIA

1.0, INTRODUCTION

1.1, General Information

This Consultant Report was prepared for Agromin Hortieultural Products based on our
Professional Services Agreenient with RIR Engineering Group (RIR), dated October 25,
2012. This report preséiits results of the geotechnical assessment study performed by RIR,
for the geotechnical evaluation of the proposed residential improvements to be located at
6859 Arncld Road in the Oxnard area of Ventura County, California. The approximate
location of the site is shown on the Site Location Map included in Appendix A.

...........................................

As part of the study RIR was provided certain plans including an overall site plan and
topographie siwvey, THhis feport has been Wiilten based on our undeistanding of the proposed
imprevements and associated site:improvements. Any changes in thisdata may result in new
or additional recommendations and coericlusions.

RIR as provided a limited _si'te survey of the proposed location of the proposed operations,
and the existing slab that will support the cquipment. This plan was used as the base map for
the Geotechnical Map wtilized in this report.

1.3, Purpnae

The purpose of our gedtechnical investigation is to idéntify potentially adverse geologic and
geotechnical conditions and ascertain the engineering properties of earth materials
anticipated to be encoutitered during construction of the propoesed development, Based on
this information, RIR has performed detajled engineering analysis and provided detailed
engineering assessment of potential geotechnical hazards at the gite. Where applicable, RIR
has provided potential mitigation measures that ean be lmplemented during design,

Based on these findings and analysis prepared as part of this repert, RIR has also provided a
sunmnary of the data compilation, analysis and recohimendations for site design and
development feasibilily firom a geologic and geotechnical standpoint.

© Pager U Frajeet No, 1548.10
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2.0, STUDY SCOPE OF WORIK

This geologic and geotechnical study was performed “for the geologic evaluation of the
existing site. The scope of the study is based on the requirements of the County of Ventura
and professional due diligence. Based on these assuniptions, RIR performed the following
tasks:

1. Reviewed infcnmation refevant to the subject-site and nearby area, including records
and reperts contained in our own files.as well as data on published maps and-available data.
This data was utilized in evaluating various facets of the geologic and geoteehnical
conditions as well as analysis;

2. Explored, sdmplec and classified subsurface earth materials by means of subsurface
exploration consisting of three (3) hollow stem auger borings.

Samples were visually classified in the field by RJR stafl and returned to the laboratory for
further evaluation and testing. Details of the subsutface exploration program are presented in
this repoit.

3, Performed geotechnical soil testing on select soil and bedrock samples to determine and
assess engineering properties and indices. The results of the test ave discussed herein and
summatized in Appendix B,

4, Compiled or reviewed pertinent maps and plates that was available in published
reports for the subject area which incluee;

a. Site Location Map

b. Site Vieinity Map

¢, USGS Topographic Map

d. Greund Acceleration Map from CDMG;

e Predomirant Earthquake Magsitude Map from CDMG
f, Depth to Highest Groundwater

g. Geotechnical Map

h. Geoteclinical Cross-Sections

Caopies of relevant plates are availablein Apperidix A and C;

5 Compiled a Cross Sections illustrating the results of the subsurfacé exploration
through the area of proposed Improvements;

6 Compiled lab and engineering data to perform the necessary engineering
analysis;
7. Performed pertinent geotechnical engineering analysis for the project including:

e Peal Ground Acceleration;

{}ecc;\ﬁ);r [3:2-61-2 e e ttteeeeerereereeeaiesseiee s s P e Froiudt Nn}s'sgna'{)
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e CBC 2007 Seismic Analysis:

e Earthquake Event Search

o Fault Location Search;

¢ Liquefaction, lateral spread and seismic settlement analysis;

e Initial Settlement Screening;

« Allowable baring capacity, coefficient of friction, and passive resistance

for the proposed conventional foundations;
e Coefficient of subgrade reaction determination for slabs;

8. Compiled correspon'ding data for the appropriate geotechnical design
parameters and recommendations for the proposed design and construction;

9. Performed a detailed discussion, assessment and analysis of potential
geotechnical hazards, and potential mitigation measures; and,

10.  Prepared this geotechnical report containing the results, conclusions, and
geotechnical recommendations and specifications for the proposed facility,

December 12, 2012 Page: 3 Mroject No, 155810
Capyrighl 2011 RIR Engineering Growp — Al Rights Rastned
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2.0, PROJECT FINDINGS Adb GENEIRAL ENPAHIN A TH N

BLL ik Loeakinn gl Combitions

The site is located.on the west side of Arnold Road, in souitheastern area the Oxnard Plains of
Ventura County. A Google Earth image is presented on a plate in Appendix A, The project
site is irregular shaped parcel that is approximately x acres (&) site, that is currently operated
for recycling operations by Agromiin,

The subject area is relatively flat, and is located at roughly Elevation +8 MSL, with a gentle
regional gradient towaids the south. The proposed improvements are proposed to use the
existing concrete siab, located at the southwest coiner of the site.

Vegetation across the site consists has been removed with scattered trees and shrubs,
Surrounding land-uses are primacily agricultural farms.

52 Slte Dradnape Cuakifigns

Drainage is by overland sheet flow from noxth-to south controlled by the existing topography.
Locally, ranoff is generally diverted away fiom the concrete pad and ponds at various
locations, No changes to the existing drainage ate groposed at this time.,

F3 Preqpouet I_Jm'uium:m:li

—r

Proposed development will consist of a new Anaerobic Digester Facility (ADF) that will be
installed on, and utilize, the existing .concrete slad, illustrated on Geotechnical Map, The
ADF will be installed on the concrete sfab, and associated improvements consist of:

o A receiving bay

o ADF Digesters

o Percolate storage containers below the floor of the digesters which will consist of 4 to

6 foot deep reinforced conérete subterranean facilities;
o A mechanical and electrical controf container.

We understand thal no other grading or drainage improvements are proposed at this time.

3.4. Previous Work

No records were found al the County of Yentura for previous geotechnical work at the site.

Copyright 2041 RIS Faghneering Growp — AN Rights Reserved
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3.5, Subsurface Conditions

The subsurface prograim Was conducted by RIR and censisted of:
a. Three {3) 8 inch hollow steny anger borings.
Al subsurface data was accumulated by representatives of RJR and transperted to RJR

for analysis and classification. The subswface log of the botings is incorporated in
Appendix B of this report, The fault trench log i5 incorporated itf Appendix B of this report.

3.5 BolsaorDies Bxpfuratlon Fenigest

The description below pertains only to conditions observed at the site during owr field
investigation. The approximaie exploration focations are illustrated on the Geotechnical Map
enclosed in Appendix A.

A California Modified Sampler was used to obtain relatively undisturbed samples of soil
encountered in accordance with ASTM D-3550. This sampler consists of a 3~inch O.D,,
244-inch 1D, split barrel shafl ihat is driven a total of 18 inches into the materials at the
bottom of the boring, The materials were retaingd in 1-inch brass rings, propesty sealed, and
returhed to the laboratory fer testing. An additional 2 in¢hes of materials from each drive
remained in the cutting shoe and was usually discarded after visually classifying the sofl.

Samples were collected by one of the following methods:

a. Samples collected from a sampled driven into the ground By use of a hydraulic hammer,
dropped 30 inches using a 140 pound hanimer (ASTM DI1586). The Standard
Penetration Rate for eacl 6 inch interval was recorded. The Standard Penetration Rate
for the last 12 inch intesval was reported on the logs. The-standard penetration rates have
been adjusted based on vaiipus cotrections are reporied as (Ngoy; values. The total
number of blow counis required to drive the sample the last 12 inches are typicatly
reported on the final Log of Boring;

b. Bulk samples were collected of excavation spoils or from the bucket auger, placed in
plastic bags and scaled for subsequent testing;

All ring samples were placed into a desighated plastic bag; placed into a plastic holding
canister, properly labeled, and then carricd in a foam cawier to feduce the pofential for
further disturbance.,

The location of the excavations was determined by field obscrvations and measurements with
a GPS, sub-centimeter Magellan Total Station unit to determine the approximate horizontal
and vertical location of the boring.

Becember §2, 2012 Page: 5 Project Wo. 558,10
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408, Subegrfyes Mutesials

The excavations were Ingged by RJR geologists ih accordance with ASTM D-2488. It is
important to note that the subsurface conditions, particularly groundwater levels and
the consistency of near-surface soils may vary with the seasons, and esp‘eciaily with
rainfall volumes. Therefore, most depths and boundaries between layers are
approximate, because they may vary at different locations.

Btk Astificial fill is-preserit within the upper 2 feet of the site. Fill consists of loose to
medimn dense, dark brown, SANDY SiLT.

Holocene Deposits: Holocene deposits are encountered stratigraphically below the upper
disturbed soils. The undifferentiated deposits consist of interlayered near shore beach sands,
estuary, alluvial 'deposits, and deliaic deposits. These soils consist of interlayered and
discontinuous lenses of dark brown to dark grey SAND and SILT with interlayered gravel
and clay. The elays are highly plastic, and soft and the sands are generally medium dense to
dense in consistency.

3.6. _Groundwater

Groundwater is the water occurring béneath the earth’s surface that saturates the fractures
and void space of rock or sediment. The majority of California’s groundwater occurs in
alluvial stream deposits, Alluvium consists of coarse depesits of sand and gravel as well as
finer-grained deposifs stch as clay and silf. A number of factors digtate-the depree to which
a body of sediment or rock functions-as a resource for groundwater, This includes porogity
and permeability/hydraulic conductivity. Potosity is the ‘ratio of the voids in a rock or
sediment to the total volhime of material and is aw indication of how much groundwater can
be stored within a certain matetial, Hydraulic conductivity is the ieasure of a rock or
sediment’s ability to transmit water, also it is oflenreferred to as pertheability,

Subsunrface conditions can vary resulting in either an unconfined, confined, semi-confined, or
perched groundwater condition. When a confining bed, rook unit or layer maintaining a low
hydraulic conductivity is present, grotundwater is typimiiy under a confined, sémi-cenfined,
or perchied groundwater condition, If groundwater is found below the confining bed, ﬁaen
groundwater-i$ confined beneath, hence eonfined condifion. H-groundwater exists above a
confining layer it is oftesi perched. on top of the confining bed. Under a perched condition,
groundwater can be present both above and below a confining bed. An unconfined
groundwater condition occnrs when there is no confining bed or layer above the groundwater
and the pressure on the surface of the groundwater is equal to atmospheric pressure. The top
surface of the groundwater in an unconfined conditrom and i‘ei'brred to as the “groundwater
table.”

Groundwater is anticipated to uctuate scasonally as a resull of several factors including
rainfall, irrigation, temperature, land use and other factors. Unusual rainfall patterns such as

Decenmber 12,2012 Page: 6 Projec No. 1558.18
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those ebserved during El Nino and otlier wedther phenonionia may result in eonditions not
anticipated in this study. The dssuinptions and findings are based 'on the best available
knowledge available at the time-of {his study and conditions way change or vary from the
time of field exploration and obsetvations.

According to CDMG, the histotical high groundwater level for the project site is at a depth of
approximately 5 feet. Groundwater was encountered at a depth of 4 to 6 feet in the area of
drilling,. We would anticipate that groundwater at ar near the surface during periods of
higher rainfall and/or surrounding irrigation should be anticipated.

3 Rabworsopy Festinge

Laboratory tests were performed on representative “undisturbed” and bulk samples to obtain
the geotechnical eogineering properties of the various materials encountered. Tests were
performed in accordance with the following references {except as noted):

s ASTM Standards for Soil Testing, latest edition;

¢ Uniform Building Code, latest edition;

e Caltrans Standard Test Methods, latest edition;

o Laboratory Soil Testing, U.S. Army, Office of the Chief Engineers, -Engineéring

Manual No. 1110,

The project engineer reviewed all samples returned to the laboratory. index tests are
performed and all samples are re-classified in accordance with ASTM D2487, The
laboratory test data appears to be coensistent with the matepial-types encountered
during the subsurface program. The results of pertinent laboratory tests used in the
analysis are presented on the Subsurface Logs aid Laboratory Data Sheets in Appendix
B.

Labordtory Water Content and Density Determination: In-situ soil- water content and
dry density tests were perforrivedl on select, intact samples (n accordance with ASTM D 2216
and D2937.

Grain Size Distribution: The grain size distribution of the selected soil samples were
performed in accordance with ASTM D422, I addition, te veriy the amouint of materials
finer than No. 200 sieve, tests were performed in accordance with ASTM D1140, where
applicable,

Maximum Density/Optimmn Water Content: Maximum density tests were performed on
selected bufk snmples of on-site soil to determine compaction characteristics. All tests were
petformed in accordance with ASTM D1557 (56,600 ft-lbfa"ﬁa), based on a minimum of four
points at varying moisture contents,

f)gé;;ﬁbmf?:i{ﬁ:l---- e e Pa'g;e:.’] S e TR
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Atterberg Limits: Atterberg Limits tests were performed to measure select samples
engineering indices in aécordance with ASTM D4318. These tésts provide an index that ean
be utilized to corretate many edgineer ing pzopcltzcs including conselidation properties, shear
sheugth and expansion potentzai

Direct Shear Tests: Multi-stage dircct shear tests were perfornied on select samples to
determine the consolidated “drainred” shear strength.of g spécimen in accordance with ASTM
D3080, Tlach test consists of thige of more specimens tested at varying nomal loads fo
determing the effects upon .shear resistance and displacement, and strength -praperties.
Samiples (undisturbed or remelded) were loaded into the shear box, a.noriial Joad was added,
and the water was added. The sample was permitted to sit-for 24 frours, or Jonger if requiréd
to meet the required consalidation tequitements {isp), prior to testing.

The samples were shéared in a motor-driven, strain controlled, direct-shear testing apparalus
at a strain rate of 0,001 inch per minute until the displacement is 10 percent of the diameter
of the sample. The tests were performed to evaluate sheay sirength propetrties of the on-site
materials.

Expansion Potential: Expansion index tests were performed on select near surface soils to
evaluate the expansion characteristics in accordance with AST D4829-88 and/or UBC
Standard 29-2. The results of the test are presented as “measured” and/or “weighted’ if non-
uniform soils occur to account for the affects of overburden. The results of the tésts may be
compared to the table presented below to qualitatively evaluate the expansion potential of the
near-surface soils,

Fanaupsion lades Aoieenlinl Bpviatisinn
- 24 Very Low
21-251 Low
31 - 90 Medium
9] — [3) High
Creer 130 Very High

A summary of the test results are presented in Appendix B to summarize the results of the
on-site geotechnical tests.

A5 Chenriead Tosiing

Chemical reactions that imvolve formation of expansive products in hardened concrete can
iead to adverse effects. Expansion may initially take place without any concrete damage,
however, with increasing internal siress may cause closure of éxpansion joints, deformation
and displacement of different areas, cracking, spalling and pop-outs. The potential for sulfate
attack and the corrosion of the reinforcing steel are typically evaluated by soil chemistry
tests,
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Degradation of concrete may oceur as a resuly degradation of the comcrete audfor in
combinafion with the corrosion of reinforcing steel.

Coxrosiou Potential (Sulfates): Degradation of coneréte as a result of chemieal reactions
between hydrated Portland cement and suifaie jons fiom arl butside source may produce
expansion of the concrete or may also resuit in a progtessive loss of strength and loss of
concrete mass,

Table 1 - REQUIREMEI\.ITS FOR CONCRITE EXPOSED TO SULFATE
CONTAINING SOLUTIONS

Negligible 0,00~ 0,10 0-150 -
S . ! IR 7 o R It
[ owre? | 00020 | 101300 ) By | 90| L
Severe 0.2 -2.00 1,500 - 10,0600 vV 0.43 4,500
. ) S R .
I Very Severe Over 2.060 Qver 10,000 3 0.45 4,500
: : | porzolan

! A Yower wnter-cementipus moferials falio orlightr streagtl may lic Tequired for ims'_pc_m;fnbi;;'iy ar i‘w_pralééiii.:m.ngiihlst-cbrf-osi.oi} of
cpibedded jtems or feeeziivg and thawing

2 Seawater,
3 Pozzolan thal hins Deen-déterimingd by fest or servlee record to Fuprave-sulMle resistance when used in tencrete containing Type V
cement,

The degradation of concrete from the effect of corrosion of reinforeing steel or prestressing
tendons in concrete is an electrochemical process, The electrochiemieal potential to form
corrosion celis iy be generated in {wo ways:

1. Composition cells may form when {we dissimilar metals are embedded in
concrete, such as steel rebars and aluminim conduit pipes, or when susface variations in the

steel exist.

2. Concentration cells may be formed by differences i the concentration of
dissolved Jons in the vicinity of steel, such as alkalis, chloridés, and oxygen.

As a result, one of the two metals or different parts of the same metal betonies anodic, and
the other cathodic. The transformation of metallic iron to rus{ may bé accompanied by an
increase in volume, which is dependent on the state of oxidation, to as much as 600 percent
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the volume: of the original metal, Clilorides, pH, and resistivity may all be part of the
reinforcement corrosion.

Corrosion Poténtinl (Chlorides): Large concentrations of chilorides may adversely affect
the reinforcing stéel or prestressing strands (fesrous materials) within the concrete, When
chioriie concetitration exceeds 18,000 ppm.,-mitigation measures ate usually taken to protect
any steel reinforcing within concrete and any steel ot cast'iron pipe-thdt are in contact with
the soil.

Corrosion Potential (pH): Acid rain (eften with a pH of 4.0 to 4:5) can slighily etch
concréte surfaces, however, strong acid water conditions may warvant special concrete
designs or precautions, especially in submerged areas. Conorste with a low water-cement
ratio, low permeability, and fow to moderate cement content can increase the acid or
corrosion resistance of concrete. Typically an acidic pH will not result in adverse concrete
until the pH is less than 4.0,

Corrosion Potential (Resistivity): Electrical resistivity is the most common factor in
determining soil corrosivity. The typical guidelines suggest mitigation when test results
indicate the soil to be moderately corrosive per the following table:

Table 2: Soil Corrosion Pofential

- 1 000 Severeiy Corresive
o l 000 2 000 o Co:roswe
2, 000-:3{}-00 .......... i Modei atciy Corl Gsive
Ovei 10 {;DG o Mitdly Corrosive

The on-site soils should be assumed 1o be-corrosive for purposes of desligu. We recommettd
that all concrete elements that will Be in contact with soil be assumed to be designed and
constructed with Type V cancrete in accordance with the CBC, latest edition. Soil samples
will be collected during rough geade to verify whether Type V concrete or othet special
mitigation measures are required,
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4.1, Seismic Considerations

b SE{SMILITY

The site is foeated within the seismically active area of Soutiresn California (N 34:1213, ¥ -
119.1538), but outside .a Faull Hazard Zone defined by the Alguist-Pricle Barthquake
Hazards Act (APEI—IA) of 1972, revised i 1994, As illustrated by the following sections and
anatysis, the site is expected to éxperience moderate to severe ground shaking from beth near
and distant earthquake sources during the [ifé of the proposed strueture. The type and
magnitude of the seismic hazard affecting the site are dependent on the distance and
causative faults and the intensity and magnitude of the seismic event,

Ventwra County is the only County that has not experienced a devastating earthquake on a
fault within the County (Weber et al, 1973), The.iack of seismic activily within the County
is an anomaly given the active tectonic framework which consists of numerous regional and
active faults tliat traverse towards or extend thiru the Cownty. TFurther, portions of Ventura
County exhibit some of the greafest Quaternary deformation rates in California snd the
woild. For instance, the Ventura anticline, located about 20 miles west of the site, has
exhibited uplift rates of about 6 to 7 mm/yr for the last 40,000 to 100,000 years (Lajoie et al.,
1982). That ratc compares with typical coastal ferrace uplift rates in other areas of California
of about 0.3 to .5 mm/yr. The high deformation rate impljes a high tectonic activity rate for
the region, which has not historically been experienced.

Geodetic surveys indicate that fhe Ventura basin is experiéneing erustal shortening in a
noith-south direction at a rate of about 16-38 millimeters per year {mm/y} over the past
200,000 to"300,000 years {Huflile, 1995). Based on that ¢rastal shortening rate, the Ventura
basin region showld have expérienced the equivalent of fwe momerit-magnitnde 7.5
earthquakes during the last 200" years. IHowever, .10 large-magnitude earthquakes have
ocentred historically along the Simi-Santa Rosa, Oak Ridge, San Cayetano, Ventura, or other
faults in the county, othér than the San Andreas, which ctosses the novtheastern eomer of
Ventura County. Vertura County has been affected by eaitliqualces otewrring in other
geographic regions, su¢h as the damage in Fillmore and Simi Valley due to the January 17,
1994, Notthridge earthquake (magnitude 6.7). However, with the exception of a pertion of
the San Andreas fault (1857 ruptuie) that crosses the northeastern corner of Ventura County,
earthquakes with magnitudes farger than 6.0 have not occurred historically on faults in
Ventura County,

To better understand seismic hazards, the potential adverse affecis can be divided into two
gencral categories; hazards due o ground rupture and hazards associated with groundshaking
and the sccondary affects related to groundshaking.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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.1, Fanit-Related Grownd Bapgars

Lazmeg! Diveyyxicn: In-general terms, an eacthquake is-caused when strain-energy in tocks i3
suddenly released by movement along a plane of weakness. In some cases, fiulf movement
propagates upward fhrough the subsurface materials and causes displacement af the ground
surtace, Surfaee rupture usually oetlirs along traces of known or potentially aetive faults,
although midny historic-events have occiitred on faults not previousty known to be active.

The California ‘Geologic Survey (CGS) establishes criteria for faults as active, potentially
activé or ihactive. Active faults are those. that show evidence of surface displacement within
the last 11,000 years (Holocene age). Potentiaily active faults are those that demonstrate
displaceriient within the past 1.6 nnilion years (Quaternaty age). Faults.showiig no evidence
of displacement -within the last 1.6 milion years may be considered inactive for most
structures, except for critical er certain life structures. In 1972 the -Alquist-Priclo Special
Studies Zone Act (now known as the Alquist-Pliolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act, 1994, or
APEHA) was passed into law which requires studies within 500 feet of active or potentially
active faults. The APEHA designs “active” and “potentially active” faults utilizing the same
age criteria as that used by the CGS. However, the established policy is to zone active faults
and only those potentially active faults that have a relatively hiph potential for ground
rupture,

Ground rupture caused by movement ajong a fault ceuld lkely result in eatastrophic
strucfural damage to- buildings consiructed. along the fault frace. Consequently, the Stafe of
California via the APEHA prohibits the construction of occupied “habitable” structures
within the desigiated fault zone and nust demonstiate that the structure does net encioach on
a 50-foot setback frem the faulf trace. Per the Alguist-Priolo legistation, o struclite for
human occupancy is permitted on the itdce of an active fault, The'term-“structare for human
occupancy” is defined as any structure used or intended for supperiing or sheltering any use
or oceupaney, which is expected to have a human occupancy rate of more tlian 2 000 person-
hours per year. Unléss proven otheiwise, an aita within 50 feet of ah active fault is
presumed to be underlain by active branches of the fault, Lecal government agencies may
identify additional faults, in addition to those faults mandated by the State, for which
niinbmum construction seiback requirements must be maintained.

ez Toassess the proximity of faults, EQFAULT analysis was performed. EQFAULT
performs deterministic seismic hazard analyses using up-to 250 digitized 3-D California
faults as earthquake sources. The program computes estimated ground motion at a selected
sile using available attennation relations. The analysis allows for a deterministic estimate of
how future specific-scenario earthquakes may shake a project site.  Table | ilustrates the 10
nearest faults with distance in miles between the nearest point on the fault and the site, the
maximum magnitude, estimated peak ground accelerations and the slip rate,
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In addition to the fankts listed in Table 3, other large faults in the Southern California area
have the potential to inipact the site. Thiese include the two neavest Type A faults which are
San Andreas Fap]t (S0 miles) and the Gatock Fault(50 miles).

It should be understood that the prediction of fulure fault rupture is impossible and the lists
are based on previously encountered faulis or ground rupture. For instance, the 1994
Nortlridge Earthquake did not cause fault ground rupture but was a gignificant regional
event.

Based on the current State mapping and knowledge of ground rupture, the risk is low to nil
that the site will experience ground rupture.

4, 0.2, Poleatind fuy ﬂ:'uur_uE HE_J_:-'! E_-:_FHJ{

Crenarod Divvasxion: The energy released during an earthquake propagates from its rupture
surface in the form of seismic waves, The resulting strong ground molioh from the seismic
wave propagation can cause significant damage to structures, At any location, the intensity
of the ground motion is a function of the distance to the fault rupture, the local soil/bedrock
conditions, and the earthquake magnitude. Imlensity is usually greater in areas undezlain by
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unconsclidated material than in areas underlaii by mhore competent rock.

Earthquakes are chiaractefized by a inoment magnitude, which is quantitative measure-of the
snength of flie eaithquake based on strain energy released -duitng the event, The magnitude
is independent of the site, but is dependent an several factors including the type of fault,
rock-type, and stored energy. Moderate to SCVGlC_glGLll'ld shaking will be experienced in the
project area if a large magnitude carthquake occurs on one of the neaiby principal late
Quaternary faults and rfiay cause structural damage to the 0'11—32-1'@ improveéments.

Aratuiin: To assess the potential hazards assoeiafed with groundshaking, BEQSEARCH was
used to perfoim searches of a historical-eatthquake catalop using an hbreviated (M=4.0 and
above) and supplementéd version of the California Division of Mines and Geology
computerized earthquake catalog for the staté of California. The program computes
estimated ground motioh &t a selected site using available attenuation relations. The results
from EQSEARCH, providés an estimate of how historicdl earthguakes may have shaken a
project site. For each historic epicenter in the seateh area, EQSEARCH provides the data
source, latitude, longitude, date, time, depth, magnitude, computed site-Modified-Meroalli-
Intensity, and the approximate epicenter-to-site distance. Table 4-1 presents a summary of
the analysis for the 10 nearest faults known to be able to cause an earthquake event.

Based on the analysis, historical records indicate that the-area has experienced shaking from
a nuniber of seismic events over the course of the last.century anid a half Some of the.seismie
events that likely resuited in varying degrees of-gtound motion at the site ave the earthquakes
of 1812, 1827, 1852, 1855, 1857, 1893, .1936, 1952, 1956, 1965, 1971, 1974, 1977, 1994,
and 1994, The 1812 and 1857 events-are thought to have oceurred along the Mojave Segment
of the San Andreas fault and caused significant dainage to devetoped ateas .of solithein and
central California, Those earthquakes were estimated to have had moment hagnitudes of
approximately M7.1 aud M7.8, respectively. The 1952 Tehachapl earthquake had an
estimated moment magnitade of M7.7.

Ground 'shaking is primarily 4 fimction of the distance between an areas and the seismic
source, the type of materials underlying the site aiid the motion of fault displacement. In
addition, the Northridge (1994) earthquake showed how peculiarities in basin and other
tapographic. effects could play a significant role in ground accelerations at particular ateas.
For instance, ground accelerations exceeding g were recordéd at aveas far from the epiceriter
of the Norfluidge earthquake, It'is possible that accelerations near or over flie npper bound
earthquake ground motien could accwr anywhere within or adjpcent to the project area.

Detailed discussions of Probabilistic Séismic Hazatd Analysis (PSI1A) and Deterministic
Seismic 1azard Analysis (DSHA) are.presented in CDMG Open File Report 96-08/1.5.G.S.
Open File Report 96-706, and Department-of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 117. Extensive references of the available literature are presented in
these references. The Southern California Earthquake Center indicates that local, possibly
unknown or unrecognized surface favlts present higler earthquake risks than known, large
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regional faults for most areas of Southern California that may generate ground accelerations
in excess of 1.0g

do 1o Dedermimisiie swipd Prehabilbstis Gronndg Avecleration Anairsis

(enerel Digcussion: A bidef scrigening of potential ground accelerations based on
EQSTARCH and EQFAULT developed by Blake (2003).  Detailed discussions of
Probabilistic Seisniic Hazard Analysis (PSHA) and Detevministic Seismic Hazard
Analysis (DSHA} are presented in CDMG Open File Report 96-08/ U.S.G.S. Open File
Report 96-706, and Depariment of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 117, Extensive references of the available Jitef'ature are presénted in these
refererices. The Southern Californta Earthquake Center indicates that local, possibly
unknown or unrecognized surface faults present higher earthquake risks than known,
large regional faults for most areas of Southern California that may generate ground
accelerations in excess of 1.0g

Aralpsdse The number or frequency of large magnitude earthquakes that may occur during

the life of the project canniot be predicted reliably. However, it is probable the study area
will experience at least one major earthquake during the next 50 years.

Seismic analysis. for the purposes of this study s based on a “Design Basis Barthquake
Ground Metion” which would have a 10 percent probability of exeeedance in a parti-cu'i'eir 50-
year period (return interval of 475 years). A regional probabilistic seismic hazard

evaluations prepared by California Division of Mines aad Geoclogy estimated that ground
accelerations of approximately 0.59g (afluvium) for a Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration
(PHGA). This PHGA corresponds to a moment miagnitude of 7.3 {Appendix C),

The potential hazards or adverse effects of groumdshaking: would depeénd on several factors
that include the severity of ground shaking; ihe nature, depth, and extent of the seismic evént;

the type of strictyres involved; and, tle local tepognphy Based on the obsetvable affeéts
from several events, including the Nerthvidge (1994), San Fernando Earthquake (1971),

Loma Prieta Earthquake (1989) and the Alaska Earthquake (1964), under-designed building
foundations may fail resulting in excessive building settlement or collapse; underground
tanks or buried utilities may be.prone to uplifl or failure; and, access roadways miay become
biocked or impassable, picventing emergency vehicles from accessing the sites. In additien,

broken utility lines could result in fires, inhibit or confaminate water supplies and ‘eut off
services 1o the residences and structures.

4.1, 2h. FRISKSE Progeaan Hevedopnged st Mrethadolopy,

FRISK was developed in 1978 by the USGS to perform site-speeific probabilistic seismic
hazard analyses. McGuire's (1978) progeam, FRISK, was based on methods originally
developed by Cornell (1968, 1971), and Der Kiureghian and Ang (1975, 1977). The basic
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assuniptions of those methods are that thie locations-and-timing of earthquakes fram a.sefsmic
source are random (i.e. they follow & Poisson pwcess) That type of probabilistic model is
comntonly used for seismic hazard analyses of imporfant facilities throughout the. world. A
recent discussion of the usefuliess of the Poisson proeess has justified its use, even where
large earthquakes may be quasi-periodic {Comell and Winterstein, 1988), In general, the
Poisson process provides conservative values of ground motlon for engineering purposes if
sites of iisterest are affected by more than twe carthquake solirces (Algermissen €t al., 1990).
The progearh has lispce been modified (Biake, 2000) to.allow for the:

a) modeling of dipping (inclined) and blind favlt sources;

b) use of a ocharacteristic earthquake model,

¢) use and to allow the use of many of tfie more recently developed acceleration- and
vélocity-attenuation relations, ind

d) useand to allow deaggregation of the magnitude and distance contributions to seismic
hazard.

FRISKSP models earthquake fault sources as vertical, hotizontal, or inclined planes in space
and evaluates the site-specific probabilities of exceedance of a given peak horizontal
acceleration (or veloeity) levels for each source. The underlying promise is that moderate to
large earthquakes occur on known Quaternary faults, and that the occurrence rate of
earthquakes on each fault is proportional to the Quaternary fault slzp~1ate The program
makes’the assuinption that the subsurface dip of.each fault plane remains constant throughout
the fanlt's length., This simplification can sometimes lead to either conservative or
unconservative resnlts in areas where ¢hdnges in fault dip occur along a fault’s stiike.

The letigth or area-of-rupture of the fault, as a function of earthquake tagnitude, is
accounted for, and ground motion estimates at a site arc made using the magnitude of the
earthquake anci the closest distance from the site to the rupture zone (depending on the
attenuation relation selected), The program is able to exp]:mtly account for uneertdinty in the
foliowing aréas:

a) earthquake magnitade,

b) rupture length or area given magnitide,

¢) loeation of the rupture zone.on the fault,

d) maximum possible magritude of earthquakes, and

e) aceeleration at the site given magnifude of the earthqudke and distance froin the
rupture-zone to the sie.

The program uses a truncated exponential distribution or a "characteristic” distribufion for
carthquake magnitude, a logoormal distribution for rupture dimension given magnitude, a
uniform distribution for rupture location on favlts, and a lognormal distribution of site
acceleration given magnitude of the earthquake and dislanee from the rupture zone to the
site.
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The program caleulates, by summing the expeeted numbers from all of the modeled sources,
the total average annual expetted number of eecurrences of acceleration greater than each of
several values requested. By assuming that earthquake occutrence can be madeled as &
Poisson process, the probability of exceedance in a specified exposure period (typically
corresponding to the useful fife of a project) may be estimated fram Yegian {1979):

P[A>at]=1-¢-ln
where; '
P[A > a1} = eonditional probability of an earthquake's acceleration (A) exceeding a
specified acceleration (a) during a time interval {t) given that an earthquake will dceur;

A(a) = average annual vate of occurrence of the speeified accelerdtion level (a) or greater
Source Model Parameters. To use FRISKSP, the following input parameters are specified:

i, Sitelocalion
il.  Fault name for each source

iti.  Line segment coordinates that provide reference traces for each of the fault sonrces

fv.  Coordinates that describe the subsurface geometry of each faull source

v, Range of expected miagnitudes from each fault yource (mininnum, maxivum, and
magnitude step nerement)

vi.  Rate of seismieity from each source (numiber of events per year greater than
reference magnitudes). That value can be specified divectly as an sarthiguake rate or
indirectly as a geologic slip-rate.

vii.  Selection of either.a trimcated exporientiad distribution of exythquake magmitudes or a
"characteristic distribution.

viti.  Seismotectonic bela-value for eqch source. Tor each fault source, a seisniotectonic
beta-value, equal 1o the natugal logarithm of 10 times the Gutenberg and Riehter b-
value, is specifigd. Consistent 1 with-Petersen et al. (1996), a Gutenberg and Richter
b-value of 0.9 (beta-valuc of 2.072) was used for all faults in the source model. The
estimafed b-value used in the source model is 'g'encral_i_y conststent with b=valhies from
the southern California historical seismicity record (Hileman et al., 1973; Friedmsn et
al,, 1976; Hutten &t al., 1.985). _

ix,  Distance bénveen suctessive localions of earthquake ruptine zones along cach foult
trace. To accownt for horizontal vavlation in raptwe locations, the program
computationatly moves the rupture zone along éach fault. An incremental distance of
about 1/20 of the fault length was used. :

x.  Distance benween sticcessive locations of earthguake rupture zones down the dip of
each failf plane. To account for down-dip variation in rupture locations, the program
computationally moves the rupture zone down the dip of each fauit. An incremental
distance of 2.0 km was used for all faults in this study.
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Xi.  Minimum depth 1o seismogenjc rupture. For.some of the published atfenuation
relations {e.g., Campbell, 1997), seismogenic vupture is restricted to that poition.of a
fault below a depth of 3 km beneath the sorface: As recommended by Campbell
(1997), the closest distance to the rupture is caleulated -using the portion of the fault
below that depth, The 3-km depth is specified in the input file as an attenualion
relation coefficient, For attenuation relations by authors other than Campbell, a depth
of 0 km is specified to indicate that distances can be measured from the shallowest
portions of the fault seurces. Variables for the rupture length or area vs. magnitade
relation for each .fault source. The program estimatés modeled fault rupture
dimengions using either a rupture lenpgth vs.. magnitude rélation, a rupture area vs.
magnitude relation, or sepacate relations for rupture length vs. magnitude and rupture
width vs. maganitude. Variables for the log of rupture length (or area) vs. magnitude
relation are specified for each fault source. Those variables (A, B, and standard
deviation) are parameters in the rupture-dimension vs. magnitude relation:

mean logyo{ly) = A+ B(M)
where:
L, = rupture length (km), rupture width (km), or area (sq-kin)
M = niagnitade (Mw)

For all of the fault sources in the madel, a ruptui¢ area vs. magaitude relation was
used, A and B were equal to -3.49 and 0.91, respectively (Wells and Coppersmith,
1994). A standard deviation of 0.24 was used for log,,(L,).

xit,  Relative seismicify contribution from each source. A eoefficient can be-specified for
each fault source fo indicate the relative contribution that sourcé provides to the tetal
seismic hazard, That paiameter allows seismicity to be subjectively distributed among
the various sources, so asto medel the refative probabilities of carthquakes decurring
ot gach fault. For uniformity in the source model, most of the faulis ate assigned a
coefficient of 1 .0, thus providing no subjective redistribution of seismic hazard.
Hewever, Tor a few of tlie sources smaller coefficients are used to madel the
possibility of alternativé-sources or tupture seenarios {as CDMG does in their seismic
hazard modeling for the state),

The estimation of ground motion expected from future earthquakes, to be used for seismic
hazard analyses, is typically performed with empivically derived refations between various
source characteristics and the amplitade of the ground motion parameter to be estimated.
Common praclice in southern California is to use empirical rélations to estimate peak
horizontal acceleration for seismic hazard analyses. Those empirical relations arc typically

derived from nonlinear, multiple regeession analyses of the available strong ground motion
dalabase. Ground motion data recorded during historical carthquakes typically exhibit
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considerable vatiability, whieh is influenced by such factors such as séurce-to-site distance,
magnitade, fault type, dlrectivity, travel path, recording-site soil conditions, fault geometry,
rupture characteiistics, et¢. Because of the limited number of strong-motion records cuuenﬁy
available, scientists do not have enongh data to statistically consider all of those factots in
their attenuation relations; therefore, most ground-motion attenuation relations only attemyst
to account for a few of them (i.e., typically source-to-site distance, magnitude, fault type, and
soil conditions). Consequently, the nvailable attenuation relations typically consider the
variability that.results from the ofher fagtors implicitly, by the speéification of a standard
deviation.

Many attenuation relations are available i the professional literature and recently a
compilation of some of the current ones was presented in the January/February 1997 issue of
Sclsmologmal Researth Letters (vol. 68 no. 1), They differ in the way they use the available
data and in which parameters they attempt to account for cxplzcatly Using available records,
the anthors of ground motiam attenation relations have suggested that the amplitude of peak
horizontal acéeleration varies with respect to:r 1) earthquake miagnitude, 2) souree-site
distance, 3) faull type, and 4) soil conditions. Various coefficients are used by those authors
to account for the effects of those parameters. The source code used in FRISKSP has been
modified to use the multiple attenvation relations and the code aliows for the specification of
coefficients to account for variations in: 1) earthquake magnitude, 2) source-site distance, 3)
fault type, and 4) soil eondifions. Based on the attenuation relationship, soil conditions. ave
modeled by specifying.an average shear wave velocity for the upper 100 feet of the site. For
our analyses, we used an average shear wave velocity of 350 m/sec generally consistent witls
the deltaic, lagoonal and alluvial conditions at the site.

The result of the analysis provides an estimated ground motion that ¢éin be associated with a
single carthgquake magnitude.

Results of FRISKSP Analysis, In the study area, horizontal spectral aceelerations with a 10
percent probability of exceédance in # 50-year time period (.., a 475-year return periott) and
a 100-year time period (i.¢., a 949-year return petiod) using Bozergnia, Campbell Niazi
(19993 attenuation rclation wiiich provide probability anatysis for ground acceleration for
near and far field events (Appendix C) and the associated hazard.

It should be noted that althougls the seismic hazard model used for this study predicts the
probability of exceedance for various levels of acceleration in a given exposure petiod, the
model 1s not able 10 account for the effect that the passage of fime since past earthquakes has
on future earthquake probability. Earthquakes result from the gradual bniildup of stresses on
faults unfil enough stressés have accumulated to cause an earthquake-préducing rupiure fo
occur. The earthquake rupture typically relieves at least some of the aceumulated stresses, so
that in the years immediately following a large earthquake on a fault (while strésses are still
low) there is typically a relatively low probabilily of another large earthquake occurring
again (Agnew et al., 1988). The longer the elapsed timne since the last ocevrrence of a large
carthquake on a fault, the greater the likelihood that a filure earthquake will ocour on that
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fault. Hewever, recent studies (Harris et al, 1995) have snggested that earthguakes can
induée ‘stresses on neighboring faults that may delay, hasten, or éven trigger su»bsequent
earlhquakes on those. faults: Therefore, althiougl an earthquake may reduce the seismic
hazatd o its Gausative fault, it may inerease the hazaid on othet-nearby faults,

Hazard Deaggregation. Because probabilistic seismic hazard analyses -compute ground
motion pmba‘mhhes from thousands of different earthquake magnitude and distance.
combinations, -it is useful to perform hazard deaggregation to determing which of the
modéled magnitude. and distance contributions contribited most to the probability of
exceedance of a seleeted ground motion (e.g, 950-year return period ground motion).
FRISKSP has -an option that allows the user to perforin hazard deaggregation for specified
peak ground accelerations (in this case, tlie 475- and 950-year-return-pesiod aceelerations).
From out hazard deaggregation, we estimate tliat the 475- and 950-year nodal magnitudes
are abiout M=6.5 to M=7 and tlte modal distanees are 0 to $ km. The site location refative to
nearby faults and retinn period vs, aceeleration plots are presented on Plates in Appendix C.

The number or frequency of Jarge magnitude earthquakes that may ocour during the life of
the project cannot be predicted reliably, However, based on the FRISK study and past
historic events, it is probable the study area will experience at least one major sarthquake
dwing the next 50 years. The potential hazards or adverse effects of groundshaking would
depend ot several factors that include the severity of ground.shaking; the nature, depih, and
extent of the seismic event; the type of structures involved; and, the loeal topography. Based
on the abservable affects from several events, including the Narthridge {1994), San Fernando
Eacthquake (1971), Loma Prietd Earthquake (1989) and the Alaska Earthquake (1964),
substandacd building foundations may fail resulting in excéssive building settlemerit or
collapse; undergrouind tanks orburied utilities may be pione to uplift or failute; and, access
roadways may become blocked or impassable, preventing emmgency vehicles from
accessing the sites. In addition, broken utility lines could result in fires, inhibit or
contaminate water supplies and cut off services to the residerice,

4.5, 20 Cubifoanis Bnibding Code Jhesien Criteria

The California Building Code requives seismic design based on a response spectra
considering an earthquake wilh a 2 pcmcut probability of exceedance in 50 years {return
interval of 2,475 years). The seismic coefficients for the foundation should be designed
using the CBC 2007 values. This site is tocated within a zohe reqniring structural design to
resist earlhquake loads. Section 1613A of the California Buikding Code {CBC) 2007 is based
on the 2006 International Building Code which requires the mapped spectral response
acceferation parameters. These paramcters include a fivé percent ciitical damyping at 0.2
seconds (8;) and 1,0 seconds (8;). In addition, a Site Category and Class as well as Site
Coefficients F, and I'y must be determined for use in the structural design relative to shrong
ground shaking,
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The CBC assigns a Site Class based on the average soil properties within the upper 100 feet
of the soil profile per Section 1613.5.5. Table 4 presents summary of these properties and
classes.

Table 4: CBC 2007 Site Class Definitions

A Hard Rock > 5,000 - ; -

. - - . me ..... _ e
- '{’_“:"Ys’iff'}‘srfoi?:' - lzoomzm ..... }59. —: : >2GOG ——.
[ Stiff Soil Profile 600 to 1,200 33 40 5l i 1L000102,000
_..F,EL — Sonmﬁ{ﬁ. __;_600 AP . ﬂm
T— S I"“;’-l;:-f';lcRc‘qui'rfngSite-Speclﬂcl",vuhm{iun ......

Wote 1 Site-Chias £ niso Indicaies any profife with ntore than 30 feet of soil having the foftowing charactesisties: A Plasticity Indes, PL> 20, Moisture Cantent w 35/= d0%, and
Undrained Shear Sirength 8., 500 psf, The Plasticity Index, P1, and the maistire contract, w, shall be determined in accordanee wilh the npgroved patfonn! siandasds,

Mole 2: Site Clnss Firehdss pra etz Sl suils having ot o Farre £1h= Tlivwiryg charpeleristios: 10 Soilswnteratlzoa eaivalicl irilizz wadlafuz il iain?
tondiag such as_l|_q!.¢.'_,'_:{l.:|_5|.,.'|5. WFirk M Ir;-,nﬂl_;;xn.u':.l:i..?a'.‘l_!.'s. codlprible vkl e ol syils, 2 Pevn pder Bipliy oraade sl 1313 16 Jred ol ecal u i Lisliy
organic elay wherd 1 e thickuogs of mil}, 43 Vi highdy pl=ationy cygs B 28 oot wilk ey indea, B> 753, s o Yoy tick ez el deradl | = 130 2.

Site Class, spectral aceelerations and seismic design coefficients have been determined for
the site based on Table 1613A.5.2 of the €BC 2007 and the USGS, “Earthquake Ground
Moiion Parameter Java Applicalion”.

Decenber 12,2012

Tabie 5: CBC 2007 Sclsmiic Design Values

Seismic Category (Short Period):

Setsmic Category (1 Second Period}):

Site Class!

Spectral Response Acceleration Shott Period (8)

Spectral Response Acceleration 1.0 Second (Sy):
*See special provisions of Section 1613.5.6 since > 0.75
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Site Coéfficient (Fy): ' 0.90
Site Coefficient (Fy): 2,40
See Appendix C for associated calculafions and remaifiing design values. The values

provided are provided for convenience and should be-vérifted by the project structural
engineer,

AL Wertiend Crgnpdd Molisns

Ceseral Aivenssing: No suitable eimpirical method has béen developéd 16 analyze verfical
ground accelerations. Borzorgiia, et.al. (1995) determined that near-field seismic events,
ratios could exceed the horizontal motions. Subsequent yecent studies by Borzorgnis, et. al,,
(1999) detenmined that at close distances and for large earthquakes, the pesk vertical
accelerations can be about 1,6 times the peak horizontal acceleration.

motions. The potential for amplification of long period waves due to local geomorphic and
geologic conditions should be considered possible as if is for most development in the
Oxnard basin.

.8 2e Eraraiien al Groaedshnbiss

Several methods are available {o. evaluate groundshaking duration. A simplified set of
relationships was established by Bolt, B.A. and other, (1975). Based on this relationship,
groundshaking at the site would be on the order of 20 to 30 seconds for a strong to severe

earthquake.

Table 6: Estimated Duration of Groundshaking

6.2 12 seconds 26seconds i 34 seconds
3k 3 seconds 22 seconds 'j 28 seconds
62,1 0 4 seconds 6 seconds

* Al values assunic seismic wave frequency of grealer thint 2Kz
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42, Uneovdy Axspeipted with fhe Seeontare Affects of Gyoyuat Sheling

Potential hazards resulting from the sccondary effects of ground shaking include:
liuefaction, lateral spreading, sexsmlc compression/settlement, tsubamis, and landstide
induced earthquakes.

d.2.1. Linuefacting

Senral Piscnsyion Seed (1979) defined liquefaction as a condition where a soi will
undergo continued deformation at constant low residual stress -or with low residual
resistance, due to the buildup and maintenaice of high pore water pressures, which reduce
the effective comfining pressive to a very fow value. Pore pressure butldup leading to
liquefaction may be due either to static or cyclic stress applications and the possibility of its
occurrence will depend on the void ratio or relative density of a sand and the confining
pressure, [t may also be caused by a critical hydraulic gradient during an upward flow of
watet in a sand deposit. Other factors include but not limited to:

magnitude and proximity of the earthquake;
duration of shaking; soi! fypes;

grain size distribution; clay fraction content; density;
angularity;

» effective overburden;

* cyelic loading; and,

v soil sress listory.

Liquefaction is moré likely in poorly-graded, saturated, low-density sdnds, With increasing
overbuiden, denisity aid increading clay-content; the likelihood of liquefaction decreases. In
regards fo elay content, recent studies ever the past terr years has demonstrated that clays
with certain properties gan be prone 10 liquetaction and thus the “Chinese Melhod” is not
reliable, and. therefore, bothi sand and clay déposits are heréin evaluated and screened.

The semi-empiridal field-based methods (Idriss & Boulanger, 2006), which evelved from the
simplified procedure by Seed and Idriss (1971) are by far the most widely used methods in
assessing the cyclic liquefaction potential of sand., The simplified procedure has two
essential components:

a) an analytical framework to organize past case history experiences; and,

b) a suitable in situ index to represent soil liquefaction characteristics (Idriss &
Boulanger, 2006). In situ penctration tests have proved to be useful for representing
soil liquefaction characteristics because they nol only provide an indication of
denseness, but also reflect other important characteristics such as fabyic, gradation,
cementation, age, and stress history (Secd, 1979).
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The simplified procedure provides a boundary curve that separates cases of observed
liquefaction and those with no notable liquefaction in a two-dimensional plot of seismic
Leading, in terms of Cyelic Stress Watie {URIR) veesus o covmalized o sile iwles s valac,
The bewndary curve uise serves as 2 corcelagion: betveeen the i sity index sex vilus and the
Cyclic Kesistance Ratio §CRIL), “The terta CHI may be censidered as U magimum 58
that a sail can tesist befure Hqueiyvie, Traditionally, the result of the liquefaction potential
analvsis using the simplified pracolure is pressnled in levms of 1 Hwtor of safely {Lg defined
as the ratio of CRR gyver £78R. Mo soil liyuefation is prodisled i1, = 1. The assessmaent of
liquefaction potential in téfrms of factor of zaity is generally kown 25 lhe determiniziic
approach.

Liqueduciivn Potentinl Assessmend for Chean Sawdst Faur in situ inled wst metnesls have
been Wentilied by Youd et al, {2001) as-having reached a lovel of sedficianl malurity for the
purpose of soil liguefaction potential assessment wisler the frzcework of simpiilied
procedure, These tests include:

1} standard penetration test (SPT);

2) cone penetration tes{ (CPT);

3} shear wave velocity (Vy); and,

4) Becker penetration test (BPT), BPT is used primarily for tests in gravely deposits
and readers intetested in BPT are referred to Harder & Sced (1986).

Figure 1 presents the CRR-(Ny)¢n correlations published in the past 3 decades for clean sands
(fines content, FC<5%) and earthquake evenis of magnitude M = 7.5. Fines are defined as
particles passing #200 sieve {material < 0,075 mum).

Pigure 11 CRR-(N))g correlations published iu the past 3 decades for ejean sands (after iriss and

Boulanger, 2006)
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The mwodifications in CRR-(N))¢ correlfations over the years generally recognized a more
significant increase of CRR as (N|)e reached values about 30. A relationsliip between CRR
and the SPT N value (numbei of liamnier Blows required to penetrate a split barre! sampler
for 1 ft or 300 mm), corrected te a bammer energy ratio of 60% and normalized to an
effective overburden stress (Gy,) of 100kPa (or laim), [desighated (Ni)e] is tsed to
represent the boundary curve.

Figure 2 shows a selection of correlations between CRR and normalized cone tip resistance
(gene) published within the last decade for clean sands and earthquake events of magnitude M
=7.5. The qqn represents a CPT tip resistance normalized to 0y of 100kPa and divided by

atmospheric pressure and thus a dimensionless value.

Figure 2: A seleetion of CRR-q.q correlations published recently (after Juang et al. 2086)
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A thitd method for fiquefaction evaludtion involves field shear wawe velocity (Vy)
measurement, This protedute can be éspecially useful for sites underiainr with gravelly
materials where penctration tests such as SPT or CPT are not feasible. The V; ean also be
easily measured in a friaxial cell usmg bender elements, By comparing the V, from bender
element test to the CRR obtained using the same soil speeimen through cyclic triaxial tests, it
is possible to verify or establish the CRR-Vy correlations using reconstituted (Huang ét al,,
2005) or undisturbed samples (Baxter et al, 2008). Figure 3 shows the CRR-Vy (Vs
normalized to a stiess level Oy of 100kPa) coueiatlons published by Andrus and Stokoe

(2000).
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Figure 3; The CRR-V; correlation proposed by Andras and Stokae (2008} and other sands/silts (alter

Baxter, 2008)
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An important disadvantage-in the use of Vy is a lack of sensitivity to the relative density, D;.
For a change of D, of clean sand from 30 to 80%, the corresponding SPT N value would
increase by a factor of 7.1 and q, by a factor of 3.3, The same D, would be expected to
change the V; by a factor of 1.4 based on available correlations (Idriss & Boulanger, 2006).

Figire 4: Comparison of the CRR-gx correlations derived for three clean sads (after Ishiltarn and

Harada, 2008).
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Ishihara and Harada (2008) analyzed the correlations between SPT and CPT results and their

relationship with the ratio of effective horizontal stress to vertical stress (). The CRR

values were estimated from the relative density (1), Figure 4 shows the comparisen of the

{5, corralativus derived for fhree clean sdnds fin K=<0.5, The correlations by Rebértson
L Weide (1998] aed AT (2001) are also ineluded for refercnce.

When evaluating materials it is important to note that the CRR-g.; coirelations can deviate
siguifionntly,  Simsdfarly, discrspanios can also be found nmang the CRR-N correlations
derived fox Toyoura sand ard lhosz reparted by Youd et al, (2001) and JRA (1996).

quuecht:on Potential Assessment fox Silty Sands: Natural sand deposits often contain
various amounts of fines (silt and clay size particles), It has been reported that most cases of
eavihquake-itduced liguetaciion have actually obcussed i siliy sands (Ymnanre & Lovent,
AGGE). Researchers have penerally apreed fhat ns Jines contents cxoeed 5 paycent, 1elative
density ceasmsl to 92 a reliable mfl-zv. to predivl lyuefacsion polcatist Seed ol al, 19835,
lehihara, 1893, Fer fine grained soils, the cyclic resiatnse corehuzs well with the vulid
tatio, where a lower void ratio corresponds to groaler cyslic resislimce (Ishiliaga, 1998,
There is still a lack of compelling data as to what role the fines content plays in relation to
lquefaction.

When the CRR of a sand with fines is determined through in situ index test using simplified
prosedure, ihe silgation is nwre complicaled a5 1he avaiiable coreclaions me empitealty
detived maLnl_:.f From-field obgervations of soil belavicr olloving Lmlhql.mk-:& Alihaugh
différent in magnitude and/or fornvat, most avaitable CIRs based (0 in sity index lest viie
correlations for -cohesionless silty sands sugges{ that a.given index test value should
correspond to a higher CRR as fines centent increases, Alternatively, the in situ-index test
value should be increased to obtdin an equivalent clean sand value, For the ¥, method by
Andrus and Stokee (2000), the adjustmeni in the CRR-Vy; cotrelations is includ ed in Figure
3. The SPT penetiation resistance (Idviss & Boulanger, 2006) is increased to an equivalent
clean sand value, (W) socs according to FC (in percent) as:

(N.a )Gﬂr.r = (‘Ni )50 + ‘A(NI ).sn

A(I\ ) wcxp 1 63+ J 4 [ l:'—’r}}
& HhL R

Based on Robertson & Wride (1998), for CPT the equivalent clean sand value should be
determined based on the soil behavior index (1), using the following relationship:

(QHJ\' )g‘x = K{‘gﬂh’
For I,<1.64 K, =10
For I,>1.64 K, =-0.4037]+5.581) 21637 +33.75],~17.88
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where: I.1s a funetion of ¢, sleeve friction, £ and overburden siress.

Liquefaction Potential Assessnrent for Siits and Clays: Except for orgdnic Seils, as fines
content exceeds. 5¢ pereent, the soil g classified ag either silts.or clays, Experience learned in
Northridge, Kocaeli and Chi<Chi earthquakes showed that the seismic motion coitld cause
ground failures in law-plastic silts and clays (Chu et'al., 2004; Bray & Sancio, 2006).

Based on data collected in China that relate to earlhquake induced liquefaction, Wang (1979)
suggested that elayey soils containing tess than 15 to-20 percent particles by weight smatlor
than 0.005mm and haviag a water content () to LL ratio greater than 0.9, are susceptible to
liquefaction, Sced & Ideiss (1982) furiher refined that statement and indicated that all of the
foltowing three conditions must be met: (1) percent of particles smaller than 0.005msh s less
than 15%; (2) LL<35; and, (3) ratio of w/LL>0.9. These conditions are referved to as the
“Chinese criteric” Lecause of its erigin, However, Bray & Sancio (2006) compiled data that
included observations in recent ecartiiquake events and proposed new liquefaction
susceptibility criteria for silts and clays using P1and w¢/LL ratio, as shows i Figure 5.

Flguie 5: Liquefaction susceptibility exlierla proposed by Bray & Saneio (2006)
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As a result, the Chinese criterion is no longer used as pait-of the liquefaetion analysis
methed. Now, the criteria propesed by Bray & Sancio (2006) consider liguefaetion in a
general term that ineludes the phenoinenon of dramatic less of shear strength due to
increased pore-water pressure and réduced effeetive stres§. It also considers dases where
liquefaction leads to transient softening and increased cyalic shear strains, due to dilation as
undrained shearing continues (i.e., cyclic softening). Boulanger & ldriss (2006) indicate that
there can be fundamental differences in eyclic and monotenic undrained shearing behaviors
between clay-like and sand-like fifie graily materials,

Figure 6 shows screening critesia suggested by Boulanger & Idriss (2006) to Tirst determine
whether the tiquefaction susceptibility should be evaluated as a clay-like (cyclic softening) or
sand-like (liquefaction) material. For fine-grained soils considered as sand-like, the SPT or
CPT based simplified procedure can be used to estimate their cyclic strength,
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Figare 6; Afterberg limits cliart showing representa{ive values for clay-like, sand-like or intermediate
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For practical purposes, fine-grained soils can confidently be expected to exhibit clay-like

behavior if they have PI>7 as shown in Figure 7.

stress-history normalized behavior.

The clay-like soils are more Likely to have

The cyclic strength can be eviluated based on information from in situ testing, laboratory

festing and available empirieal correlations,

sampling is telatively simple-and low cost.

For clay-like fine-grained soils, undisturbed

fgure 7t Transition firosh sand-tike fo clay-like behavior for fine-grained soils with increasing PI, and
the recommended gnideline (firom Boulanger & Idviss, 2006).
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Anzhudy: RIR performed detailed liquefaction analysis based on the standard penetiation
rates and laboratory enginecring indices correlations. The analysis was performed utilizing
the computer prograni Liquefypro. LiquefyPro offérs multiple métheds of caleulation to
evaluate the factoi of _safety against liguefaction as well as.setflement due to carthquake from
wet sand and dry sand. The program is based on the most tecent methods tecormianded by
NCEER Workshop and SP117 Implementation.

Méthodology: The following presents a summary of the method analysis and key equations
and values utilized in the analysis.

A, Stalapd Penetrglion Bake Singpiifed Anelvsis

C8R - Cyelic Stress Ratio Compntations: The earthquake demand is calculated by vsing
Seed's method, first introduced in 1971 (Seed and Idriss, 1971). It has since evolved and been
updated through sumnaty papers by Seed and colieagues. Participants in a workshop on
liquefaction evaluation arranged by NCEER seviewed the equation recently in 1996. The
equations is as follows:

CSR =10.65 (0o/ 6% )} Apax¥d
where,

CSR is the cychic-stress ratio indueed by a piven car{hquake,

0.65 is weighing factor, introduced by Seéd, to caleulate the number of uniform stress
cycles required to produce the same pore water pressure ineréase as an frregular sarthquake
ground motien. '

&, is the total vertical overburden stress. If fill is placed on ground surface, oo
increases, _

¢'o is the effective vertical overburden stiess, Tf fill is placed on giound surfacé, c'o
increases. ¢'0 is baséd on water table during earthquake.

Amay I8 the Peak Horizontal Ground Aeceleration, PGA, uitis in g.

rq is a siress rediuction coefficient determined by formulas below (NCEER, 1997).
See Stress reduction faetor, 1d versus depth (After Seed and Idviss, 1971)

g =1.0-0.00765z forz<9.15m

rg= 1174 - 0.02672 for9.15m<z<23m
rg =0.744 - 0.008 z for23 m<z<30m
rg =05 forz>30m

CIRR - Cyclic Resistance Ratio from SPT/BPY: The CRR dan be seen as a soil “strength”.
(NCEER '1996). The CRR fiquefaction cuxves afe developed for an earthquake magnitade of
7.5 and is hercafter called CRR7.5. To take different magnitudes into account, the factor of
safety against liquefaction is multiplied with a magnitade scaling factor (MSF). In the
graphical output, the CSR is divided by the MSF to give an accurate view of the liquefied
zone, The computation of CRR7.5 from SPT is described below. The BPT data is merely
converted to SPT before following the SPT procedure o determine CRR7.5,
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SREL

Stcy 1 — Submsurfaee Conditines RIR modeled the subsurface conditions based on the
drilling condifions, Subsuiface results from DH1 and DH2 were similar, Therefore, DHI
was utilized for-the evaluation. In general, cohesive seils and layers of higher fine conteitt
that would be less proie to fiquefaction were ignored to accounnt for possible layer where

cleaner sands, more prone to liquefaction, may occur: :

An initia] seyeening of the fine grained soils was performed to ensuré that the clay soils were
not prone to hiquefaction. The fine grained soils encountered duiring the investigation were of
maderate expansive nature, and determined to be non-expansive.

Groundwater conditions encountered during the study was between 4 to 6 feél. For purposes
of this analysis, the groundwater levels were agsumed to be at the ground surface.

Sdep 2 - Corvection of SPT Blow Coust Daga; The procedares that relate SPT N-values to
liquefaction resistance. use an SPT blow count thal is normatized te an effective overburden
pressure of 100 KPa (or 1.044 tons per square foot). This normalized SPT blow count is
denoted as Ny , which is obtained by multiplying the uncorrected SPT blow count by a depth
correction factor, C,,. A correction factor may be needed to correct the blow count for an
energy ratio of 60%, which has been adopted as the average SPT energy for North American
geotechnical practice, Additional correction factors may need to be applied fo obtain the
corrected normalized SPT N-value, (¥:)s0.

It has been suggested that the corrections should. be applied according to the followhig
formula:
' (Nl )ﬁﬂ =Nn €, Ce Cl) C!' Cs
where:

N = SPT raw data, measured standard-penetration resistanee from field

C, =depth correction factor

C¢ = hambier energy ratio-(ER) correction fastor

Cy = borehole diameter correetion factor

C, = rod length -correction factor

C, = correction factor fot samplers with or without liness

Corrections to Field SPT N-Values (madified from Yeowd and Idriss, 1997)

Overburden Stress Correction, C,: C, is an overburdés Stress corvection factor given by:

Co= (1 g'0)?
where:
o'o = the effective vertical overburden stress in ton/ft2, which is based on water table
during SPT testing. If fill is placed after SPT tosting, fill does not affect co.
8.4< C, < 1,7 (SP117 and Youd et al. summary Report from 1996 NCEER and 1998
NCEER/NSTF Workshops)
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Hole Diameter Corrections, Cy: The borehole should not exceed 115 mm (4.5 inches) in
diameter, because the associated siress relief can vedice {he measured N-value in some
sands, However, if lavger diameter holes are used, the following facters can be'nsed to adjust
the N-values for them, When drilling with hollow-stens augers,. the -inside. diameter of the
augers is used for the borehole diametet in ordel to determine the correction factors,

Boreliole Digmeter Correctlon
&5 mm 6 115 mm 10
150 mm 1.05
200 mm 1.15

Drive-Rod Length Corrections, €2 The-energy delivered to the SPT can be very low for
an SPT performed above -a depth of about 10 m (30 ft) due to rapid reflection of the
compression wave in the rod. The enesgy reaching the sampler can also become reduced for
an SPT below a depth of about 30 m (100 ) due to energy losses and the large mass of the
drill rods. C; is calovlated in the program based on depth of the sample. The rod length is
different from the sample depth. The rod length is assuming 1.5 meter more than depth, It
means that the rod is 1.5 meter above the ground level.

Bl Bzl nl £ oo
Do by b 0,75
1E Lo sy UBs
Gt 10 m 0415
A0 e 30010 1.0
=3 <1,k

Sampler Type Correetions, C: Correctichs should.be made for SPT samplers if liners are
not installed. If a Modified California sam_pler is used, a conversion based on the annular
space should be-applied which typically varies from-about 0.5 to 0.7.

Sann gl eting] Samnplee € e |oa
Standard sampler 1.00)
Sampler without lners 120
California Modifled sampler 070

Energy Delivery Correction, Cc. A rod energy ratio (ER) of 60% has genevally been
accepted as the reference value, The value of ER (%) delivered by a particular SPT setup
depends primaxily on the type of hammer/dnvil system and the method of hammer release.
Values of the correction factor used to modify the SPT results to 60% energy (ER!ﬁG) can
vary from 0.3 to 1.6, corresponding to field values of ER of 20% 1o 100%.

Location Hammer Release Method Tongetne Daepeiel b
United States Safety Rope and pulley L, 84
United States Donut Rope and pulley NS
United States Automatic Trip Rope and pulley T
e R A T
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Brep 3 - Pines Condest Covreetlnn diring Bignefaedisn: The CRR ewrves for the analysis
are based on elean sand. To use these curves for soil containing fines such as silt and clay,
the biow count data must be cosrécted for tire'fines coitent. Fhe Fines Coatent correction are
based on one of three méthods:

L

1} Idviss & Seed, 199F: The fines content correction formulas below were developed by
R.B. Seed and 1.M. Iduiss (1997). This option is available only for SET input,

' NDso = a+B (N e
a=0;p=10 | FC < 5%

= exp[l 76- (190&?{:2)] B = 0.99+FC"*/1000 5 <FC<35%
a~—50}3w12 FC>35%

where
{N1)sor is the corrected blow eount.
FC is the fines content in %.

'2) Stark & Olsen 1995: The average of the curves published by Stark and Olsen, 1995
is used for cormection of (N1)60 for fines content, ¥C, by using the following formula;

(Nidsor= (Nsot AN Dso
where
(N1)goris the cotrected blow count.
A(N Jso is the fines content correction (Seed, 1996)

3) Modified Stark & Olsen: In the above two methods, after Fines > 35%, A )e is
constantly at 7. There is no chauges (or oredif) for fines from 35% to 100%. This
method allows for an increased correction factor after {ines=35% and iucreases to
Fines = 100%.,

Stop < - Cotenbation of CHIR e CRR7.5 (Magnitude=7.5) is determined using the formula
below (NCEER, 1997).

CRRzs=  (a+Db){x+e) (x*+g) ()
(1 FbY () (x4 (x7+h) x*

where,

x = (N eor

a= 0,048

b= -0.1248

¢ = -0.004721

d = 0.009578

¢ = (.0006136

f=-0, 0003285

g=-1673107

h=3.714-10°
e e
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The results of the -analysis indicates that for a pedk ground acceleration, based on State of
California records for a 10 percent change of a- 50-year evéent ((:46g for a Mw ="7.3 for
alluvial conditions), would result in approximiately 4.5 inches.

A sensitivity amlysm for the modeled rendered séttement estimates on the erder of2 inches
for ground accelerations on the order of 0.2g which would correspond to a moderate
earthquake, However, events in excess of 0.46 g continued to rénder seftlements on the erder
of 4 to 5 inches, and the maximiunm amouint of sfrain that weuld oceur i the soil, regardliess of
the seismic event,

Aifleentinn:  Several methods ave available for the site depending on site development, to

mitigate the anticipated dynamic settlemerts. We understand at this time, that the Client will
not mifigate the potential risk, given the proposed agricultural jand use.

4,03, Lafernf Sproadine

Cfeneral Direwerioor Lateral spread is the finile, lateral displacement of sloping ground (0.1
to < 6 percent) as a result of pore pressure buildup or liquefaction in a shallow, underlying
soil deposit during an earthquake. Lateral spreading, as a result of liquefaction, occurs when
a soil mass slides laterally on-a liguefied layer, and gravitational -and incrtial forces cause the
layer, and the overlying non-liquefied material, to move in a downslope direction. The
magnitude of lateral spreading movements depends on earthquake magnitude, distanee
between the site and the seismic event, thickness of the liguefied layer;, ground slope or ratio
of free-face height to distance between the free {ace and structute, fines content, average
particle size of the materials comprising the liquefied layer, and the standard penctration rates
of the materials.

Widespread lateial spréading is generally nof applicible to fine-grained sdils, nor to sandy
soils where!

1} Standdrd penetration values [(IN;)eplave greater than'15; and,

2) Where the standard penetration rates ave less than 15 and the poetentially vulnerable
layer is less than 1 meter thick.

3) Liguefied Iayer has no fiee face or is inclined at-a'stope of less than 0.1 peroent.

Further, the magnitude of ground disptacement in a Jiguefaction faflure is influence by the
volumetrie response of these-sandy soils during liquefaction, A contraciive soils response
can lead to very dramatic failures wiiile a dilative response tends to limit the magnitude of
displaceménts. Therefore, a low confining pressure can result in a dilative behavior, even for
a somewhat loose packing of soil grains.

A potentially significant phenomena in a lateral spread is the upward slow of pore water
within the liquefied soils deposits without a change in the overall volume. In a liquefied
state, individual grains tend to sink under the influence of gravity. The net result is for the
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liquefied soil in a layer to progressively densify near the bottom and loosen/soften near flie
top. Therefore, there is a tendency for an upwerd niigration of pore water and void space.

Lateral spiead ntay occurever lobser, weaker soil near the top of the liquefied deposit, If the
liquefied soils is overtain with a relatively impervious layet, upward slowing pare water wilt
be trapped and contribute fo the formation of a weaker soil zone in the. top porlion of the
liquefied deposit. Since the mevement of water and seil” graing takes time, Castro (1987)
suggests that this phenomenon miglit develop in selatively thin layers but not througheut the
depth of thick lquefied deposits. However, even in thick, uniform soil deposits, tlie tendency
for soll graius to seitle would result in fornation of a' progressively, slightly weaker ‘soil
toward the top of the lquefied deposit. However, it is important to note, that the general
analysis assumes consewat’ivély, undrained conditions (Seed, 1979).  However, the
migrations of pore water in a paitially drained condition bave a significait impact on the
magitude of d;spiacements in the lateral spread. Statk and Mesyi {1992) found that partial
drainage of excess pore pressures can produce an increase in shear resistance as sliding
progresses. Rapid drainage of excess pore pressures from the liquefied soil zone may be
sufficient to stabilize the slide before large deformations occur.

Numerous researchers have consistently observed a correlation hetween hotizontal surface
displacements in a lateral spread and the thickness of the underlying liquefied soil deposit
(Yasuda, et. al,, 1992a; Tokida, et, al,, 1993; Hamada, et. al, 1986; Bartlett and Youd, 19924,
1992b, 1995; O'Rowurke and Pease, 1997). The influences of the liquelied thickness are as
follows:

1) Since shear deformations oceur asress the full depth of the liquefied deposits, the net
surface digplacement will increase the greater liquefied thickness, If the shear shain was
constant with depth, ‘the lateral displacement profile would be linear and, for a given shear
strain, the net surface displacement would increase with liguefied thickness.

2} As the thigkness of tlic liquefied sdil deposit increases, a preater upwaed migration of pore
water might occur. Then, the -significance of the resultifig soft zone nedr the top of the
deposits would increase with increasing fiquefied (hickness.

3) The drainage path for excess. pore pressuic s increases with the thickness of the liquefied
soil. As a result, portions of a thicker liquefied deposit will remain liquefied for a longer
period of time and cause greater surface displacements,

Hotizontal displacements in a lateral spread can range up to several meters with smaller
associated seitlements. ‘Charactéristic patters or ground deformation include ground fissures
or tension cracks af the head of the slide. Subsidence typically occurs at the head of a lateral
spread with heaving 4t the toe. Sand beils, a common indication of soil llqneiactlen are
frequently observed in the lower porfions of a lateral spiead. Lateral spread is defined here
to include only lateral stiding of gently sloping ground due to seil Hquefaction at relatively
shallow depths and does not refer to the large horizontal slows associated with deep-seated
liquefaction failurcs. This definition of lateral spread also specifically excludés two types of
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liquefaction-induced grownd faiture that can produce similar patterns of syface niovements.
These types of slumping ar embankments and tilting of retairting walls have a genétic failure
mechanism involving rotational slide or shumpiing (Varnes, 1978).

Adeniz The subsirface dala and Iayers wers scicened 1o assess tayers that may be prone to
lateral spreading, The initial criteria was to indentify granular soils that have a {Nq)gp less
than 15. The standard penetration rates were sufficient close to this value, that to
account for site variability, a lower value was assunved.

An analysis was performed based en Youd, Hansen and Bartlett (2002) to assess the
potential and magnitude of petential lateral spiread condition,

The analysis defermined that the layer, if subjeeted to thie design carthgquake (Mw = 7.3) were
to be subjected to tiquefaction, weuld be proue to move towards a fiee face, a-displacentent
on the-order of 1 to 2 feet should be anticipated. The lower overburden pressure coupled with
overlaying permeable soils {sand and gravle layers) may tend to decrease fhe larger
magnitude displacements (Starke and Mesri, 1992). However, in any case, displacements in
excess of 0.5 feet would generally be considered unacceptable.

AMitigaries;  Similar to the discussion in the “Liquefaction” section, unacceptable

displacéments have been predicted for the given model.. At this time, the. ctient has decided
to accept the potential risk, and will not perform any mitigation measures at this time,

4.2 3, Beamic CompressieniSetthemerntd

General Discussion: Seismic sétflement occurs when cohesionless materials (sands) densify
as & result of ground shaking, Settlement of medivm-dense sands could result from a strong
earthquake even if groundwater did it rise and groundshaking did not induce liquefaction.

The analysis divides the soil depesit into very thin layers and calculates the settlement for
each layer. The calculations are divided into two paits, dry soil settlement and saturated soil
settlement.

The soil above the groundwater table is diy soil and soil below the groundwater fable is
saturated soil.

Nyl D, (%)
3 30
6 40
10 50
14 60
20 70
25 80
30 9
SR i
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The total settlement at a certain depih s the sum of the-settlements of the saturated and dry
soil.

hiquefaction anakysis. The calculation s made for each layer of the soil depesit and is
divided into six ateps:

Step 1:. Bstimation of Guey

Step 2: Evaluation of shear straln-inodulus ratic used to ¢evaluate a cyclic shear strain;

Step 3: Evaluation of shear strain using the sheat-strain modutus vatio;

Step 4: Bvaluation of velumetiic strain using the shear strain evaluated above;

Step 5 - Magnitade correotion of the volumetric strain because the figures used sbove are
developed for a magnitude 7.5 earthquake;

Step 6 - Evaluation of diy soil settlement using the magnitude corrected volumetric

stra,

The results of the analysis indicate that seismic (dry) setflement will be negligible since the
groundwater levels at the site ave high,

1t is important to note that if a strong 1o severe seismic event were {0 occur during a period of

lower groundwaler elevations, these estimites would beé ligher, and on the order of 1 to 4
inches,

associated with the site.

4,2.4. Ground Larching

Crasmerad Dizemaian Ground lurching oceurs as aresult of reiling seismic ground
wave front strtking stredm banks, artificial embankrients, bluffs-and othér geomorphic
features at right engles vesulting yielding of the materials in the unsupported divection. Soil
hurching is likely te be most.severe where the thickness of soft-seciments varies to a
noticeable degree tmder structures. The initial affect {5 fo produce a series of more or less
parallel cracks separating the ground into blecks. With increasing intensity turch cracking
develop ground fractures, cracks, and fissures, as well as, settlement, compaction, and
sliding,

ocewr in areas of the site, that would be similar risks associated with seismic settlement.

Aiipresinn; No mitigation measures are proposed at this tine,

Drecember 12, 2642
Copyriphd 2012 RIR Engincering Crowp - Af Rights Reageved

. i’-:;é::-:l.-? PrmecENﬂESSSiO



=hie sl
o
e

4.2,5. Sciches

General Discussion: Seiches are an escillation of the surface of an inland body of water- that
varies in period from a.few minutes to several hours. The kéy requirement for formation of a
seiclie is that the body of -water be.at least pairtially bounded, allowing the formation of the
standing wave,

Seiches ave ofteh imperceptible to the naked eye, aid observers in boats on the surface may
not notice that a seiche is occutting dus to the extremely long wavelengths, The effect is
caused by resonanices in a body of water that has been disturbed by one or more of a nusitber
of faétors; mest often meteorolegical effects (wind and almospheri¢ pressire variafions), and
seispric acfivity or by tsunamis, Gravity always seeks ta restore the horizontal.surface of a
body of liquid water, asthis represents the configuration in which the water is in Liydrestatic
equilibrium, Veitical harmohic motien results, producing an impulse which travels the
fength- of the basii 4t a velocity, that depends on the depth of the water. The impulse is
reflected back from the end of the basin, generaling interferenice. Repeated reflections
produce standing waves with one or more nodes, or points that experience no vertical motion.
The frequency of the oscillation is determined by the size of the basin, its depth and contours,
and the water temperature.

The longest natural period for a ssiche in an enclosed rectangular body of water is usually

represented by the Merian formula; ol
.

Poriod(T) =
01]0(( ') m
Where,

L is'the length,
h the average depth of the body of water, and
g the acceleration of gravity.

Higher order harmonics are also observed. The period of the second harmonic wiil be half
the natural petiod; the period of the third harmonie will be a'third of*the natural period, and
so forth.

Lake seiches can occur very quickly: on July 13, 1993, a big seiche orr Lake Superior caused
the water level to fall and then rise again by tliree feet (one meter) within fifteen minutes,
leaving seme boats hanging from the docks on their mooring lines when the water retreated,
The same storm system-whieh caused the 1995 seiche on Lake Stuperior produced a similar
effect in Lake Huron in which the water level at Poit Huron changed by six feet (1,8 mover
two hours, On Lake Michigan, eight fishermen awere swept away and drowried when a 10-
foot seiche hit the Chicago waterfront on June 26, 1954, Lakes in seismically active ateas,
such as Lake Tahoe in California/Nevada, are significantly af risk from seiches, Geological
evidence indicates that the shores of Lake Tahoe may have been hit by seiches and tsunamis
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as much as 10 m (33 feet) high in prehistorit times, and loeal tesedrchers have ealled for the
1isk te be factored into emergeney plans for the region,

Earthquake~generated seiches can be ‘observed thousands of miles away from the epicenter of
a quake. Swimming pools are especially prone to seiches caused by eattliquakes, as the
ground tremors often match the respnant frequencies of .small bodies of water, The 1994
Northridge casthguake in Califomia caused swimming peols to overflow across southern
California. The massive Good Friday Barthquake that hit Alaska in 1964 caused seiches in
swinvming pools as far away as Puérto Rico. The eatthquake that hit Lisbon, Portugal-in
1755 caused seiches in canals 2,000 milés (3,000 km) away in Scotland and Sweden. The
2004 Indian Ocean earthquake caused seiches in standing waler bodies in many Indidn states
as well as in Bangladesh, Nepal and northern Thailand, Seiches.weie-agatn observed in Uttar
Pradesh, Tamil Nadu atid West Bengal in lidia as well as in many locatiens in Bangladesh
during the 2005 Kashniir earthquake, The 1950 Chayu-Uppér Assam earthquake is kaown to
have generated.seiches as fai as Norway and soutliern England. Other earthiquakes in the
Indian sub-continent known to have generated seiches include the 1803 Kumaon-Barahat,
1819 Aliah Bund, 1842 Central Bengal, 19035 Kanpra, 1930 Dhubri, 1934 Nepal-Bihar, 2001
Bhuj, 2005 Nias, 2005 Teresa Island earthquakes.

Nagasaki Bay is a typical area in Japan where seiches have been observed from time to time,
most-often in the spring. Ow March 31, 1979, the Nagasaki tide station recorded a maxinmun
water-1evel disptacement of 2.78 meters {9.1 feet), at that ocation and due-to the seiche. The
maximm water-level displacement in. the whole bay during this seiche event is assumed to
have reached 4.70 meters (15.4 feet), at the bottom of the bay. Seiches in Western Kynshu,
inciuding Nagasaki Bay, are often indueed by a low in the atmospheric pressure passing
South of Kyuishu Istand. Seiches in Nagasaki Bay have a period of about 30 to 48 minutes.

Seiches can also be Induced by tsunami, a wave train (scries of waves) generated in a body of
water by a pulsating or abrupt disturbance that vertically displaces the-water column. On
occdsion, tsunamis ean -produce seiches -as a result- of local geographic peculiarities. For
instairce, the tsunami that hit Hawail in 1946 had a [fteen-minute interval between wave
fronts. The natural resonant period of Hilo Bay is-about thiity minutes. That mednt that every
second "wave was in phase with the motion of Hile Bay, creating a sefche in the bay. As a
result, Hilo suffered worse damage than any other place in Hawaii, with the tsunami/seiche
reaching a height of 14 m and killing 159 inhabitants. Sciche waves may continue for
several days after a tsunami,

FEuafiaiion: No ponding of water is proposed for the site.  Therefore, the risk to the

development is nil.

Afitigntiane No mitigation measures are required.
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4.2.6. Tsunamis

Crewprerd Divciryions: Tsunamis, or seisniic sea waves, are farge oceanic waves genezated by
earthquakes, submatine. voleanic eruptions oy large submarine landslides. They are capable
of traveling long distances across ocean basms, and can force large quantities of wafter up
onto sliore at high velocities. The forces mvolved with tsunamis are of such large magnitude
that the only positive means of protection is to avoid areas subject to tsunamis.

These waves have a lfong wavelength. (distance frfom the erest of one wave fo the crest of the
succeeding wave), norirally over 100 miles, and a very low amplitude-(helght from-crest to
trough). . As these waves approach shallow water, the .speed-decreases from a deep water
speed of over 600 m.p.h. to Iéss than 30 nrp.h., and their-enetgy is transferred from wave
speed (vela01ty) to wave height (amplitude) waves as high as-80-ta 160 feet. The mtensity of
the wave(s) is unpredictable and may continue for several hours. The waves éan anrive
onshore in intervals of wy to an hour, and since there dre ustally a nimber of waves, the
threat usually exists for as long as ten to twelve hows, Tsunamis are sometimes preceded by
a trough which appears to be similar to an extremely low tide. The wave itself may follow
the trouglh by 15 to 45 minutes.

Although the avrival time of waves can be predicied, the intensity of the wave when it
reaches shore cannot be predicted. Tsunamis are a threat, not because they are extensive or
frequient, but because the destruction they cause can be devastating., Tsunamis can cause Joss
of life from drewning, and they can cause extensive damage to structures-on or near beaches
and rivet mouths, In addition, water sysiems can be contaminated, power supplies disrupted;
transportation systems blacked of distupted, oil and gas pipelines coimpromised, and
communications pafhways along the coast destoyed. There can also Be an inereased
ocourrence of fire from broken oil or gas taiks or lines, as well as Roodimg from blocked
rivers, etc.

Ventura County is subject to threats from both tele-tsunainis {distant generated, transeceanic)
and locally-generated events.in the Santa Barbara Chanhél and Gulf of Catalina.

Ventura County has not been seriously impacted by a tsunami since the early 18" Century.
Historieal records, confismed by geologic exploration, indicate that a. tsumami ecomred in the
Santa Barbara Charinel around 18712, Sea waves as large as 30 to 35 feet reached Saita
Barbara, and 10 to 12 feet in Ventura, The source of this event is thought to be related to a
sab-aerial landslide generated from a iocal source.

The most significant remote tsunami 1o hit southern California was in 1960, when an 9.5
Magnitude earihquake off the coast of Chile generaled a tsunami resulting in4 ¥ foot waves
at Santd Monica and Post Hueneme, and caused major damage to the Los Angeles and Long
Beach harbors.

The 1964 Good Friday Alaskan Earthquake (Magnitude 9.2) generdted a tsunami that caused
major damage to port facilities up and down the California Coast, and 11 deaths in Crescent
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City, Cafifornia. Bolt and others (1977) teports wave run-up elevations on the order of
nearly 20 fest above miean sea level in the Crescent City area, However, only niinor'damage
was reported in €ither Ventura Harbor or the Post of Hueneme.

Recent events have included the August 135, 2007 Peru-Northern Chile Mw 8.1 event, The
tsunamis heights were thought to be relative small (less than 10 feet) but resulted in waves
inuadating up te 2 kitometers inland, kitling 7 peopic The December 26, 2004 Swumnatra-
Andamai Islands earthquake (MW9.0) generated a series of large tsunamis which killed over
225,600 pecple ranging fiorh the south Asia 16 east Afitea. This event demonstrated: that the
waves travel oh a larger global scale and if they oceur as a result of a significant selsmic

event, geomorphic features, such as small islands, do not.offer sufficient protection from
waves that can travel up to [ 'mile niland and to elevations in.cxeess of 30 fect above mean
sea level,

Based on the Ventura County Operational Area Tsunamis Bvacuation Plan (August, 2000)
the tsustami threat is mainly confined to the immediate beach areas and river niouths (deltas).
All of the coastal areas in Ventura County are susceptible to fsunamis. Most of the land
between the beach and the cliffs on both the noith arid south coasts is included within the
hazard zone. The hazard zone s delineated as roughly the elevation of 33 feet (10 meters),
However, effects of structures and topography may locally affeot the inland extent of the
tsunami {ronup). Various studies estimate that the population ofthe potential-inundation arca
in Ventura County is approximately 40,000 - 45,000 (daytinie) and 25,000 (night).

Aughiais; Due to the proximity to the ccean and the low mhnd clevation there'is a risk of
impacts refated to tsunamis’,

L0 Rt s bie-Deeed eeeed L.m[Es‘iI

(o ol flisepesiog: Hazards to the improvements of the property include sarthquake
induced landslides which éncompasses Several cafegories. Landslides are downslepe
motions of conglomerations of earth materials or bedrock .or "combinations of both.
Landslides are a more defined unit and are similar to shuhps, but dte on a larger scale. They
can move in a trabslational movement or retational settlément or motion. M oceurs because
of the loss of ability of earthi materials to maintain thelr integrity at a specific gradient and
sefile or into lesser gradient or position of greater equilibrium. This category encompasses
these features which develop as a result of the increased loading from seismic energy.

Aieleniv: Based on the rebatively lower slope gradients at the residence and pool, the risk of

=,

seismically induced landglides is judged to be low to nil. The surrounding area and the local
areas with steeper slopes (greater than 2:1) may be prone to earthquake induced landslides.
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Mirieceliny:  Proper drainage devices and slope cover should be implemented and regular
maintenance should be maintained to reduce the future potential of slope instability as
recommended herein. No other measures are required.

4.2.8. Slope Deformation

General Discyssion: Newmatk's method treats a landslide or sliding bleck as a rigid-plastic
body, fi.e. the mass does not deform internally), experiences no permanent displacement at
accelerations belaw the eritical or yield level, and deforms plastically along a discrete basal
shear surface when the eritical acceleration is exceeded. The Newmark’s sliding block
analysis for estimating seismic displacements requires an initial estimate of the yield
acceleration for a selected cross section, The yield acceleration is the horizontal seismie
force required to produce a safety factor of 1.0,

Aunduiiyr The site is essentially flal, and the risk is nil.

Aitivatiogs No measures are required.
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5.4, Remdona] Goology

5.0. GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed site is ocated regiopally within the western Transverse Ranges
geologic/geomorphic prévinee of California. This province is characterized by generally
east-west trending mountain ranges-composed of sedimentary and voleanic rocks ranging in
age from Crefaceous to Recent. The westemn Transversé Ranges province of Southern
California is .charaoterized by east-west trending folds and fauits, which contrast with the
regional northwest-southeast structaral trénd that predominate in the Peninsular Ranges and
the Califernia Continental Borderland. The different structwral trend of the western
Transverse Ranges results from the convergence created by the "big bend” of the San
Andreas fault at the nertheastern limit of the province.

Major east-treriding folds, reverse faults, anid left-lateral strike-ship faults refleet regional
north-south compression sid are characteristic of the Fransverse Ranges. The preposed site
development is located within the Channel Istands Harbor and is within the southwestern part
of the Oxnard Plain, The onshore Oxnard Plain and Santa Clara River Valley together with
the adjacent offshore Ventura Mainland Shelf and Santa Barbara Channel form the Ventura
Basin, which is the dominant struciural element of the western Transverse Ranges.

The Ventura Basin is an elongated depression that bisects the Transverse Ranges between
Point Conception antd the San Gabriel fault, The basin is baunded on the north by the Santta
Ynez Mountains and on the south by the Santa Barbara.Chamnel Islands. To the west, the.
basin, mérges with the Santa Maria basin at the.Santa Ynez Movintains. The Ventura basin is
filled with a thiek sequence of Mesozoie and Cenozoic sedimentary deposits estimated to-be
more- than 6,100 nreters (20,000 feet) in total.thickness. The Oxpard Plain -and Ventura
Mainland Shelf is a prograding delta that resulting from' the deposition of sediments
transpotted to the coast by the Ventura and Santa Clara Rivers, The Sata Clara River is the
largest river in Southern California’in terns of discharge and suspended.sediment load, and is
the largest source of sediment to the area. During periods of loweréd sea levels, these two
large rivers crossed the exposed delta and transpoited sediménts divectly fo the shelf edge.
Both the Ventusa and Santa Clara Rivers have migrated or avulsed across the coastal plain
and shelf througl geologic time. Geologic evidence suggests that the Santa Clara River has
migrated as far south as the Hueneme Canyon during periods of lowered sea level in the Late
Pleistocene (Dahlen, 1992).

&2 Kepdonad Geedeciiiean] Setting

USGS topographic maps of the project vieinity indicate that the surface topography in the
general area is relatively flat and is characterized by a very gentle slope of less than 1 percent
to the southwest, [Flistoric maps for this region indicate that the predevelopment
geomo;phology along this section of coast included coastal dunes and back dune lagoons,
estuaries, wetlands, and meandering streams. The lagoons in this region were past of five
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smaller lagoons or wetlands between Hueneme and Mugh, This suggests that those lagaons
were remnants of major drainage systeins that were active during Risterical periods of sea
level low stands, when sea level was as much as 350 feet lower than present,

8.3, Potentlnt reodechafenl Hamprds Anakvsis

530, Langislichey

Cranaread Dixe .'ra"gr:-u' The. subject of jandslides is a-widely encompassing subject and- cannot
be filly covered in"a brief summary; hewever, landslides are downslope motions of earth
materials or bedrock or combinations of both. Landslides are a mose defined unit and are
similar to stumps, but aie on a Jarger scale. They can move by translational movement or
rotational settlement or.a combination of both. It occiits because of the loss of ability of
earth materials to maintain their integrity at a specific gradient and settle or into lesser
gradient or position of greater equilibrium. The internal strength of the material is lost and
the material settles into a form where the mass is centralized on the downhill side of motion.
The material is a cohesively connected unit that settles or moves as a unit. Landslides are
usually associated with water because or water increasing the unit weight and decreasing the
internal strength of the materials. The chances of a landslide ocourring are increased by
increases in slope gradient, looseness of materials, unfavorable bedding {out of slope), clay
content of the betrock, urider giound springs, unfavorable slope orientation with-existing fault

boundaries, human distirbance of the landsiide or its bouidaties, increases in gmundwatei,
earthquake forces, incredses in water content and disturbance of the lateral confining forces
and/ or the portion of a slope

Aditiztian; No measures are requited.

512 Mook Tapple

Crongred Diension: Rock topple ean occur when loose blocks of exposed bedroek are
induced to move and travel downslope when set fice by earthquake forces, undermining of
supporting earth from erosion or animal disturbance. Generally, slopes with a gradient of
greater than 3:1 (horizontal to vertical) are more susceptible to rock topple and rolling,
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5.3.3. Debris Flow

izererol Diycyssior: Debris flows are downslope motions of mixtures of earth materidls as a
loosely connected unit that flows rather than slides. Debris flows can be dry or wet
matcrials, but are usvally assoeciated with water because of water increasing the unit weight
and deecreasing the internal strength of the materials in guestion. The chances of a delris
flow oecurring are lixereased by increases in slope gradient; presence of loose materials; lack
of cementation, Increaseés in groundwater or water content, etirthquake forces and disturbance
of the lateral forces and/ or the portions of a-slope:

Feeduation: The site is relatively flat, and no risk exists at this time.

unit that moves in a translational movement or rotational settiement. It occurs because of the
loss of ability to maintain integrity within the mass at a specific gradient. The internal
strength of the material is lost and -the material settles into a foum where the mass is
centralized on the downhill side of motien. The mateiial is a coliesively cannected wiit that
settles and nioves as a ;mass. Slumps are usually associated with water because of water
increasing the unit weight and decreasing the infernal strength. The chandes of a slump
occuiring are increased by increases in .slope .gradient, material looseness, lack of
cementation, incréases in groundwater or water contéent, eafthquake forces and disturbange of
the lateral confining forces and/ or the portions of a slope.

4,35 Wippabaliey of Swrficial i‘r‘]_ﬂim'i;:]s

Cretrgenl fAscxsfin; Rippability s measuré of the hardness and difficuity that conventional
squipment will encountered during drilling and excavations.

Fvaluation: The materials encountered are easy to dvill and excavate. Excavations will

materials are weak and may reguire shoring.
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5.3.6. Grouandwater

Gereef Diverssiony: - Groundwater can impact all phases of site development and require
spema! provisions. Groundwater encauntered during site grading or developmént can result
in special subgrade stabilization, dcwateung efforts or delays. for seil spreading and drying.
Concrete placed below water requires special placing techniques anid additives.

The affects of water- on concrete structures or buildings ean result v a wide range of affects
including nuisance moisture to water inindation, as well as, adverse affects

Ivaluation:  Groundwater was encouritered at depth between 4 to 6 feet, and maybe
encouttiered at higher elevations, depending on rainfell and adjacent irrigation.

Mitigoonis  Special mitigation measures may be vequired for various construction
aspects, depending on use and acceptable risk.

43,7, Ioxpmpisive Sobls

slnmk wz%h ciecreas.es in moisture content, Montmoriliontic ciays are 1n0st susccptlble to
expansion. Foundations for structures constructed on expansive soils require special design
considerations,

Mwrrearion, Clays encountered durinig the subsurface exploration were judged to be low to

nioderately plastic based on field testing. Simildtly the slits were judged to be moderately
elastic.

Mitipattan: Moderately expanston design values will be used for the faundation and slab
design. Other mitigation measures wilf include thickened slabs, extending slab edges, and
additional reinforcement will reduce ne gative impacts from.any expansive soil mevement. In
addition, the use of capillary break uader -slabs, will reduce flie potential for meisture
transport and pumping that leads to molstute inifiltralion as a result of heat and moisture
gradients. It is essential that sand thickness under skabs be used for concrete curing only and
be kept at 2 inches or less. The Ametican Concrete Institute has found thal greater
thicknesses tend to provide conveyance of excessive moisture under the slabs.

A58, baviding ik

General Discussion: Uncontrolled artificial fills are considered fo be tinsuitable for support
of structures and other improvements. This is typically due to any number of reasons which
include but not limited to: high voids which may collapse or consolidate upon leading; high
organics which decay leaving additional veids or high moisture soils which compress;
inconsistent mixtures of fills which may perform differently, changes in consistency over
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short spans which leads to differential setticment; uneven cxpansion potential-which may
result in differential mevement of foundation elements, lack.of proper benching which may
fead to fill creep, and numerous other conditions,

Older conitrolled fills tend ta be prone to hydroconsolidation, excessive settlements ot creep.
This is-a result in the change of ¢campaction methods and efforts. (i.e. three layer method
versus five layer methad for maximum density determinations), experience in keyways,
subdrains, beriching and many otlier factors. In'addition, older fills may tend to lose integrity
due to séveral factors including bidturbation, erganic material decay, shrink swell cycles and
other mechanisms that advessely dffect the fills.

Therefore, the custom and practice in the industry typically dictates that these types of fills
not be relied on for structural support of foundations or slabs. Typical mitigations range
from fotal removal to specially designed structural elements or in-situ treatments.

Bocdutions: Artificial fill at the site, in the area of the proposed development is roughly 2
feet thick and doesn nof propose a risk to the development,

At No mitigation measure is required.

3.3.0, Ih'{l:rm:uu-snil{i|_:h'4]I}

Geueral Diveusiioy:  Hydraconsolidation occurs when soll layers collapse (seille) when
water is added undet foads. Natural deposits susceptible to hydroconsolidation ate typicalty
aeolian, aluvial, or colluvial materials with high apparent -steength when dry, The dey
strength of the materials may be attributed te the clay .and silt constituents in the sofl and-the
presence of cementing agents (le. salts). Capzi}al y tension may fend 4o act to bohd soil
grains, Once these soils are subjecied to excessive moisture and foundation loads, the
constituency inchuding soluble -salis or bonding agents is wedkened or dissolved, capilary
tensions are reduced and collapse occurs resilting is settlement.

Tunfirarion- The onsite soils ave saturated and festing did not indicate that the matesials are
prone to hydroconsolidation in the upper materials. Materials at depth are of sufficient
density to not be prone to hydroconsolidation.

whitfpadiae Mo mitigation measures are necessary.

______

Clraral fivenssion:  Subsidence is the sinking of the ground surface caused by the
compression of soil layers. The causes range fromt groundwater, oil and gas withdrawal,
oxidation of organics, or the placement of additional fill over compressible layers.
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Frafietian:  The regional has experienced periods of subsidence from groundwater

withdrawal, Given the type of construction and localized imprint, no conditions were
encountered at the site that would be influenced by subsidence.

5.3.11. Basal Inclination ¢r Yarying Flhckeess of ¥51F over Moabrad Slopes

Cheereereel Disrorfn T gencral two coniditions cair typisntly be encountered that involve the
inadequate/improper placément.of fill over existing slopes

a). Differential thicknesses of fill below structuses can result in unacceptable levels
of differential settlement, if the variation in thickness occurs over relatively short distances.

B). The placement of fill on inclined surfaces and/or without adequate beaching or

keyways may result in unacceptable levels of miovement or settlement related to creep or the
development of landsliding or slumping.

5.3.12, Geotechnical Slope Stability Analysis

enerd Pivguioe: Geoteclmical slope stability evaluates the factor of safety which is
simply defined.as the ratio of di iving forces of a hypothetical critical fajlure surface to
the available resisting forces {R/D). In general, for stabic conditions, the custom and
practice in the industry generally vequires a factor of safety of 1.5 or greater, Under
pseudostatic conditions, slopes aré requiréd to fiave a factor of safety of 1.1 or greafer,
Where the factor of safety under pseudostatic conditions is less, a Newmarks analysis is
required to assess whether the predicted permanent displacement can be acceptable, If
the criteria for ene or both of these analysis is-not met, mitigation measures will be
recuired to obtain the necessary factors of safety.

Slope stability analysis ufilizes the commercial computer Stedwin for the gross and
pseudostdtic analysis, Stedwin computes.the factor of safety of earth and vock slopes. The
program allows the analysis of both simple and complex problems for a vardety of slip
surface shapes, groundwater and pore-water pressure conditions, soil properties, analysis
methods and loading conditions,  Using limit equilibrium, the program céan model
heterogeneous soil types, complex stratigraphic and slip surface geometry, and vaviable pore-
water pressure conditions using a large selection of soil models for determining the factor of
safety’s for slope analysis as well as defermining Newmark analysis displacements,
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Information regarding the program and associated theory can be obtained fiom
www.stedwin.com.

e

Evaluation; The site is relatively level and no slope stability analysis isrequired.

Aditiation: None required,

5313, Gegicohipieat Temporapy fxcpvation Aualveis

Corneraf Eiaensalan; Temperary excavalions consist.of slapes to be constructed as part of
construction or excavations adjacent to existing fousidations.

zmtmpatcd fo be a maximum of 6 feet for the under slab collectmn fa(:liltxes foz leachate,
Aisiwertionr: The contractor should construct all slopes in accordance with these

wcommendations, or provide independent shoring plans. Where excavations arc made
adjacent to foundations, special measures will be required.

4.5, 1. Sarfivial .":'-hﬂ.!_:”!i'li_'r:

mﬁmte slope modei that assumes a umfolm planaa slopc' mnfmm 3011 dcnsztzes constant
shear strengths; and, uniform seepage parallel to the slope.

Alripedion: No measures ave requited,

5.3.15. Slape Befermationg

Crenaed fMecioviont; A cursory evaluation of seismic displacement has been provided to give
an wrler of magnitude estiseaz to the amount of displacemumt that coulhl ke expeeled in
resppanse to a ranpe of medinn peak horizontal gromd accklurations. Pewnsuk's meghod
treats a landslide or sliding block as a rigid-plastic body, (i.e. the mass does not deform
internally), experiences 5o permanent displacement at accelerations below the critical or
yield level, and deforms plastically along a discrete basal shear surface when the critical
acceleration is exceeded. Other assinuptions in the analysis include:

. The static and dynamic shearing resistance of the soil is taken to be the same;
2. The effects of dynamic pore pressure are neglected;
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3. The critical acceleration is not strain dependent and thus remains constant
throughout the analysis; _
4, The upslope reaistance to sliding is taken to be infinitely large such that
displaceinent is prohibited,

The Newmark’s sliding block analysis for estimating seismic displacements requires an

initial estimate of the yield acceleration for a selected cross section. The yield acceleration is
the horizontal seismic force required to produce a safety factoy of 1.0.

Adlvieziizn; No mitigation measures are required.

- “P'u.g'u:-.':fl ' Project No.1558.10
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G GEANITOCHNICAL SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

RIR Engineering Grovp Kas prepared this geotechinical investigation to idenitify potentially
adverse geotechniocal conditions and ascértain the engineering properties of earth materials
anticipated to be cncountered during construction of the ADF compiex A detailed
engineering -afalysis was performed and provided detalled engineering assessmient of
potential geotechnical hazards at the site. Where applieable, RIR has provided potential
mitigation measures thdt can-be implemented during design.

This repost has been prepared as part of the feasibility study approval by the County of
Ventura, CUP process, and to provide preliminary geotechnical design parameters for the
proposed development.

Based on the studies and analysis performed by RIR the primary geotechnical hazards
identified at the site were:

i, Strong to severe seismic shaking;
ii.  Secondary affects of groundshaking;
ii.  Loose/soft soils prone to seltlement or low bearing capacity and high lateral earth
pressures; and,
iv,  High groundwater.

In general these hazaxds present varying degrges of lrazard to the site buf are readily
mitigated by standard construction mieasures.and techniques that are veadily employed in the
engineering field. The oply hazavd identified at the site that cannot be niitigated is fhe threat
of tsunamis. The hazard and exposure to the site remains. similar to all other sites in the
region and the proposed construction will not exacérbate the hazard.

In sununaiy, the proposed deveiopment is considered feasible from a géotechnicat standpoint
within the guidelines stated in this repert. The proposed. agricultural operations will net
mitigate most, if not -all of the. pote;mal risks, which will be assumed by the owner. This
report presents a preliminary screening and explanation of these risks.

If the owners so choosé, no conditions were encountered that eould not mitigated witlin the
guidelines and specifications of the current codes, guidelines and custom and practice in the
industry for geotechnical engineering,

Once prelimipary site plans have been developed adiditional yeview will be required to
address any remaining design issues and mitigation measures. A Building Stage report will
be required to ensure the recommendations of this report have been incorporated into the
building plans and no additional or revised recommendations ave required.
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T CEROTICHNECAL BECOIMENBATIONS

The following recommendations, which are presented as guidelines to be used by the project
slesipness, have Decn peepared azswmisg 18 Bepincering Growp will review a complete set
wf grlame prior o consthetion, and obaeree alt constoelivg activities, Whan plans have been
canyeled, 1R Bopineting Croan shookl review these plans to determine if additional
recoematdstions aee pecaszary [or lhe propesed development,

Fhe fallowing geatechnion eeomnsendations vee provided as guidetines piad will be adjsited
s oecassary for the speciie site condilions encountsred during sie cotstvuction,  Whers
these reeoannendstions de nol secifienily aldrese a paclicular sile eondiiicon, funstustion
meshas] ar mntorinls specification, the Sinadard Spesifichtions for Pebiic Woeks Coastructian
Projesis (Cheonboole), Talest edition, showdl be wsed, Where shees is o coulticl belween e
AL specifications sod she Creenbaok, the more restrictive condition should be assumed,
unless revised by RIR.

T.E, arihwork

Theso spoeifioalions present peoerat precedues and reguiremenss foo geading and esslhvearl
ang anticipmed S overall vonsiuciion of he popased projecl. Recemmendalicns
conlained o s qeporl sleuld be cossidored nopart of the yoject spesiiumions and
supesede any peior reeosuvendalions or provistoss, Bealoalions periumed by RIR
Ingineering Grgy dusing the eowese of pradiog ney sesuft o mew reeonsbasdations (hat
earulil supmseds Lhess specificeliens or recogumendations of this report.

It shali be the Lespensibility of the eomuractor to provide adeguate equipment and construction
metbds to accumplizl the wopk in accordance with the applicable grading codes or agency
ordinances, these specifications and the approved grading plans.

If, in the opinion of RJR Engineering Group, wnsatisfaciory conditives, suivey conlrol,
inadecprale wompaction, soil-wter conlent, fili mixture, consisleney, wlverse weallzr, or
other cannlitizns which may wilesvsely allvet the projeet ove resulling i adqualiy o woeck less
than wapeired in 1hesc specifications, Rl Eapincering Growp wiid et e work mnd
recoryaend that coestruction be stoppod enlil ihe condilioes are veviidisl or cuuje
appropriate,

T4, Bie Prepneation

At the present time, 1o site grading or work is proposed.

Where any grading is performed, some gencral guidelines have been provided within the
following sections,
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Areas of the site te be built upon, paved, or excavated should be stripped to remove any
surface debris, vegetation and-organic topsoil. Soil containing more than 2 percent by weight
of organic matter should be considered an organie soil aid is not syitable for use in structural
fill. Tor planming purposes, an average stripping depth of 4 inches may be assumed.
Sirippings should be wasted off-site ar vsed in lahdseaping, as desigmated by the projecl
avchileet, Any shrubs designaled for pemaval should be eut-down, wl i stumps and 1oy
should be removed. '

LY Gradiag

The materials arising from the stripping operations and removal areas as well as foundation
excavations that are considered suiable for reuse as structural fill should be stoekpiled for
subsequent use, The suitability of the materials should be determined in the field by the
project engineer at the time of excavation. Alternatively, these materials should be suitable
for on-site landscaping as necessary.

On-site, any imported soil proposed for use as structural fill should be inorganic, free from
deleterious materials, with a Plastic Index less than 20 and should contain no more than 15
percent by weight of rocks larger than 4 inches (largest dimension} and no rocks Iarger than 6
inches. Soil containing more than 2 percent by weight of organic matter should be
considered organic and should not be used as engineered fill. All import should be tested and
approved by RIR prior to delivery o the site.

The propased fill materials should be thoroughly mixed and processed to.achieve cansistent
soil-water content with uniform soil mixture and consistency. The fill materials should be
reasonably fiee of large soil tinnps or clods, and free of uneven features that would inhibit
sampaciien elfvets, Care should be made to ensure ilad the soll is ot wvey watered or Lhat
tor neeel olloit is applied in the compaction edfart which could susult in subjrade mamping,

The soil surface exposed by stripping and excavation activities shoutd be approved by RIR

prior to fill placement. The limits of all bottom excavations shall be precisely surveyed at
this time.

T.1.3, Caanpraciing

Structural fill using the on-site soils, or approved import, should be placed in fayers, each not
exceeding 8 inches loose thickness (before compaction), water conditioned and compacted as
speciiled above.  All fill shall be sumpacicdl with a sheepsfoot or similar method, as
appravesl by RIR 1o ensure adequate gampaciivn,

Isolated areas or arcas with limited access may be compacted with hand equipment or track-
walked. In these acreas fills shall be placed in layers not exceeding 4 inches, water
conditioned and compacted as specified above. All fill shall be compacted as approved by
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RIR. All compaction standards are based on ASTM Test D1557. All materials placed as
engineered fill shall be placed at 90 percent teliive compastion at about eptinwn seil-water
content, unless atherwise specified as roguinipg special compmelion,

Compaciion Standards; Al compaction standards are based an ASTM Test DI557.

Gepernt Compaction:  Afl materials placed as engineered filf shall be placed at 90 percent
selpiive compaction at { to 3 percent over optimum soil-water content, unless otherwise
grecified »y requiring special cottnaction,

Special Comparetlon: ALl enpineerml B piaced within 10 feet of a slope face or at a depth
preacer than 20 fed shell be compacied o 93 percenl retative comglaslion to apmusiilely
gptimum saii-weier contend, Al weitily dines and the upper 18 inghes of pavewsmls shall be
woupaoted to D5 percent celative canmpction o approximately optimum soil-water content,

Compactinn tests should be performed every 18 to 24 warlical inuhws and/or 1,000 suluc
yards of {il ar as delermined necessary by the field engincer to verily adequate compuetivg
and ensure proper soil-water content.

2 Boltow Mooivatfony itemynvsh Dopties aneg Lisdbs of Gl
' T e

Removal of existing fill and unsuitable materials will be made in the area of the proposed
improvements during construction, To provide a homogeneous foundation blanket, we
recommend:

Mow Fopulisioea: - Al new foundations shall consist of over-excavating the existing fill and

soil, and placement of a mintmum of 3 feet of engineered fill below the bottom of the

proqsed Tovmdalion. Bxcaveions fudbaccnt to b exizting foondations will reyiite shoring

or sl culling le ensure proper latersl cenfining messure e maintained, Hensevals shall
extend a mininmun of 5 feet beyond all new founclalions, wing possinle,

Hardseape: We recommend a nsininum of 1.5 feet for all hardscape provided all fill is
complelely removed in the arca, We recominend that over-excavation limits extend a
minintuin of 1 3nul heyond the limits of all huntagayss.

P Aceess [oadls: Any new portions of the access roads will require the vemoval of
unsuitable soils and replaced with engineeret fill to soil subgrade in accordance with the
compaction requivements of this report.  All excavations shall extend 1 foot hotizontally
beyond the proposed driveway.

All aveas of removal shall be mapped by RIR during construction, and illustrated on a map in
the Bgiugh Grade report. 114 wiil conduct a site review with the prading cunlaciar prior to
the starl of grading to review a)swoximate depths and limits of remawval, ‘LTho lnits of the

I)-écembcriz.'j'd.[-_'s_"" et mm——— I’E:gcimt i e e ereaae v ?r{)j’cc{Nobisj&lé
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pool nwst be precisely known and staked in the field prior to grading.

The bottom excavation(s) shall be accurately swrveyed to measure the lateral limits,
dimensions and elevation and approved by a representative of RIR,

1.5, Tentporgry Exeavalions

Temporary excavations will be sequired for the propostl votstruction, However, no plin
was available so specifi¢ recomammulntizny ate not provided at1his time. The foilowing is
general recommengations and more specific récommeondations will be provided ata
subsequent date,

Non-Surcharged Excavations: Temporary vertical excavations up to 3 feet in may be made
for shott constraction periods, but may be prone to sloughing or collapes. Excavations in
excess of 3 feet shall be trimmed back to a 1-1/2:1, and soils should be considered a Type C
soil (based on Cal Osha) for all excavations,

Sarvcliavged Bxeavatiouns: Any excavitions within a 3:1 plane, or a wand of influznee of an
existing wall, roeminite wall, stroclaee or Luoikling, shall be comsuliged a surcharged
Foundation amgd will pequie speeific recommendations and shoring plans before any
excavations occur.in the area to prevent undermining or the removal of lateral confining
pressure for the element.

Slot Cuts: Excavations in the existing fill may be performed in A-B-C slots. The exdet
height of the temporary excavation and width of the requived slots will be determined onee
foundation plans have been prepared. For planning pusposes we propose the. following
reconimendations. Slot cuts shali be exvavated & naxinuem width of 8 feet with an A-B-C

slot configuration with supporting wedge slopé angles.at 1-1/2:1 gradients,

Additional Requirements: No temporary excavations shall be made-or ma?ntai'neci during
periods of vain without the approval of the project geotechnical consultant,

1t shall be the responsibility of the contactor fo provide construction sequencing or shoring
plan for any surcharged excavations, As well, it shali be {he owner and contractors
responsibility to notify the County and {he project geotechnical consuliant prior to any
grading.

1Ll Eaeavadion Chseacieristics of Op-Stie imievialy

Hesed on the subsuilnee wxbiomlion, we wilicipad Nl wel and sollloose soils will be
encauniered in any ervaviticns willsin 20 feel of the grovcnd surdhce. Groumdvaler will be
crecunlered at a depeth ol b Ly G feet, 2ad higler levels may ke vssiened during snd foficwing
petiods of rain,

PngLSS s T i e “i:’-rg_;-c-c-iNolsgé-l-é
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To4,70 Sloem Woaley Matnpemnent

Materials that undetlie the site may be prone t6 moderate to high erosion, Storm water
management practices should be implemented during all phases of ¢onstructian througheut
the year ih accordance with County and-State CGP requiréments, where applicable,

In general, site: manigement practices for all equipment storage, -entry -argas, re-fueling,; as
well as, erosion contiol and. prevention should be in aceordance with the State-of California’s
Best Management Practices as outlined for SWPPP plans in the CASQA handbook and other
industry standards,

Additional reconiméndations inelude the following:
a. No temporary excavations should occur during periods of inclimate weather
All stockpiles should be covered and perimeter sandbagged during periods of rain,

c. Al foundation excavations that were approved prioy to rain will be voided and will
require re-certification by RIR after the rain event{s) and cleared of nmud and water.

.15, Matevip Hpecifieatingy

i=dmgihat ot

existing fills will need to be thoroughly mixed and processed to be used s engineered flk
The need for adding water or drying will depend on when grading occuss.

Crandrod FIN Meterigly; Genera] fil] should be trash, and should centain no more 15
percent by weight of facks larger than 4 inches (fargest-dimension) and no rocks larger than 6
inches. Soil containing more thasi 2 pércent by weight of organic matter should be
considered organic and is not allowed as enginéered fill. Geneial £ill materials should have
an expansion index of less than 50 and a plastic index of less than 30.

In general, the fills under the pavements should have a minimum R-value {exudation and
expansion) of 15,

Selecs Fill: Select 11l has not been specifically recommended at this time. Where
used, the select materials should possess the following characteristics:

Expansion Index <20
Plasticity Index: <10
Friction Angle> 35 degrees

Gradation;
Maximum Size: I inches
Sand Percentage: 50 - 90 percent
e e SR b3 s s
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Fines (Passing No, 200): 10 — 30 percent

Appragoe Hosw Aggregate base should consist of imported materials conferming to
Caltrans Standard Specifications for Class II Agpregate Base, Section 26, The minimum
CBR value for aggregate base used in heavy traffic.areas shall be 80.

Apgeepain Siblbnye: Aggregate subbase should be Class 1 conforming to Section 25
for “Agprepaiz Subbase™s) the Stondard Specifications and Standard Special Provisions,
Agpregaiz subbase should have a sand equivalent of at least 21, an R-value of at leag! 60 for
Leavy traffic arcas.

Aurrerle Cloocrers: Aplalt concrete should consist of Type B, 19-millimetes,
maximmnineliin prading contorming to Section 39, “Asphalt Cowcrete” of Caltiumns
Standard Specifications,

Pooliviaed Cpnend Ccepte Moveainny; Portland cement concrete to be used for
pavement construction should conform to Caltrans Standard Speeifications for “Portland
Cement Concrete” per Section 90.

BEY pea pravel or po ug:u;nmcd permacabiv agareghie complyiug with Calltums Slaulard
Specifieations, Seution 6%, Class 1, Typs A or b,

Drginope Bioskeiy: The drainage blanket should congist of durable gravel, crushed
rock and sand or a combination of these materials that mest the following specifications from
Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 19-3.065, except as modified below:

Hipee Shee Torvert Fagsio
2 [0

No. 4: Hi- T3

No. 50 a3 - 50

No, 100 n-#

No. 200 G2

Fefiningr Sebdrgias: Al subdrains shall consist of clean, durable, river run
subrounded to rounded rock with the following specifications:

S Rz Frevga) Prasing

2" [t

[-Lp2™ 0-- il

e I
Al sublestn pipes shoalk! cansist of & maieen of 4 fngh diamesler pipss with vellcls pvery
G0 leen. Any pipe exiendiog grewier tan [0 Tood shouil Be nrresml o o 6 owebes In

dirmeler with outlets evury 100 [l AZ pipe outlels on slopes shall Lo constnecied wills a
“tec” and staked and protected during construction.

' Paga. [T froject NGH'\SIG
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721, Gengral vainativn of Existing Stah Criteria

Foundation Type: At this time, we understand the existing 60 feet x 80 foot concrete slab
will be utilized for the opctation We understand from the client that the slab is
ap*‘.um}:lmateiy 6 to 8 inches in thickiess, whh 6 f0 § ingh fhisk decpensd odivs gl e
perimiter.  Conerete testhyg confitmnl thai the unconDikal coispressive strvupih of Lhe
conerete was in excess of. 3,500 psi (Appendix ). We wncersland (he eajsiing siab wes
doweled in 1o the existitig building, Rebar reinforcement and dowels consisted of #5 rebar af
24 inches on center.

Bearing Materials: The slab was placed on compacted soil subgrade was processed by

over-excavating the upper 12 inches, and adding 12 inches of Class A base under the slab.
The slab is supported on a soft, sandy silt soil, based on the adjacent borings.

Soil Strength Parameters:

Internal Angle of Friction: 29 degrees
Colheston; 210 pst
Total Bulk Weight: 125 pef

Bearing Capacity Analysis: Any evaluation of the existing slab should utilize the following
design parameters presented in Table 7 which assumes groundwater at Elevation +8
(surizce):

Table 7: Convenfional Foundation Geotechnical Design Parameters

Expansion Index: 51 - 90 (Moderate)
oot e Eontpdaljaps . Crutig oo
Pre-Safuralion Depth - Inches
Pre-Satutation Soil-Moisture Content {over Opt.) - percent
Bearing Materials Native Soil
Allowalblc Bearing Capacity 800 pst?’
Lateral Resistance 200 psf/R??
Maximum Lateral Resislance 1,600 psf??
Coefficient of Friction 0.25
Mininuim Embedment into Foundation Materials - Inches
Minimum Embediment Below Adjacent Grade - Inclies
Mintmum Widlh - Inches
e s C e G T
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Minimum Reinforcement . Rebar
Chmavit i i | Fesbndiadiong - Lokt Foadings’ N/A

Bearing portion of fooling shall bw at least 20' horizontally from ndjacent descentding slapes greater than
31,
All fovndaiions shall be at leost § feet below n 2;1 phaste from the ioe of toeally over-steepened siopes.

! Note L;

tNete2:  May e incrensed by a factor of L/3 for shost duration loading {i.e. wind, scisinic, etc.)

F Nole3:  Decrease by 1/3 whon combined with friction

Additional Vertiesl Loading Recommendations: Bearing values may be increased for
additional depth or width in accordance with the CBC, latest edition.

The bearing values presented above are net bearing values and the weight of concrete below
grade may be neglected.

Additional Lateral Loading Recommendations: Al lateral values assume that level
ground extends at least 2.5 times the embediment depth of the foundation element, thereby
providing passive resistance between the outside edge of the foundation element and the
nearby sfope ciest.

Ultimate sliding resistance. generaled through a soil/corierete interface can be computed by
multiplying the total deail weight of the-sfructure by an allowablé coefficient of fiiction.

Sl1clmg and passive resistance may be combined without d reduction in values whén utilizing
a factor of safety of 1.5 and 2.0 respeetively. The factor of safety for sliding can be reduced
to 1.5, if passive resistance is neglected.

Conerete Considexations: We recommend that all conctete-in contact with the soil, shiall
be Type V eement. A maximum water cemebt ratjo of 0:45 and in accordance with the CBC,
latest edition, shall be vsed for all concrete in contact with en-site soils.

Seismic Designs: The foundations shall be designed i accordance with CBC, latest
edition, as specified in Table 5 (above) of this repost.

Additional Reconimendations: The maximum edge pressure should not cxceed the
appropriate atlowable pressure, for foundations subjected to eccentiic loads and/or
overfurning moments, The resultant.of the pressure under a fodting should be ocated within
the middle third of the width of the footing.

Wliere large lateral forces ave applied to foundations concurrently with vertical forces, the
vertical bearing capacity is reduced. The allowable vertical bearing pressures presented
herein are valid where concurently applied lateral loads that do not exceed 20 percent of the

esemier i 2012 e Pres 5 R . - Frojeci No_;sss:i'{}
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il eppliol werlical Joad, I Jarger loads are applied, the allowable wetical bearing

oregges shaubl be reducod. The peulecliaical copzullant should be retyined fo anslyas
speeShe Eoagds aml poovide recommendalions.

Foundations may expetience an overall loss in bearing capacity or an increased potential to
settle where focated in elose proximity to existing or future utility trenches. Furthermore,
seresses Jnposed by the faatings on tle utility lines may cause cracking, collapse andfor a
imss of serviceability. Te miniwize iy risk, foundations should extend below a 2:1 plane,
given the soft soil conditions at the site, projected upward froi fhie closest botton eorner of
the trench.

Foundation Scttlements under Static Conditions: We expect seiflement response to
applied foondation leads to be predomizately immediate as loads ave applied. Total
setlicinznts onder the appiied dead and tive loads will vary depending on the bearing value
used and the width of the foundation,

For column foundations, the total immediate settlement may be taken as 0.000025¢B (in
inches), where q is the bearing in psf, and B is the width of the foundation in feet,

For wall foundations, the total immediate settlement may be taken as 0.000045¢B (in inches),

We understand that the proposed equipment and operation will impose loads of 20
Iizs, Hosed on the materials encouniered in the korings, selllesnents in excess 1 to 2
incles 1may be experieswed front e pr pposed lwawding. Asklilivng] veview wouid be
required to provide-a more detalled assessment.

Differential settlernents. between foundations should be taken as the greater of either the
differcnce of the total settlement provided herein for each foundation based on the width and
bearing, or one-haif the total scttlement of each foundation, but no less than Y-inch. Table 8
provides a general basis for classification of crack magnitude and damage that should be
considered,

i non-uniform bearing materials (relative to composition, consistency, moisture and
ex[snsion potential) are encomsiersd at fisal pad grade, additional mitigation measures may
be rexuired to reduce the podentis for dilTeaential wtlement,

Table 8: Severity of Cracking Damage (Browsn, 1956)

: F
i Negligible ; Hmrhne cracks i <0.0mm

<3em (12 in) < 1/300

E——

—
'
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Elight

Slight

Very slight danvage.inchides
fine-cracks that can be easily
treated during nor- mal
decoration, peiliaps an isolated
slight fracture in building, and
cracks in external brickwork
visible on close inspection.

Finm

Fmmh TR R T

Stight damage includes cracks
that can be easily filled and
redecoration would probably
be required; several slight
fractures may appear showing
on the inside of the building;
cracks that ave visible
externally and some repoinfing
may be requived; doors and
windows may stick.

[LETEEL R S—— - W W F FETE LS

3 mm

e e e e,

. Modetate

EEC L

PeenliziELe Snenepe ineivgioy
crasks at reguire somz
iz uge sl et ba patched
YA RS TecdiTenlL oracks
15zl can be aunskat by suslabia
nisips; venointiap of gxleriz|
fejoiveol s and poscibiy q
samall anaiand LdPl:!EI;I:'-'.'mi
replacaindnl iy bergeined;
toors L erindowy s95;
SCIVICS plpes nany e
wonlhiey Sehioess 12 oo
L e,

Severe

Severe damage includes large
cracks requiring-cxtensive
repair work involving
breaking-oitt and replacing
sections of walls (especially
over deors and windoivs);
distorted win- dows aid door
frames; noticeably sloping
floors; leaning or bulging
walls; some loss of bearing in
beams; disiupted service
pipes.

Very
Severe

Very severe damage often
requires a major repair job
involving partial or complsie
rebuilding; beams lose beat-

ingy walls Jean and vequire

e

T

Stk
RINEa
- S
of Criws

=30

151025
min but
also
depends
on number
of cracks

ERIETITE]
{52150

4-5 mm
(1.5-2.0 i)

5-8 mm
(2.0-3.0 in.)

B-13 mm
{3.6-5.¢ in.)

17300 to 1/240

/246 to 1175

1175 t0 1120

1320 to 1770

Listmily
LI HE

but also
depends
on number
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>13em
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¢ with distortion; there is danger

t o of structural instability. ;
: :

I shoring; windows are broken | of cracks | ' . 1
. %
i ]

We understand that since this is an agiicultural process and a pilot program, the client
understands and accepts that the slab may be subject to excess settiement and cracking.

If excess settlements do occur, the slab could be mud jacked or other remedial repairs

could be performed.

T2, Vonatation Scibacl

The subject area is relative level and no setback considerations ate required.

T3, Conerede S5inbik-pnr-£orwile

For the purposes of analyzing loading conditions and deflections of the concrete slab loads
and matt foundations, a modulus of vertical subgrade reaction (k ,) of 25 tosns per cubic foot

may be assumed for the existing soil,

Tod, Ragrininge Wirlky

T, Capvewtionat S tlever Revainie Walls

The following parameters- may be used for the pretinrinary design of concrete or masenty
block cantiléver retaining walls.

Geotechnical Strength Parameters: The average bulk density of material placed on the
backfil! side of the wall will be approxbmately 125 pef, with a phi angle of 29 degrees and
cohesion of 210 psf,

Foundations: Retaining walls shall be founded on conventional foundations where the
ground suxface is Jevel in front of the wall based on Section 7.2.1.

Active Equivalent Fluid Pressures: The proposed retaining wall may be designed to
support an "active” equivalent fluid pressure of 84 pef that Is assumed to act upon-a vertical
plane extending down fiom the ground sutface to {he boltom of the héel of the wall
increasing linearly with depth, starting from zero at the ground surface, for undrained
conditions. These values are for non-seismic conditions and are based on undrained
conditions where the wall will tolerate deflections up to 0.011 to 0.02H (cohesive) to
generate "active” pressures. Undrained values have been provided where a suitable subdrain

Dcéc"_ﬁ‘;;]_?: 20]?:___________ e e e emmmmm——————— .Fir.lge: & et s e a4t }.Jr.(}:i.{;ci NG.ISSS.'-'?}
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systern cannot be installed or propérly dutiet.

Restrained/At-Rest Equivalent Fiuid Pressures: If wall deflections zequixed to generate
active pressure of 109 pef eannot be tolerated o the retaining wail will be incorporated as
part of the ptoposed strueture or Sonsteted at the top, he retaining wall pressure should be
designed for an "at-rest” .equivalent fhiid -pressure, Tlie loading is. assumed fo act upon a
vertical plane extending down: from the- ground surface to the bottom-of the leel of the wall
increasing linearly with deépth, starting from zero at the ground surface for undraived
conditions. '

Surcharge Conditions:

1. Mekicla: An increasc in the equivalent fluid pressure may be necessary if vehicular
traffic or any building structures are to be located adjacent {within a 1:1 plane) to the
retaining wall,  Construction traffic and compaction equipment should be kept a
minimum of 5 feet from the retaining wall vnless these surcharges are utilized in the
design of the retaining wails.

2. Adwcem Walilsmuk Poundlmicnz: Vertical surcharges and lateral thrusts from adjacent
foundations or retaining walls shall be determined by the project structural engineer and
considered where stacked, wal! conditions (eg gavage arga) oceur,

3. Compaction Equipment: Large eompaction equipment should be mainteined a 1:1
distance from the back of the wall to prevent excess compaction pressures unless
acesunted for in the retainittg wall design in ‘accordance with NavFAC 7.2,

Wall Backfill: All retaining wall backfill may be backfilled with native soils.
Watcrproofing: Waterproofing shall be.at thie struetural engineer or d.esi'gners-diséretion.

Retaining Wall Subdrains: The collection facilities will be submerged under groundwster
at various times and a subdrain wiil not be effective.

Wall Factors of Safefty: We recommend the Tollowing faciors of safety be considered for
use in the retaining wall design.

I.S. of at least 1,50 - Sliding - Static Loading

IS, of at least 1.50 - Overturriing - Static Loading

F.S. of at feast 1.25 - Sliding - Pseido-Static Loading

F.S, of at feast 1.25 - Overturniiig - Pscudo-Static Loading

Dynamic Barth Pressures: All retaining walls shall be designed with dynaiic earthquake
loads as required by the CBC, 20610.

For unrestrained walls, the increase in the lateral earth pressure due to the earthquake loading
can be estimated using the Mononobo-Okabe theory based on Seed and Whitman (1970).
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The theory is based on the assumption that sufficient wall movement ocems during seismic
shaking to allow active eaith pressure conditions {o develop.

For restrained walls, the inciease in lateral earth prossure dug to earthquake loading can also
be estimated using {he Mononobo-Okabe theory. Based on Seed and Whitman (1970) and
supporting studies by Nadi and Whitman (1992), there is indirect evidence that-suffictent
wall movements may ocewr during seismie shaking for such that the foading is
accommodatéd by active éarth pressnees,

In the Mononoba-Qkabe theory, the-total dynamic pressure can be divided into static and
dynamic components. The estimated dynamie lateral force increase (due to seismic loading)
for either unrestrained or restrained walls may be taken as:

45 * pga * ¥ pounds per lineal foot of wall
where pga is the peak ground acceleration used for design and H is the height of the wall
phve the ground surizee. ‘The ceniraid of the dynamic lateral force should be applied at &

Batance of 0.6 * H abiave the base ud e wall,

To estimate the total dynamic lateral force, the dynamic lateral force increase should be
added to the static earth pressure force computed using recemmendations for lateral earth
pressures presented above,

Lateral earth pressure calculations. for the retaining walls are contaiived in Appendix D,

2.8, (ility Trenchey

Trench Excavations: Vertical trench cxcavations and excavations gréater than 3 feel in
depth arve prone to immediate coliapse, and will be required to be trimmed back of shoring,
All trenches should be made in nccordsiice with the requirements of the ‘State of California
Constiuetion. Safety Orders for “BExeavations, Trenches, Earthwork” for minimum
specifications and guidelines (Section 1541 and 1541.] inchuling the Appendicesy for Type
C soils,

Trench excavations, shapes and stockpiles shall be made in accordance with the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Speeifications and Standard Plans (Green Book).

Sand Bcddmg, For the purposes of this section of the report, bedclm;; is defined as material
placed in a trench up to 1 fool above a wiity pipe and backfil! is all material piaced in the
trench above the bedding. Unless concrete bedding is requived avound wutility pipes, free-
draining sand should be used as bedding. Sand proposed for use in bedding should be tested
in our laboratory to verify its suitability and to measure its compaction characteristics and
should have a minimum Sand Equivalent (S.E.) of 20,
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Approved, on-sile, inorgaic soil, er imported materials may be used as uility trench backfill
and sheuld have a Sand Bquivalent (S.E.) of 20. If imported material is proposed for use as

treich backfill, a sample of it should be tested arid approved by fhe project enginesr before
any is delivered to the site,

All sand bedding shali be in cenformangee with the Green Baok requiretieiits. Sand bedding
may be jetted or flooded into place, but will tequire additional mechanical effort in.the
haunch areas and pipe zonie to a scompaetion of at least 93 percent.

Trench Backfill: Proper compaction of trench backfill will be necessary under and
adjacent to strictural fill, building foundations, concrele siabs and vehicle pavements. In
these areas, backfill should be conditioned with watér to preduce a soil-water content of
about optimum value and placed in horizontal layers-not exceeding 6 inches in thickness
(before compaction). Each layer should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative
compaction based on ASTM Test DI1557. The upper 24 inches of trench backfill under
vehicle pavements should be compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction.

External Pipe Loads: External loading on pipes will include the dead loads from the
weiglt of soif, loading due to construction activities and traffic live loads.

Loads bn pige due to-the overlying soil will be dependent upon the depth of placement, the
type of bedting, the type and method of backfill, the type of pipe and the configuration of the
trench,-and the-additional loading from tle increased thickness of fill materials, Pipes will be
subjected to “trench conditions” and “embankiment conditions”. Fei all caleulations and
assessments the wirit weight of the baekfill materials may be assumed to-be-125 pef.

Al pipes and inproveinents should be designed for buigyant foxces.

Treneh conditions ave defined as those in which the pipe is installed in a relatively narrow
trench (within 2 to 3 dimmeters of the pipe), and baekfilled with bedding and trench backfill.
Embankment condlitions are defined as those i -which the pipe is covered with fill above the
ground suiface or when the trench is so wide that trench wall side friction dees not atfect the
load on the pipe.

For the proposed construction, pve pipe shouid be suitable for trench and embankment
conditions so long as the pipes are constructed with sand pipe bedding and properly
backfilled with enginéeied fill.

Pipe Deflections: Flexible and semi-rigid pipes are typically designed to withstand a
certain amount of deflection from the applied earth loads. To estimate deflection, a modulus
of soil reaction of 300 pounds per square inch may be assumed for the backfill soil types and

recommended bedding,

Py 2{”2 "pangj et e e e e———— -};;01-65{-}\!9]553;(}
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RIR recommends that flexible or semi-flexible pipes are only used in keyway and retaining
wall subdrains. All drainape pipes shall use rigid pipes. If the confractor selscts the use of a
flexible or semi-flexible pipe, calculations should be provided to RIR with the appropriate
specifications to demonstrate suitability,

P60, BuerFace Vrginngre

Pad aress of the site should be finish graded to direct drainage away from all buildings and
foundations. Drainage should not be allowed to pond anywhere on or adjacent to
foundations or pavements and should be directed towards suitable collection and discharge
facilities.
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Plan Check Reviéw: Given the complex nature of the seismie and’ geclogic regime in
Southern California and the uncertainties associnted with the subsusface conditions, geologic
and geotechiical reports are prepared based on {imited data which taay represent all or a part
of the actual site condi'tib_ns. Localizéd conditions can and do vary across the site. Therefore
most govermment and public.agencies review the réporis and provide comments and review.
These reviews provide a ‘second party review. to the findings, eonclusions and
recommendations provided in this report, In some cases this information may be subject to
modification and -change. Therefore, it may be necessary for RIR to coordinate with tie
various agencies and provide addeidum reporis as additional work to our original scope.

This report has been-prepared for the-purposes of feasibility and additienal work.and review
will be necessary for the Grading and Building Stage phase of the projeet. It shall be tlie
Owner/Client sole responsibilify 1o ensure that thé other consultants, designers and
contractors are provided copies of thie original repoits and any addendiums and letters. A list
of these reports and letters should be lsted on the project plans for reference,

Plan Review: Because of uncertainty regarding subsurface conditions and materials
properties, this report has been prepared. RIR should be provided the opportunity to review
the peaposed Site Plans, Foundation Plans and Grading Plans and construction drawings, and
to comuient on the geotechnical aspeets of the project plans and specifications before they
are finalized, The purpose.of the review will be to ensure that the modeling and assumptions
are valid, and evaluate if the reconmnendations in this report have been properly upleinénted
in the design and specifications.

Geotechwical Site Gontrol:  If RIR is not retained to perform field geotechnical
observations, testing and approvals the recommendations and findings presented herein are
voided, It is esseritial to understand that 1he findings and conditions of the site are based on
limited data which as to be verified during construction. Therefore, the in‘ﬁ_erprctati‘on‘s,
findings, conclusions and reconumendations may change as more infarmation is obtained.

RIR does not provide surveying fof the project during construcfion. It shall be the
responsibility of the client, his agents, successors ih inferest or conttactor to ensuse that
adequate line and grade, as well as, élevation cantvol is provided for use duzmg site testing
and observations.

RJR is not responsible for the performance of work by third parties on the project, including
but not limited to -the architect, civil engineer, shuctural engineer, surveyor and contractors,
RIR’s observation of work and plans performed by others does nof relieve said patties of
their responsibility to perform their tasks in accordance with the plans, specifications, safety
requirements and sfandard of care as it pertains to their respective field, RIR will provide
observations, testing and advice as it pertains to the ficld services expressiy contracted under
the terms of RIR’s Standard Agreement,
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RIR’s appiovals of the geotechnical conditions are valid for that spécific tie and condition.
This approval may become invalidated with any and all changes to the field -condition,
subsequent changes of elevations, grades, changss in design or construction, alterations of
drainage, -as well as the passage of time, acts of god or other unforesesn conditions or
variations of the assumed models, unless expressiy approved by RIR,

RJR will not be responsible for the acs, errors oy omissions of the contractors ex ether parties
associated with the project or project site.

Any changes to site improvemsnts including but nat limited to; grades, elevations, drainage,
slopes, founddtions, subdrains, proposed improvements and structures’ location or design
without the -express wriften consent of RIR invalidates any previous approval, expsess or
implied by this report or subséquent repoits,

Construction Motitoring: Geologic and geotechnical assessments are necessary duving
construction to verjfy and observe the subsurface conditions, The construction process'is an
integral design component with respedt to the geotechnical aspédéts of the project. It is
important to understand that geology and geotéchnical engineering is an inexact science, and
is subjective in nature due to a myriad of variations and combination of conditions that may
occur at and adjacent to a site. Acceptable conditions at one site may lead to catastrophic
failure at-another, and it is impartant to wnderstand the interrelationships. of the various
natural and man-made processes that occur and may influence a site, As a result {t-may not
be-pessible to anticipate and characterize-the surface and subsueface conditions af a site, and
fully understand the potential site impacts based an the available ddta. Therefore the
interpretations are based on the best available data at the time. Proper geotechnical
observations and testing during censtruction is imperative in allowing the geotechaical
engineer the opportunity to verify the assumptions matle during the design process.

RIR should be retained during site development {o observe compliance with the design
concepts and geotechitical recommendations. It is essential that the owner-and contractor
understand and arrange the contracts accordingly, that change mnay and deo occur do to
forcseeable and unforeseen conditions do to the complex intevactions of processes dnd
relationships, as well as, changes in construction methods and phasing,
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9.0, LIMITATIONS AND CONDITIONS

Report Use: The recommendations contained in this report are based on the propesed site
improvements as supplied by the Client. Any change in the plabs, information and data will
render our recommmendations invalid unless we are conunissioned to review the change and to
make any necessary modifications andfor additions to owr recommendations. Our
recommendations liave been made in accordance with the 1)11:1ciples and practiees generally
employed by the geotechnical engitieering profession. This is in lieu of all other warranties,
expressed or implied. This report is jresented for the exelusive use of the Clierit and is not
transferable or applicable to other sites, This report and fts contents are copyrighted and shall
net be copied, reproduced or used in any manner without the express written permission of
RIR Bngineeiiiig Group.

Pian Review: QGeotechnical review of the fulure grading mrd foundatioris should be
pex formed when the site plans become available. Modifications to the plan or iliis réport may
arise from olir réview, Thelefoze, we sheuld review the project plans for feasibility as soon
as possible to ensure that the reconimendations contained in this report are applicable to the
proposed improvemenis. Failure to provide RIR the opportunity to review the plans wilt
invalid any and all findings of this report.

Agency Review: The findings, conclusions and recommendations in this report are
preliminary in nature until the review and approval by the Agency. Therefore, RIR
recommends thal the use of this information not be retied upon until such fime as the
necessary reviews and approvals have occurred,

Accuracy of the Topoegraphic Map and Site Plans: The geotechnical analysis of a
partfeular site and subsequent conclusions and recommendatiens with resgect to a proposed
project are Highly dependent on certain factors which include but are not limited to the
topographic conditions of the site, adjacent slo;}cs aid prades, and/or the location of the
property lines. It should be undeistood that 1 is RIR’s assumption that the provided
topograplitc map acourdtely depict the locations of the existing structure, ground surface, site
improventeiits, proposed struchires, easeitents, proposed grades and other relevayt featurés,

RJR has nsed this topographic map and assoeiated site plan as the basis for this study, and
any changes may alter or change the results of the analysis and report, It shomld be
undefstand that RIR’s use ef the topographic survey, grading plan, and/or site plans does not
imply or verify the accuracy, conipleteness, quality or coneetness of thie respective plan. If
at a time subsequent to the cosipletion of this repoit a teviston is niade to the site topographic
map or site plans, the findings, conclusions and recommendations of this report may be
partially or wholly invalidated or revised. These revisions could result in additional
exploration, testing, analysis and recommeivdations,

Locations of Subsurface Exploration: The location and elevation were used-using a tape
and bruton pocket transit, and interpolation between contours, reference to existing features
iHustrated on the topography map. The location and élevation of the exploratory excavations
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are only as accurate as these methods. allow and based on our best efforts to properly locate
the borings. The locations are approximate and may be subject to variations depending on
the method used, and should be donsidered accurate only 1o the.degree implied by the method
used, unless otherwise indicated.

Chawges in Conditions: Subsurlice expleration of any site is necessarily confined to
selecied locations, Conditions miv, and oflen do, vary between and around such locations,
especially in stope faifures, The results of 1l sulmwface conditlins presented i this repoel
are valitt ul the time and localion of he phecrvation, under the piven site, writher, and LhE
exprzisnee of the prefessianal al fhe thue of he exploation,  Exiopoledion of shese
conditipis and modeling 10 oy ol locatinn of the sily, is based judgunen: skl muay and will
vary from the actual conditions. Tn summary, il shservition r cxplosstivg was performesl at
a certain location, it may set be indicative of the portions of the sife not explored or
observed. If the client or confractor requifes site or location specific data, then additional
testing should be performet.

Should conditions differ from those encountered in owr explorations, during the project
development, additional exploration, testing and analyses may be necessary, as well as,
changes in project design and construction. The client has the responsibility to ensure that
RIR is provided all design plans, caleulations and specifications for the site.

In addition, it is ‘essential for all parties to recognize and understand that the geofechnical
field is-a science prone to a wile variety of difering opinions. As such, the data presented in
this report may be scrutinized and evaluated by another professional or professional in a
different matmer. This may lcad to varying or compiletely different opinions and
interpretgtions. o aldilion, the imderstanding or acquisiion ol additfonst data may partially
or whiily render different findirygs, conclusinns and recapunendativngs Gian those originaily
presented.

The client is responsible to see that all patties te the project, including the .designer,
contracter, subcontractors, etc, are made aware of this Tepor! in its entirety. It shall be the
Clietits and theilr Contractors responsibility to ensure that RIR is properly and fimely notified
of any constructions and possible changes in conglitions. Site conditions dae change with the
passage of time, thavefore, the coitclusions and reerinmandations shiuld not be selied wpon if
the site is subjctod to & maju eadlikupke, sovert sieons or othes phenomenut williwat
further review by RIR.

Land use, site conditions (both on- and off-site) or other factors may change over time, and
additional work may be required with the passage of time. The findings, conclusions and
watranties provided in this report may and wil change with time with respect to engineered
fill, fill slopes, slope stability, expansive soils, drainage aiid other aspects of the site. Many
factors discussed in this report and not included within the scope of this report may alter or
negate the litdlings of this réport with the passage of tirhe. The nwuits of any conpactivi or
density reswits may and will change with the passage of time and iy vary depeniling an Lhe
method used by the researcher.
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Geotechnical Construction Verification: Users of this report should recognize thaf the
consfruction process is an integral design component with respect to the geotechnical aspects
of the project. Because geotechnical engineering is dn inekact science due to the variability
of the hatural plocesses construction methods and phasing, unauticipated or changed
conditions can oceur with time. The findings, testing, conchisions and recommendations
contained in this report are based on relatively limited tésting and sampling of the materials
encowntered at the site. Therefore, proper geotechmcai observatiofis dnd testing during
comstiviction is iifiperative to. allow the geotechnical engineer the oppottunity to verify the
assumptions made durin g {lie design process. This will enalle us to cotpare the generalized
site conditions assumed in this report wiflt those found at the site at fhe tine of construction,
and to verify that construetion complies with the infent of our tecommendations. If
conditions -or features of the sife or surrounding area-are observed to be differant than
described herein, this office should be notified immediately for our évaluation.

i

Changes in the design and recommendations should be anticipated during construetion which
may affect the grading, foundations and other aspects of the design and the owner and
contractor shouid anticipate these changes in their agreements, Failure to provide RIR the
opportunity to perform construction observations and testing will invalid any and all findings
of this report.

Hazardous Materials: The scope of our -geotechmical services did not include any
envifonmental assessnient for the presence or abserce of hazardous/toxic .materials in the
soils, sutface water, subsurface waters or atmosphere, Any statement -or absence of
staternents in this report or data presented hetein regarding odors, unusual or suspicious
items; or cenditiens observed are strietly for.deseriptive purposes.

Custom and Practice in the Industry: In perforniing eur professional services, RIR has
generally accepted Zeologic and geotechnical engineéring principles and applied the degree
of care and -skill ordinarily exercised by eivil enginegrs and geologist in fhe peotechnical
field, under similar circumstances hy reputable professional in this aréas and similar
localities. The conclusions and recommendations have been madc based on the limited scope
of work and studies and are based -on ihe best available data available te RIR at the time of
this report. Further, it should be understood that RIR has made certain assumptions-as {o the
construction and development which includes the type of work and phasing.  Additional
information and plans may modify these findings and conclusions. No other wartanties,
express or implied, 1s made as to the professional advice and work performed for this report.
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