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https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/osd_docs/w/wasco.html
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https://www.countyofkings.com/departments/community-development-agency/information/2035-general-plan
https://www.countyofkings.com/departments/community-development-agency/information/2035-general-plan
https://www.countyofkingsca.gov/departments/community-development-agency/information/zoning-ordinance
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FIELD EXPLORATION




APPENDIX A
Field Exploration

The field exploration, conducted on May 31, 2024, consisted of a site reconnaissance and drilling three
(3) exploratory test borings. The borings were drilled to depths of approximately 21.5 feet below ground
surface (bgs) within the proposed improvement locations. The test borings were drilled with a truck-
mounted drill rig, equipped with 8-inch augers. The approximate boring locations are presented on Figure
2.

The soil materials encountered in the test borings were visually classified in the field, and logs were
recorded during the excavation and sampling operations. Visual classification of the materials
encountered in the test borings were made in general accordance with the Unified Soil Classification
System (ASTM D2487). A soil classification chart is presented herein. Boring logs are presented herein
and should be consulted for more details concerning subsurface conditions.

Subsurface samples were obtained at the various depths shown on the boring logs by driving samplers
which consisted of a 2.5-inch inside diameter (I.D.) lined with stainless sleeves and 1.4-inch 1.D. Standard
Penetration Test (SPT) sampler. The samplers were driven 18 inches using a 140-pound, automatic
hammer dropping 30 inches. The number of blows required to drive the last 12 inches was recorded as
the blow count (blows/foot) on the log of borings. The relatively undisturbed soil core samples were
capped at both ends to preserve the samples at their natural moisture content. Disturbed soil samples
were obtained using the Split-Spoon Sampler (marked X in logs) and were placed and sealed in
polyethylene bags. At the completion of the field exploration, the test borings were backfilled with the
soil cuttings, as set forth in BSK’s proposal.

VT

It should be noted that the use of terms such as “soft”, “medium stiff”, “very stiff,” or “hard” to describe
the consistency of a soil is based on sampler blow count and is not necessarily reflective of the in-place
density or unit weight of the soils being sampled. The relationship between sampler blow count and
consistency is provided in Figure A-2.
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' OVER 15% FINES
CLAYEY SANDS, POORLY GRADED SAND-CLAY MIXTURES
INORGANIC SILTS AND VERY FINE SANDS, ROCK FLOUR,
ML SILTY OR CLAYEY FINE SANDS, OR CLAYEY SILTS WITH
SLIGHT PLASTICITY
o SILTS AND CLAYS INORGANIC CLAYS OF LOW TO MEDIUM PLASTICITY,
n & CL GRAVELLY CLAYS, SANDY CLAYS, SILTY CLAYS,
i LIQUID LIMIT LESS THAN 50 LEAN CLAYS
e l=] =
€N § oL [— | ORGANIC CLAYS AND ORGANIC SILTY CLAYS OF LOW
oV — | PLASTICITY
Z = i
é (I“ MH INORGANIC SILTS, MICACEOUS OR DIATOMACIOUS FINE
8 _(C% SANDY OR SILTY SOILS, ELASTIC SILTS
z o SILTS AND CLAYS
§° CH / INORGANIC CLAYS OF HIGH PLASTICITY, FAT CLAYS
LIQUID LIMIT GREATER THAN 50 A
M ORGANIC CLAYS OF MEDIUM TO HIGH PLASTICITY,
OH Mo ORGANIC SILTS
NATATA]
NEZN
HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS Pt |, u/,| PEAT AND OTHER HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS
[ ] Modified California (2.5" ID) RV R-Value
E Standard Penetration Test (SPT) SA Sieve Analysis
X Split Spoon SW Swell Test
d Pushed Shelby Tube TC Cyclic Triaxial
Auger Cuttings X Unconsolidated Undrained Triaxial
Grab Sample
) TV Torvane Shear
|Z Sample Attempt with No Recovery ) )
CA Chemical Analysis uc Unconfined Compression
CN Consolidation (1.2) (Shear Strength, ksf)
CcP Compaction WA Wash Analysis
DS Direct Shear (20) (with % Passing No. 200 Sieve)
PM Permeability VA Water Level at Time of Drilling
PP Pocket Penetrometer Yy

Water Level after Drilling(with date measured)

SOIL DESCRIPTION KEY

FIGURE

A-1



npopenoe
Line

npopenoe
Line

npopenoe
Line


SOIL DESCRIPTION KEY

MQO) R ON AN

DESCRIPTION |ABBR FIELD TEST DESCRIPTION CRITERIA
Dry D |Absence of moisture, dusty, dry to the touch Stratified Alternating I_ayers of varying_ material or color with layers
Moist M | Damp but no visible water ZII least 1/4 I'”' lh'Ck% note thickness e
" ternating layers of varying material or color with the layer
Wet W |Visible free water, usually soil is below water table Laminated less thaln %_ /4){”. thiclzl nrgltegthicknelss w 4
Fissured Breaks a!ong definite planes of fracture with little resistance
MENTATION to fracturing
DESCRIPTION FIELD TEST Slickensided Fracture planes appear polished or glossy, sometimes striated
Weaki Crumbles or breaks with handling or slight Cohesive soil that can be broken down into small angular
y finger pressure Blocky lumps which resist further breakdown
Moderatel Crumbles or breaks with considerable Lensed Inclusion of small pockets of different soils, such as small lenses
y finger pressure ense! of sand scattered through a mass of clay; note thickness
Strongly Wil not crumble or break with finger pressure Homogeneous | Same color and appearance throughout
[Pl ASTICITY | ON A NE-GRAINED SO
DESCRIPTION |ABBR FIELD TEST
Non-plastic | NP A 1/8-in. (3 mm) thread cannot be rolled at CONSISTENCY | ABBR FIELD TEST
P any water content. Very Soft VS | Thumb will penetrate soil more than 1 in. (25 mm)
The thread can barely be rolled and the lump - " -
Low (L) LP |orthread cannot be formed when drier than the Soft S | Thumb will penetrate soil about 1 in. (25 mm)
plastic limit. Firm F | Thumb will indent soil about 1/4 in. (6 mm)
The thread is easy to roll and not much time y - - o - -
is required to reach the plastic limit. . Hard H [ Thumb wil not indent soil but readily indented with thumbnail
Medium (M) | MP | The thread cannot be rerolled after reaching Very Hard VH | Thumbnail will not indent soil
the plastic limit. The lump or thread crumbles
when drier than the plastic limit
It takes considerable time rolling and kneeding
. to reach the plastic limit. The thread can be
High (H) HP | rerolled several times after reaching the plastic
limit. The lump or thread can be formed without
crumbling when drier than the plastic limit
2NN REA ON WITH H
SIEVE GRAIN APPROXIMATE
DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION FIELD TEST
SIZE SIZE SIZE . N
- None No visible reaction
Boulders >12 >12 Lérgér than basketball-seed Weak Some reaction, with bubbles forming slowly
Cobbles 3-12 3-12 Fist-sized to basketball-sized Strong Violent reaction, with bubbles forming immediately
coarse 3/4 -3" 3/4 -3" Thumb-sized to fist-sized
Gravel - - -
fine #4 - 3/4" 0.19-0.75"  |Pea-sized to thumb-sized
coarse #10 - #4 0.079-0.19" |Rock salt-sized to pea-sized
sand |medium #40-#10 | 0.017-0.079" |Sugar-sized to rock salt-sized
fine #200 - #10 0.0029 - 0.017" |Flour-sized to sugar-sized
Fines Passing #200 <0.0029 Flour-sized and smaller
A AN
DESCRIPTION | ABBR CRITERIA
Particles have sharp edges and relatively plane
Angular A | sides with unpolished surfaces O @ @
Particles are similar to angular description but have
Subangular SA | rounded edges
Particles have nearly plane sides but have Q @
Subrounded SR well-rounded corners and edges @ @
Rounded R Particles have smoothly curved sides and no edges | Rounded Subrounded Subangular Angular

APPARENT MODIFIED CA | CALIFORNIA |RELATIVE
DENSITY ABBR SPT SAMPLER SAMPLER | DENSITY FIELD TEST
(# blows/ft) |  (# blows/ft) (# blows/ft) (%)

Very Loose VL <4 <4 <5 0-15 [Easily penetrated with 1/2-inch reinforcing rod by hand

Loose L 4-10 5-12 5-15 15 - 35 |Difficult to penetrate with 1/2-inch reinforcing rod pushed by hand
Medium Dense| MD | 10-30 12- 35 15-40 35-65 |Easily penetrated a foot with 1/2-inch reinforcing rod driven with 5-lb. hammer

Dense D 30-50 35-60 40 - 70 65 - 85 |Difficult to penetrate a foot with 1/2-inch reinforcing rod driven with 5-Ib. hammer

Very Dense VD >50 >60 >70 85 - 100 |Penetrated only a few inches with 1/2-inch reinforcing rod driven with 5-Ib. hammer

SOIL DESCRIPTION KEY

FIGURE
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| "_9’ BSK Associates
| 691 N. Laverne Avenue, #101
j | Fresno, CA 93727

ASSQOCIATES Telephone: 559-497-2880 Logged By: A. Bravo

Project: Sozinho #5 Dairy-BIDA System
Location: 12252 7th Avenue, Hanford, CA
Project No.: G24000678

Checked By: N. Popenoe

Page 1 of 1

Boring: B-1

Depth (Feet)
Samples
Bulk Samples
Penetration
Blows / Foot
In-Situ Dry Density
(pcf)
In-Situ
Moisture Content
(%)

% Passing
No. 200 Sieve

Graphic Log

uscs

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

REMARKS

-3 16 [102.9] 9.6 | 45

— 6 1

10
—11 17 |118.5) 12.4

—15
—16 1
L 47—
re

20
‘21:l 15 |91.7| 30.4

CL

Silty SAND (SM) - yellowish brown, moist, fine to
coarse grained sand

... medium dense

... loose

Sandy CLAY (CL) - hard, grayish brown, moist, fine to
coarse grained sand

... olive gray

Boring terminated at approximately 21.5 feet bgs.
No groundwater encountered.
Boring backfilled with soil cuttings.

Pocket Penetrometer = 4.25

Pocket Penetrometer = 3.25, very

stiff

Drilling Contractor: Baja Exploration
Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Drilling Equipment: CME75

Date Started: 5/31/24

Date Completed: 5/31/24

Surface Elevation:

Sample Method: 2.5" Modified Cal & 1.5" I.D. SPT Split Spoon

Groundwater Depth: Not Encountered
Completion Depth: 21.5 Feet
Borehole Diameter: 8"

GEO BORING LOGS.GPJ BSK.GDT 6/21/24

* See key sheet for symbols and abbreviations used above.




. ,? BSK Associates

1

Project: Sozinho #5 Dairy-BIDA System
Location: 12252 7th Avenue, Hanford, CA

fra 691 N. Laverne Avenue, #101
Fresno, CA 93727

ASSQOCIATES Telephone: 559-497-2880 Logged By: A. Bravo

Project No.: G24000678

Page 1 of 1

Checked By: N. Popenoe Boring: B-2
> =
—_ o | @ 5 o
= ol col| S = > )]
$s[ase|8 |25 (28] 3| 4
- | El8 5% Da“g Dox| 83| 2] & MATERIAL DESCRIPTION REMARKS
B8y czB-|lesT|exq| & S
nX ool = o .| ®
a BRI 2 88| o
< =
Poorly Graded SAND (SP) - medium dense, olive,
L moist, fine to coarse grained sand, trace clay
-2
~3 18 [102.9) 57 | 2
— 4 —
—5
-6 14 |88.3| 4.7 ... olive gray, no trace clay
— 7 —
— 8 —
— 9 —
10 sp.sm| Poorly Graded SAND with Silt (SP-SM) - medium
dense, light brown, dry, fine to coarse grained sand,
11 14 |86.0| 1.6 subrounded
1o cL | Sandy CLAY (CL)- very stiff, brown, moist, fineto
coarse grained sand -
16 24 1218 88 Pocket Penetrometer = 3.00
20 sp.sm| Poorly Graded SAND with Silt (SP-SM) - medium
dense, brown, moist, fine to coarse grained sand,
—21 21 subrounded
22— - . )
Boring terminated at approximately 21.5 feet bgs.
No groundwater encountered.
23] Boring backfilled with soil cuttings.

Drilling Contractor: Baja Exploration
Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Drilling Equipment: CME75
Date Started: 5/31/24

Date Completed: 5/31/24

Surface Elevation:

Sample Method: 2.5" Modified Cal & 1.5" I.D. SPT Split Spoon

Groundwater Depth: Not Encountered
Completion Depth: 21.5 Feet
Borehole Diameter: 8"

GEO BORING LOGS.GPJ BSK.GDT 6/21/24

* See key sheet for symbols and abbreviations used above.




1

| P ,? BSK Associates
e 691 N. Laverne Avenue, #101
Fresno, CA 93727

ASSQOCIATES Telephone: 559-497-2880 Logged By: A. Bravo

Project: Sozinho #5 Dairy-BIDA System
Location: 12252 7th Avenue, Hanford, CA
Project No.: G24000678

Page 1 of 1

Checked By: N. Popenoe Boring: B-3
> =
— o | @ S 0
T lalal8 é .5 25| &
L (Sl BE D202 5 3
- |E8 52882 e 83| = 2 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION REMARKS
B8y czB-|lesT|exq| & S
nX ool = o .| ®
81 ge=|g | 2 |Fg| 0
< =
P sc Clayey SAND (SC) - yellowish brown, moist, fine to
L = coarse grained sand, trace silt
=
-2 g
, =
15 1104.7) 8.0 | 28 By ... medium dense
4 — ’//
- o ' | Silty SAND (SM) - loose, olive brown, moist, fineto
6 coarse grained sand, trace clay
B 11 [101.1] 5.8
— 7 —
— 8 —
— 9 —
F10-mm | | | | B PR AT —————— = — — = — — — — —
cL CLAY (CL) - very stiff, brown, moist, trace silt
11 13 1115.4] 11.0 Pocket Penetrometer = 2.00
1o | Silty SAND (SM) - medium dense, light brownish,
16 moist, fine to coarse grained sand
B 12
CLAY (CL) - hard, grayish brown, moist, fine grained
21 33 |96.4| 254 sand Pocket Penetrometer = 4.50
22— - . )
Boring terminated at approximately 21.5 feet bgs.
No groundwater encountered.
23] Boring backfilled with soil cuttings.

Date Started: 5/31/24

Date Completed: 5/31/24

Drilling Contractor: Baja Exploration
Drilling Method: Hollow Stem Auger
Drilling Equipment: CME75

Surface Elevation:

Sample Method: 2.5" Modified Cal & 1.5" I.D. SPT Split Spoon

Groundwater Depth: Not Encountered
Completion Depth: 21.5 Feet
Borehole Diameter: 8"

GEO BORING LOGS.GPJ BSK.GDT 6/21/24

* See key sheet for symbols and abbreviations used above.
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APPENDIX B
Laboratory Testing

The results of [aboratory testing performed in conjunction with this project are contained in this Appendix.
The following laboratory tests were performed on soil samples in general conformance with applicable
standards.

In-Situ Moisture and Density

The field moisture content and in-place dry density determinations were performed on relatively
undisturbed samples obtained from the test borings. The field moisture content, as a percentage of dry
weight of the soils, was determined by weighing the samples before and after oven drying in accordance
with ASTM D2216 test procedures. Dry densities, in pounds per cubic foot, were also determined for
undisturbed core samples in accordance with ASTM D2937 test procedures. Test results are presented on
the boring logs in Appendix A.

Gradation

Three (3) #200 Wash Tests were performed on selected soil samples obtained at the time of drilling in the
area of planned construction. The tests were performed to determine the amount of fine material present
in the subsurface material. The tests were performed in general accordance with ASTM Test Method
D1140. The test results are presented in the boring logs in Appendix A.

Direct Shear Test

One (1) direct shear test was performed on test specimens trimmed from a selected soil sample. The
three-point shear test was performed in general accordance with ASTM D3080, Direct Shear Test for Soils
under Consolidated Drained Conditions. The test specimens, each 2.42 inches in diameter and 1 inch in
height, were subjected to shear along a plane at mid-height after allowing for pore pressure dissipation.
The results of the test are presented in Figure B-1.

Collapse Potential Test

Two (2) Collapse Potential tests were performed on relatively undisturbed soil samples to evaluate
collapse potential characteristics. The tests were performed in general accordance with ASTM D5333.
The samples were initially loaded under as-received moisture content to a selected stress level, loaded to
a maximum load of 2000 psf, and then saturated. The test results are presented on Figures B-2 and B-3.

Soil Corrosivity



The results of chemical analyses performed on one (1) bulk soil sample using California Test Method 643
(for pH and minimum resistivity) and California Test Methods 417 and 422 (for soluble sulfate and
chlorides, respectively), are presented below.

SUMMARY OF CHEMICAL TEST RESULTS
Sulfate Chloride Minimum Resistivity

(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (ohms-cm)
B-3 at 0-5° 7.7 22 32 24,640

Sample Location pH




E- ! ( ,( Direct Shear Test

Project Name:

Project Number:
Sample Location:

ASTM D-3080

FIGURE B-1
691 N Laverne Ave,
Suite 101

Fresno, CA 93727
Ph: (559) 497-2880

Sozinho No. 5 Dairy BIDA System Sampled By: A. Bravo

Tested By: D. Messfin

G24000678 Lab Tracking ID: N/A
B-1 @ 3' Sample Description: Silty Sand (SM) - medium dense, yellowish brown, moist, fine to coarse grained sand

SHEAR STRESS (KSF)

Sample Date: 5/31/2024

Test Date: 6/10/2024

Report Date: 6/10/2024

SHEAR STRENGTH DIAGRAM

7
6
DRY DENSITY: 112.8 pcf
5 MOISTURE CONTENT: 9.6 %
INTERNAL FRICTION ANGLE, ¢ = 36°
4 COHESION, ¢ = 0.0 ksf
3
2 4
g 0
B 36
1
0
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

NORMAL STRESS (KSF)
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Project Name:

b |
A

Project Number:

Sample Location:

STRAIN (%)
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COLLAPSE POTENTIAL

ASTM D-5333

FIGURE B-2

691 N. Laverne, Suite 101
Fresno, CA 93727

Ph: (559) 497-2880

Sozinho No. 5 - BIDA System Sampled By: A.Bravo Sample Date: 5/31/24
Tested By: D.Messfin Test Date: 6/11/24
G24000678 Lab Tracking ID: N/A Report Date: 6/13/24
B-2@3 Sample Description: Poorly Graded Sand (SP) - medium dense, olive, moist, fine to coarse grained sand, trace clay
e
e
SOAKED :
~——— DRY DENSITY: 102.9 pcf E
e ]
INITIAL MOISTURE: 5.7 % i
/1SN 1
— COLLAPSE POTENTIAL: !
7 N 0.7950 % AT 2000 PSF LOAD i
COLLAPSE I
0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0

NORMAL STRESS (KSF)
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Project Name:

b |
A

Project Number:

Sample Location:

STRAIN (%)
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’:y
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COLLAPSE POTENTIAL

ASTM D-5333

FIGURE B-3

691 N. Laverne, Suite 101
Fresno, CA 93727

Ph: (559) 497-2880

Sozinho No. 5 Dairy - BIDA System Sampled By: A.Bravo Sample Date: 5/31/24
Tested By: D.Messfin Test Date: 6/10/24
G24000678 Lab Tracking ID: N/A Report Date: 6/12/24
B-3@3 Sample Description: Silty Sand (SM) - medium dense, yellowish brown, moist, fine to coarse grained sand, trace silt
-1

SOAKED N

— I

——— DRY DENSITY: 104.7 pcf i

Y INITIAL MOISTURE: 8.0 % E

/1T N ]

—~ ~ COLLAPSE POTENTIAL: -

0.7350 % AT 2000 PSF LOAD i

COLLAPSE i

0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0

NORMAL STRESS (KSF)
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	Comment Letter 1: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
	Response to Comment 1-1
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated June 6, 2025, from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The Water Board does not suggest that an Envir...
	In addition, the Central Valley Water Board staff have identified several items described in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that require additional clarification to remain in compliance with the Reissued General Order WQ 2015-0211-DWQ for Composting...
	Comment Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
	Response to Comment 2-1: Project Related Emissions
	The commenter notes that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) is designated as extreme nonattainment for 8-hour ozone standards and serious nonattainment for PM2.5 under federal standards, and nonattainment for 8-hour ozone...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR evaluates construction and operational emissions using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) as recommended. It includes a supplemental air quality analysis in Appendix ???, ...
	Response to Comment 2-1a: Construction Emissions
	The commenter recommends utilizing the cleanest available off-road construction equipment to reduce impacts from construction-related diesel exhaust emissions. To address the commenter’s recommendation, a new mitigation measure, AQ-1, requires the use...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires Tier 4 off-road construction equipment or equivalent emission controls, as recommended, included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Page 50).
	Response to Comment 2-1b: Operational Emissions
	The commenter recommends analyzing operational air emissions from mobile and stationary sources separately and references the District’s significance thresholds in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Emissions will be compar...
	Additionally, the commenter recommends reducing project-related air quality impacts below the District’s significance thresholds through design elements such as cleaner Heavy Heavy-Duty (HHD) trucks, measures to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), an...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: This section analyzed operational emissions, comparing them to SJVAPCD thresholds, and incorporating design elements such as VMT reduction strategies through operational improvements, and energy-...
	Response to Comment 2-1c: Recommended Model for Quantifying Air Emissions
	The commenter recommends using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to identify and quantify project-related criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operational sources, using the most recent CARB-approved version. The Air Qua...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR uses CalEEMod for quantifying construction and operational emissions, using the latest CARB-approved emission factors.
	Response to Comment 2-2: Prioritization and Health Risk Screening/Assessment
	The commenter recommends performing a Prioritization (screening-level health risk assessment) using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) methodology and, if the score exceeds 10, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR includes Prioritization Screening and Health Risk assessment with accompanying mitigation.
	Response to Comment 2-3: Ambient Air Quality Analysis
	The commenter recommends an Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) if emissions exceed 100 pounds per day of any pollutant to determine if the Project will cause or contribute to violations of state or national ambient air quality standards. The Air Qual...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR states that the supplemental CalEEMod analysis quantifies emissions to determine if an AAQA is needed. Since emissions do not exceed 100 pounds per day, an AAQA is not required.
	Response to Comment 2-4: Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement
	The commenter recommends discussing the feasibility of a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) if criteria pollutant emissions exceed District significance thresholds, potentially resulting in significant air quality impacts. The Air Quality S...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2.7, Feasibility and Necessity of Implementing a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement, was added as an assessment of the feasibility of implementing a VERA.
	Response to Comment 2-5: Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to evaluate the feasibility of incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening measures to further mitigate air pollution exposure for sensitive receptors, such as the resident...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR evaluates exposure to sensitive receptors, incorporating vegetative barriers as an enhanced control measure as Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to further reduce localized PM2.5 and ozone concentr...
	Response to Comment 2-6: On-Site Solar Deployment
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to incorporate on-site solar power systems as an emission reduction strategy, aligning with California Public Utilities Code §399.11 and Senate Bill 100's policy for 100% renewable ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.5 Energy, Impact 5.5a: The EIR assesses energy consumption and conservation, and state that the proponent will evaluate implementing solar.
	Response to Comment 2-7: Nuisance Odors
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comments regarding the assessment of potential nuisance odor impacts from the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The guidance specifies that a significant odor impact occurs when a project is likely to fre...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2d: The EIR conducts a qualitative odor assessment, evaluating source-receptor distances, historical complaint data, and mitigation efficacy, concluding less-than-significant impacts with no potentia...
	Response to Comment 2-8: District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that the Project is subject to District rules, including permitting requirements, and encourages the Project proponent to contact the District’s Small Business Assistance (SBA) Office. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study r...
	Response to Comment 2-8a: District Rules 2010 and 2201 – Air Quality Permitting for Stationary Sources
	The commenter specifies that the Project is subject to District Rules 2010 (Permits Required) and 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review), requiring an ATC and Permit to Operate (PTO). The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study notes compli...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 2010 and 2201.
	Response to Comment 2-8b: District Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review (ISR)
	The commenter states that the Project is exempt from District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) because its primary functions are subject to Rules 2010 or 2201. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study does not explicitly address Rule 9510 but no...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly list the rule and reasoning for the Project being exempt.
	Response to Comment 2-8c: District Rule 4002 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment regarding potential applicability of SJVAPCD Rule 4002, which implements federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4002.
	Response to Comment 2-8d: District Rule 4601 – Architectural Coatings
	The commenter notes that the Project may be subject to Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings) due to potential use of paints, varnishes, or sealers. The Initial Study does not specifically address Rule 4601 but commits to compliance with all applicable Di...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4601.
	Response to Comment 2-8e: District Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions
	The commenter states that the Project may require a Construction Notification Form or Dust Control Plan under Regulation VIII, Rule 8021, depending on the area disturbed or volume of material moved. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study referen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with District Regulation VIII
	Response to Comment 2-8f: Other District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices) and 4570 (Confined Animal Facilities) are specific to animal operations and will need to be followed.  Additionally, the Project may be subject to Rules 4102 (Nuisance) and 4641 (C...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 4102, 4550, 4570, and 4641.
	Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency (Letter 3)
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated May 29, 2025, from the Tulare County Health & Human Services Agency. The letter does not provide specific comments or concerns regarding the Project or the Initial Study.
	Kings County Fire Department (Letter 4)
	Response to Comment 4-1: All-Weather Access Roads Specifications
	The commenter requires all-weather access roads of at least 20 feet in width and 13 feet 6 inches in vertical clearance, capable of supporting heavy fire apparatus, per the California Fire Code. The Transportation Section in the Initial Study confirms...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to clarify that all on-site access roads meet California Fire Code specifications (20 feet wide, 13 feet 6 inches vertical clearance, capable of supp...
	Response to Comment 4-2: Fire Extinguishers
	The commenter requires a 2A 10BC fire extinguisher located in plain sight, no more than 75 feet from any point in the structure, easily accessible, visible, near entrances or exits, mounted securely, and at a height compliant with the California Fire ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires 2A 10BC fire extinguishers in all structures, meeting California Fire Code specifications.
	Response to Comment 4-3: Employee Training on Fire Safety Equipment
	The commenter states that employees should be familiar with the use of fire safety equipment. The Initial Study does not address employee training but notes compliance with safety regulations in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section. The Project...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: The EIR states that the Project Proponent will implement a training program/
	Response to Comment 4-4: Fire Protection System Inspections
	The commenter requires that any fire protection system be up to date on required inspections and tests and approved by the Kings County Fire Department. The Initial Study does not mention fire protection systems, as the Project primarily relies on on-...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 requires that if a fire protection system (e.g., sprinklers) is installed, it shall be inspected and tested per California Fire Code requirements, wit...
	Response to Comment 4-5: Compliance with California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department Regulations
	The commenter requires that all plans comply with the California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department regulations. These will be updated for clarity stating that all project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Departmen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g has been updated to ensure that All Project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Department to ensure compliance with the California Fire Code and loca...
	Response to Comment 4-6: Fire Apparatus Access Distance and Turnaround Provisions
	The commenter requires that no structure or future structure be farther than 150 feet from fire apparatus access, with access roads and adequate turnaround provisions provided if this distance is exceeded. The Transportation Section in the Initial Stu...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to ensure structures are within 150 feet of fire apparatus access with adequate turnaround provisions.
	Response to Comment 4-7: Address Identification
	The commenter requires address identification per California Fire Code Section 505.1. The Initial Study does not include address identification but notes compliance with fire codes (Utilities and Service Systems Chapter and the Wildfire Chapter of the...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires installing address signage per California Fire Code Section 505.1, with details approved by the Kings County Fire Department.
	Response to Comment 4-8: Future Development Compliance
	The commenter states that any future development must comply with applicable Fire Code, including rural firefighting water supply requirements. The Project proponent acknowledges that any future expansions or developments on the site will comply with ...
	California Department of Transportation (Letter 5)
	Response to Comment 5-1:
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated from Caltrans regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project of May 27th, 2025. The letter states that the Project is anticipated to have a minimal impact related minimal impact on the State Highway System an...
	Kings County Environmental Health Services (Letter 6)
	Response to Comment 6-1: Agricultural Material Composting Operations
	The commenter notes that the proposed project meets the definition of an excluded activity under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) §17855(a)(1), as it involves handling agricultural material derived from and returned to the same or ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.9, Impacts 5.9d and 5.9e recognize that the Project’s composting operations meet the definition of an excluded activity under 14 CCR §17855(a)(1) , acknowledging the LEA’s inspection authority, and ensuring that off-site co...
	Response to Comment 6-2: CUPA Program
	The commenter states that the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) submitted to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) was marked as “NOT ACCEPTED” and requires a complete submittal within 30 days for facilities with reportable quant...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires the Project proponent to, Submit a complete HMBP to CERS, addressing all agency comments, Register as a hazardous waste generator with Kings County EHS, Ensure proper management of hazardous wastes p...
	Response to Comment 6-3: Valley Fever
	The commenter highlights the risk of Valley Fever due to Coccidioides immitis in Kings County soils and recommends effective dust control during construction to reduce risks to workers and nearby residents, referencing the California Department of Pub...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR incorporates Valley Fever prevention measures into the Fugitive Dust Emissions Control Plan (Appendix H), and is discussed in impact 5.2c.
	Kings County Public Works Department (Letter 7)
	Response to Comment 7-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	The commenter requires that all requirements hereafter conform to the Kings County Improvement Standards. The Transportation Chapter Initial Study states that access roads and infrastructure for the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project comply with public works st...
	Addressed in EIR:
	5.8 Transportation: The section evaluates transportation impacts and confirms that the Project’s access roads and infrastructure, including those for large agricultural vehicles, are designed to comply with public works standards. This aligns with the...
	5.9 Utilities and Service Systems Section: The EIR addresses drainage systems, another component of the Kings County Improvement Standards mentioned in the comment. Section 5.9.2 describes the Site’s strategic grading to direct surface water toward de...
	Response to Comment 7-2: Approval of Alternatives by Public Works Department
	The commenter requires that all alternatives to Public Works requirements be approved by the Kings County Public Works Department. The Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters in the Initial Study do not propose spec...
	Addressed in EIR: The Transportation and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters were updated to clarify that and alternatives will need to be approved by the Public Works Department.
	Response to Comment 7-3: Encroachment Permit for Work in County Right-of-Way
	The commenter requires an encroachment permit for any work in the county right-of-way. The Required Approvals section of the Project Description notes that Kings County Encroachment Permits will be required. However, the Transportation Chapter in the ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires that the Project proponent shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Kings County Public Works Department for any work within the county right-of-way, including construction of drive approaches,...
	Response to Comment 7-4: Asphalt Concrete Drive Approaches
	The commenter requires asphalt concrete drive approaches at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue but ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Response to Comment 7-5: On-Site Drainage Containment
	The commenter requires that all drainage be contained on-site. The Hydrology and Water Quality and the Utilities and System Services chapters of the Initial Study state that the Project’s stormwater management system is designed to manage runoff on-si...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 requires that all drainage is contained on-site per Kings County Improvement Standards, as detailed in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, Appendix H). The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Kings...
	Response to Comment 7-6: Drive Approaches at All Points of Ingress
	The commenter requires that drive approaches be constructed at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue b...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Department of Conservation Letter (Letter 8)
	Response to Comment 8-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated October 17, 2025, from the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) of the Department of Conservation regarding the Project. The letter provides guidance on re-...
	To address CalGEM’s recommendations, the Project Proponent will coordinate with CalGEM prior to and during construction to confirm the absence of wells and ensure compliance with PRC sections 3208 and 3208.1. If any wells are encountered during develo...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7a: The EIR evaluates potential hazards from oil, gas, or geothermal wells based on CalGEM’s Well Finder database, confirming no wells are present on or near the Project site. Con...
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Letter 9)
	Response to Comment 9-1: Swainson’s Hawk Survey Protocol and Mitigation Measures
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures in the Initial Study are insufficient to reduce potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant level and recommends that a qualified biologist conduct full protocol-level sur...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge CDFW’s recommendation and have revised the mitigation measures accordingly. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (revised) now explicitly requires a qualified biologist to conduct full protocol-level Swainson’s h...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (revised) and BIO-1.2 (new) require full SWHA TAC (2000) protocol surveys, a 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer, and mandatory CDFW consultation/ITP if necessary.
	Response to Comment 9-2: Tricolored Blackbird
	The commenter recommends focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to ground disturbance and a minimum 300-foot no-disturbance buffer around active colonies, with an ITP required if avoidance is not feasible.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-3.3 requires a qualified biologist to conduct focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to any ground-disturbing activity oc...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.3 (new) and BIO-3.4 (new) require focused pre-construction surveys and a 300-foot buffer.
	Response to Comment 9-3: Western Burrowing Owl
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures are insufficient, that passive relocation constitutes take without an ITP (given the species’ current CESA candidate status and full protection), and recommends full surveys per the 2012 Staff Report on Bu...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (revised) now requires surveys conducted in accordance with the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation for both the breeding and wintering seas...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 (revised) and BIO-2.4 (new) fully incorporate the Staff Report requirements and prohibit passive relocation without ITP.
	Response to Comment 9-4: Crotch’s Bumble Bee
	The commenter recommends a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee and, if suitable habitat is present, focused surveys using the 2023 CDFW survey protocol.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1 requires a qualified biologist to conduct a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee. If potentially suitable habitat is present, Mitigation Measur...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. New Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 require habitat assessment and protocol surveys.
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	Comment Letter 1: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
	Response to Comment 1-1
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated June 6, 2025, from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The Water Board does not suggest that an Envir...
	In addition, the Central Valley Water Board staff have identified several items described in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that require additional clarification to remain in compliance with the Reissued General Order WQ 2015-0211-DWQ for Composting...
	Comment Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
	Response to Comment 2-1: Project Related Emissions
	The commenter notes that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) is designated as extreme nonattainment for 8-hour ozone standards and serious nonattainment for PM2.5 under federal standards, and nonattainment for 8-hour ozone...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR evaluates construction and operational emissions using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) as recommended. It includes a supplemental air quality analysis in Appendix ???, ...
	Response to Comment 2-1a: Construction Emissions
	The commenter recommends utilizing the cleanest available off-road construction equipment to reduce impacts from construction-related diesel exhaust emissions. To address the commenter’s recommendation, a new mitigation measure, AQ-1, requires the use...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires Tier 4 off-road construction equipment or equivalent emission controls, as recommended, included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Page 50).
	Response to Comment 2-1b: Operational Emissions
	The commenter recommends analyzing operational air emissions from mobile and stationary sources separately and references the District’s significance thresholds in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Emissions will be compar...
	Additionally, the commenter recommends reducing project-related air quality impacts below the District’s significance thresholds through design elements such as cleaner Heavy Heavy-Duty (HHD) trucks, measures to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), an...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: This section analyzed operational emissions, comparing them to SJVAPCD thresholds, and incorporating design elements such as VMT reduction strategies through operational improvements, and energy-...
	Response to Comment 2-1c: Recommended Model for Quantifying Air Emissions
	The commenter recommends using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to identify and quantify project-related criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operational sources, using the most recent CARB-approved version. The Air Qua...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR uses CalEEMod for quantifying construction and operational emissions, using the latest CARB-approved emission factors.
	Response to Comment 2-2: Prioritization and Health Risk Screening/Assessment
	The commenter recommends performing a Prioritization (screening-level health risk assessment) using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) methodology and, if the score exceeds 10, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR includes Prioritization Screening and Health Risk assessment with accompanying mitigation.
	Response to Comment 2-3: Ambient Air Quality Analysis
	The commenter recommends an Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) if emissions exceed 100 pounds per day of any pollutant to determine if the Project will cause or contribute to violations of state or national ambient air quality standards. The Air Qual...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR states that the supplemental CalEEMod analysis quantifies emissions to determine if an AAQA is needed. Since emissions do not exceed 100 pounds per day, an AAQA is not required.
	Response to Comment 2-4: Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement
	The commenter recommends discussing the feasibility of a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) if criteria pollutant emissions exceed District significance thresholds, potentially resulting in significant air quality impacts. The Air Quality S...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2.7, Feasibility and Necessity of Implementing a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement, was added as an assessment of the feasibility of implementing a VERA.
	Response to Comment 2-5: Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to evaluate the feasibility of incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening measures to further mitigate air pollution exposure for sensitive receptors, such as the resident...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR evaluates exposure to sensitive receptors, incorporating vegetative barriers as an enhanced control measure as Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to further reduce localized PM2.5 and ozone concentr...
	Response to Comment 2-6: On-Site Solar Deployment
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to incorporate on-site solar power systems as an emission reduction strategy, aligning with California Public Utilities Code §399.11 and Senate Bill 100's policy for 100% renewable ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.5 Energy, Impact 5.5a: The EIR assesses energy consumption and conservation, and state that the proponent will evaluate implementing solar.
	Response to Comment 2-7: Nuisance Odors
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comments regarding the assessment of potential nuisance odor impacts from the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The guidance specifies that a significant odor impact occurs when a project is likely to fre...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2d: The EIR conducts a qualitative odor assessment, evaluating source-receptor distances, historical complaint data, and mitigation efficacy, concluding less-than-significant impacts with no potentia...
	Response to Comment 2-8: District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that the Project is subject to District rules, including permitting requirements, and encourages the Project proponent to contact the District’s Small Business Assistance (SBA) Office. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study r...
	Response to Comment 2-8a: District Rules 2010 and 2201 – Air Quality Permitting for Stationary Sources
	The commenter specifies that the Project is subject to District Rules 2010 (Permits Required) and 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review), requiring an ATC and Permit to Operate (PTO). The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study notes compli...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 2010 and 2201.
	Response to Comment 2-8b: District Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review (ISR)
	The commenter states that the Project is exempt from District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) because its primary functions are subject to Rules 2010 or 2201. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study does not explicitly address Rule 9510 but no...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly list the rule and reasoning for the Project being exempt.
	Response to Comment 2-8c: District Rule 4002 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment regarding potential applicability of SJVAPCD Rule 4002, which implements federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4002.
	Response to Comment 2-8d: District Rule 4601 – Architectural Coatings
	The commenter notes that the Project may be subject to Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings) due to potential use of paints, varnishes, or sealers. The Initial Study does not specifically address Rule 4601 but commits to compliance with all applicable Di...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4601.
	Response to Comment 2-8e: District Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions
	The commenter states that the Project may require a Construction Notification Form or Dust Control Plan under Regulation VIII, Rule 8021, depending on the area disturbed or volume of material moved. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study referen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with District Regulation VIII
	Response to Comment 2-8f: Other District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices) and 4570 (Confined Animal Facilities) are specific to animal operations and will need to be followed.  Additionally, the Project may be subject to Rules 4102 (Nuisance) and 4641 (C...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 4102, 4550, 4570, and 4641.
	Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency (Letter 3)
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated May 29, 2025, from the Tulare County Health & Human Services Agency. The letter does not provide specific comments or concerns regarding the Project or the Initial Study.
	Kings County Fire Department (Letter 4)
	Response to Comment 4-1: All-Weather Access Roads Specifications
	The commenter requires all-weather access roads of at least 20 feet in width and 13 feet 6 inches in vertical clearance, capable of supporting heavy fire apparatus, per the California Fire Code. The Transportation Section in the Initial Study confirms...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to clarify that all on-site access roads meet California Fire Code specifications (20 feet wide, 13 feet 6 inches vertical clearance, capable of supp...
	Response to Comment 4-2: Fire Extinguishers
	The commenter requires a 2A 10BC fire extinguisher located in plain sight, no more than 75 feet from any point in the structure, easily accessible, visible, near entrances or exits, mounted securely, and at a height compliant with the California Fire ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires 2A 10BC fire extinguishers in all structures, meeting California Fire Code specifications.
	Response to Comment 4-3: Employee Training on Fire Safety Equipment
	The commenter states that employees should be familiar with the use of fire safety equipment. The Initial Study does not address employee training but notes compliance with safety regulations in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section. The Project...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: The EIR states that the Project Proponent will implement a training program/
	Response to Comment 4-4: Fire Protection System Inspections
	The commenter requires that any fire protection system be up to date on required inspections and tests and approved by the Kings County Fire Department. The Initial Study does not mention fire protection systems, as the Project primarily relies on on-...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 requires that if a fire protection system (e.g., sprinklers) is installed, it shall be inspected and tested per California Fire Code requirements, wit...
	Response to Comment 4-5: Compliance with California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department Regulations
	The commenter requires that all plans comply with the California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department regulations. These will be updated for clarity stating that all project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Departmen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g has been updated to ensure that All Project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Department to ensure compliance with the California Fire Code and loca...
	Response to Comment 4-6: Fire Apparatus Access Distance and Turnaround Provisions
	The commenter requires that no structure or future structure be farther than 150 feet from fire apparatus access, with access roads and adequate turnaround provisions provided if this distance is exceeded. The Transportation Section in the Initial Stu...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to ensure structures are within 150 feet of fire apparatus access with adequate turnaround provisions.
	Response to Comment 4-7: Address Identification
	The commenter requires address identification per California Fire Code Section 505.1. The Initial Study does not include address identification but notes compliance with fire codes (Utilities and Service Systems Chapter and the Wildfire Chapter of the...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires installing address signage per California Fire Code Section 505.1, with details approved by the Kings County Fire Department.
	Response to Comment 4-8: Future Development Compliance
	The commenter states that any future development must comply with applicable Fire Code, including rural firefighting water supply requirements. The Project proponent acknowledges that any future expansions or developments on the site will comply with ...
	California Department of Transportation (Letter 5)
	Response to Comment 5-1:
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated from Caltrans regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project of May 27th, 2025. The letter states that the Project is anticipated to have a minimal impact related minimal impact on the State Highway System an...
	Kings County Environmental Health Services (Letter 6)
	Response to Comment 6-1: Agricultural Material Composting Operations
	The commenter notes that the proposed project meets the definition of an excluded activity under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) §17855(a)(1), as it involves handling agricultural material derived from and returned to the same or ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.9, Impacts 5.9d and 5.9e recognize that the Project’s composting operations meet the definition of an excluded activity under 14 CCR §17855(a)(1) , acknowledging the LEA’s inspection authority, and ensuring that off-site co...
	Response to Comment 6-2: CUPA Program
	The commenter states that the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) submitted to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) was marked as “NOT ACCEPTED” and requires a complete submittal within 30 days for facilities with reportable quant...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires the Project proponent to, Submit a complete HMBP to CERS, addressing all agency comments, Register as a hazardous waste generator with Kings County EHS, Ensure proper management of hazardous wastes p...
	Response to Comment 6-3: Valley Fever
	The commenter highlights the risk of Valley Fever due to Coccidioides immitis in Kings County soils and recommends effective dust control during construction to reduce risks to workers and nearby residents, referencing the California Department of Pub...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR incorporates Valley Fever prevention measures into the Fugitive Dust Emissions Control Plan (Appendix H), and is discussed in impact 5.2c.
	Kings County Public Works Department (Letter 7)
	Response to Comment 7-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	The commenter requires that all requirements hereafter conform to the Kings County Improvement Standards. The Transportation Chapter Initial Study states that access roads and infrastructure for the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project comply with public works st...
	Addressed in EIR:
	5.8 Transportation: The section evaluates transportation impacts and confirms that the Project’s access roads and infrastructure, including those for large agricultural vehicles, are designed to comply with public works standards. This aligns with the...
	5.9 Utilities and Service Systems Section: The EIR addresses drainage systems, another component of the Kings County Improvement Standards mentioned in the comment. Section 5.9.2 describes the Site’s strategic grading to direct surface water toward de...
	Response to Comment 7-2: Approval of Alternatives by Public Works Department
	The commenter requires that all alternatives to Public Works requirements be approved by the Kings County Public Works Department. The Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters in the Initial Study do not propose spec...
	Addressed in EIR: The Transportation and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters were updated to clarify that and alternatives will need to be approved by the Public Works Department.
	Response to Comment 7-3: Encroachment Permit for Work in County Right-of-Way
	The commenter requires an encroachment permit for any work in the county right-of-way. The Required Approvals section of the Project Description notes that Kings County Encroachment Permits will be required. However, the Transportation Chapter in the ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires that the Project proponent shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Kings County Public Works Department for any work within the county right-of-way, including construction of drive approaches,...
	Response to Comment 7-4: Asphalt Concrete Drive Approaches
	The commenter requires asphalt concrete drive approaches at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue but ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Response to Comment 7-5: On-Site Drainage Containment
	The commenter requires that all drainage be contained on-site. The Hydrology and Water Quality and the Utilities and System Services chapters of the Initial Study state that the Project’s stormwater management system is designed to manage runoff on-si...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 requires that all drainage is contained on-site per Kings County Improvement Standards, as detailed in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, Appendix H). The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Kings...
	Response to Comment 7-6: Drive Approaches at All Points of Ingress
	The commenter requires that drive approaches be constructed at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue b...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Department of Conservation Letter (Letter 8)
	Response to Comment 8-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated October 17, 2025, from the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) of the Department of Conservation regarding the Project. The letter provides guidance on re-...
	To address CalGEM’s recommendations, the Project Proponent will coordinate with CalGEM prior to and during construction to confirm the absence of wells and ensure compliance with PRC sections 3208 and 3208.1. If any wells are encountered during develo...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7a: The EIR evaluates potential hazards from oil, gas, or geothermal wells based on CalGEM’s Well Finder database, confirming no wells are present on or near the Project site. Con...

	Letter 1 Water Board Comments.pdf
	Letter 2 SJVAPCD.pdf
	Letter 3 Health and Human Services Letter.pdf
	Letter 4 Fire Department.pdf
	Letter 5 Caltrans Comments.pdf
	Letter 6 Environmental Health Services Comments.pdf
	Letter 7 Public Works.pdf
	Letter 8 Department of Conservation Comments.pdf
	Sozinho Response to Comments 11.24.25.pdf
	Comment Letter 1: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
	Response to Comment 1-1
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated June 6, 2025, from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The Water Board does not suggest that an Envir...
	In addition, the Central Valley Water Board staff have identified several items described in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that require additional clarification to remain in compliance with the Reissued General Order WQ 2015-0211-DWQ for Composting...
	Comment Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
	Response to Comment 2-1: Project Related Emissions
	The commenter notes that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) is designated as extreme nonattainment for 8-hour ozone standards and serious nonattainment for PM2.5 under federal standards, and nonattainment for 8-hour ozone...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR evaluates construction and operational emissions using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) as recommended. It includes a supplemental air quality analysis in Appendix ???, ...
	Response to Comment 2-1a: Construction Emissions
	The commenter recommends utilizing the cleanest available off-road construction equipment to reduce impacts from construction-related diesel exhaust emissions. To address the commenter’s recommendation, a new mitigation measure, AQ-1, requires the use...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires Tier 4 off-road construction equipment or equivalent emission controls, as recommended, included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Page 50).
	Response to Comment 2-1b: Operational Emissions
	The commenter recommends analyzing operational air emissions from mobile and stationary sources separately and references the District’s significance thresholds in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Emissions will be compar...
	Additionally, the commenter recommends reducing project-related air quality impacts below the District’s significance thresholds through design elements such as cleaner Heavy Heavy-Duty (HHD) trucks, measures to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), an...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: This section analyzed operational emissions, comparing them to SJVAPCD thresholds, and incorporating design elements such as VMT reduction strategies through operational improvements, and energy-...
	Response to Comment 2-1c: Recommended Model for Quantifying Air Emissions
	The commenter recommends using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to identify and quantify project-related criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operational sources, using the most recent CARB-approved version. The Air Qua...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR uses CalEEMod for quantifying construction and operational emissions, using the latest CARB-approved emission factors.
	Response to Comment 2-2: Prioritization and Health Risk Screening/Assessment
	The commenter recommends performing a Prioritization (screening-level health risk assessment) using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) methodology and, if the score exceeds 10, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR includes Prioritization Screening and Health Risk assessment with accompanying mitigation.
	Response to Comment 2-3: Ambient Air Quality Analysis
	The commenter recommends an Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) if emissions exceed 100 pounds per day of any pollutant to determine if the Project will cause or contribute to violations of state or national ambient air quality standards. The Air Qual...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR states that the supplemental CalEEMod analysis quantifies emissions to determine if an AAQA is needed. Since emissions do not exceed 100 pounds per day, an AAQA is not required.
	Response to Comment 2-4: Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement
	The commenter recommends discussing the feasibility of a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) if criteria pollutant emissions exceed District significance thresholds, potentially resulting in significant air quality impacts. The Air Quality S...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2.7, Feasibility and Necessity of Implementing a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement, was added as an assessment of the feasibility of implementing a VERA.
	Response to Comment 2-5: Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to evaluate the feasibility of incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening measures to further mitigate air pollution exposure for sensitive receptors, such as the resident...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR evaluates exposure to sensitive receptors, incorporating vegetative barriers as an enhanced control measure as Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to further reduce localized PM2.5 and ozone concentr...
	Response to Comment 2-6: On-Site Solar Deployment
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to incorporate on-site solar power systems as an emission reduction strategy, aligning with California Public Utilities Code §399.11 and Senate Bill 100's policy for 100% renewable ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.5 Energy, Impact 5.5a: The EIR assesses energy consumption and conservation, and state that the proponent will evaluate implementing solar.
	Response to Comment 2-7: Nuisance Odors
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comments regarding the assessment of potential nuisance odor impacts from the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The guidance specifies that a significant odor impact occurs when a project is likely to fre...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2d: The EIR conducts a qualitative odor assessment, evaluating source-receptor distances, historical complaint data, and mitigation efficacy, concluding less-than-significant impacts with no potentia...
	Response to Comment 2-8: District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that the Project is subject to District rules, including permitting requirements, and encourages the Project proponent to contact the District’s Small Business Assistance (SBA) Office. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study r...
	Response to Comment 2-8a: District Rules 2010 and 2201 – Air Quality Permitting for Stationary Sources
	The commenter specifies that the Project is subject to District Rules 2010 (Permits Required) and 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review), requiring an ATC and Permit to Operate (PTO). The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study notes compli...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 2010 and 2201.
	Response to Comment 2-8b: District Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review (ISR)
	The commenter states that the Project is exempt from District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) because its primary functions are subject to Rules 2010 or 2201. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study does not explicitly address Rule 9510 but no...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly list the rule and reasoning for the Project being exempt.
	Response to Comment 2-8c: District Rule 4002 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment regarding potential applicability of SJVAPCD Rule 4002, which implements federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4002.
	Response to Comment 2-8d: District Rule 4601 – Architectural Coatings
	The commenter notes that the Project may be subject to Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings) due to potential use of paints, varnishes, or sealers. The Initial Study does not specifically address Rule 4601 but commits to compliance with all applicable Di...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4601.
	Response to Comment 2-8e: District Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions
	The commenter states that the Project may require a Construction Notification Form or Dust Control Plan under Regulation VIII, Rule 8021, depending on the area disturbed or volume of material moved. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study referen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with District Regulation VIII
	Response to Comment 2-8f: Other District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices) and 4570 (Confined Animal Facilities) are specific to animal operations and will need to be followed.  Additionally, the Project may be subject to Rules 4102 (Nuisance) and 4641 (C...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 4102, 4550, 4570, and 4641.
	Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency (Letter 3)
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated May 29, 2025, from the Tulare County Health & Human Services Agency. The letter does not provide specific comments or concerns regarding the Project or the Initial Study.
	Kings County Fire Department (Letter 4)
	Response to Comment 4-1: All-Weather Access Roads Specifications
	The commenter requires all-weather access roads of at least 20 feet in width and 13 feet 6 inches in vertical clearance, capable of supporting heavy fire apparatus, per the California Fire Code. The Transportation Section in the Initial Study confirms...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to clarify that all on-site access roads meet California Fire Code specifications (20 feet wide, 13 feet 6 inches vertical clearance, capable of supp...
	Response to Comment 4-2: Fire Extinguishers
	The commenter requires a 2A 10BC fire extinguisher located in plain sight, no more than 75 feet from any point in the structure, easily accessible, visible, near entrances or exits, mounted securely, and at a height compliant with the California Fire ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires 2A 10BC fire extinguishers in all structures, meeting California Fire Code specifications.
	Response to Comment 4-3: Employee Training on Fire Safety Equipment
	The commenter states that employees should be familiar with the use of fire safety equipment. The Initial Study does not address employee training but notes compliance with safety regulations in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section. The Project...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: The EIR states that the Project Proponent will implement a training program/
	Response to Comment 4-4: Fire Protection System Inspections
	The commenter requires that any fire protection system be up to date on required inspections and tests and approved by the Kings County Fire Department. The Initial Study does not mention fire protection systems, as the Project primarily relies on on-...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 requires that if a fire protection system (e.g., sprinklers) is installed, it shall be inspected and tested per California Fire Code requirements, wit...
	Response to Comment 4-5: Compliance with California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department Regulations
	The commenter requires that all plans comply with the California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department regulations. These will be updated for clarity stating that all project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Departmen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g has been updated to ensure that All Project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Department to ensure compliance with the California Fire Code and loca...
	Response to Comment 4-6: Fire Apparatus Access Distance and Turnaround Provisions
	The commenter requires that no structure or future structure be farther than 150 feet from fire apparatus access, with access roads and adequate turnaround provisions provided if this distance is exceeded. The Transportation Section in the Initial Stu...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to ensure structures are within 150 feet of fire apparatus access with adequate turnaround provisions.
	Response to Comment 4-7: Address Identification
	The commenter requires address identification per California Fire Code Section 505.1. The Initial Study does not include address identification but notes compliance with fire codes (Utilities and Service Systems Chapter and the Wildfire Chapter of the...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires installing address signage per California Fire Code Section 505.1, with details approved by the Kings County Fire Department.
	Response to Comment 4-8: Future Development Compliance
	The commenter states that any future development must comply with applicable Fire Code, including rural firefighting water supply requirements. The Project proponent acknowledges that any future expansions or developments on the site will comply with ...
	California Department of Transportation (Letter 5)
	Response to Comment 5-1:
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated from Caltrans regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project of May 27th, 2025. The letter states that the Project is anticipated to have a minimal impact related minimal impact on the State Highway System an...
	Kings County Environmental Health Services (Letter 6)
	Response to Comment 6-1: Agricultural Material Composting Operations
	The commenter notes that the proposed project meets the definition of an excluded activity under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) §17855(a)(1), as it involves handling agricultural material derived from and returned to the same or ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.9, Impacts 5.9d and 5.9e recognize that the Project’s composting operations meet the definition of an excluded activity under 14 CCR §17855(a)(1) , acknowledging the LEA’s inspection authority, and ensuring that off-site co...
	Response to Comment 6-2: CUPA Program
	The commenter states that the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) submitted to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) was marked as “NOT ACCEPTED” and requires a complete submittal within 30 days for facilities with reportable quant...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires the Project proponent to, Submit a complete HMBP to CERS, addressing all agency comments, Register as a hazardous waste generator with Kings County EHS, Ensure proper management of hazardous wastes p...
	Response to Comment 6-3: Valley Fever
	The commenter highlights the risk of Valley Fever due to Coccidioides immitis in Kings County soils and recommends effective dust control during construction to reduce risks to workers and nearby residents, referencing the California Department of Pub...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR incorporates Valley Fever prevention measures into the Fugitive Dust Emissions Control Plan (Appendix H), and is discussed in impact 5.2c.
	Kings County Public Works Department (Letter 7)
	Response to Comment 7-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	The commenter requires that all requirements hereafter conform to the Kings County Improvement Standards. The Transportation Chapter Initial Study states that access roads and infrastructure for the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project comply with public works st...
	Addressed in EIR:
	5.8 Transportation: The section evaluates transportation impacts and confirms that the Project’s access roads and infrastructure, including those for large agricultural vehicles, are designed to comply with public works standards. This aligns with the...
	5.9 Utilities and Service Systems Section: The EIR addresses drainage systems, another component of the Kings County Improvement Standards mentioned in the comment. Section 5.9.2 describes the Site’s strategic grading to direct surface water toward de...
	Response to Comment 7-2: Approval of Alternatives by Public Works Department
	The commenter requires that all alternatives to Public Works requirements be approved by the Kings County Public Works Department. The Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters in the Initial Study do not propose spec...
	Addressed in EIR: The Transportation and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters were updated to clarify that and alternatives will need to be approved by the Public Works Department.
	Response to Comment 7-3: Encroachment Permit for Work in County Right-of-Way
	The commenter requires an encroachment permit for any work in the county right-of-way. The Required Approvals section of the Project Description notes that Kings County Encroachment Permits will be required. However, the Transportation Chapter in the ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires that the Project proponent shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Kings County Public Works Department for any work within the county right-of-way, including construction of drive approaches,...
	Response to Comment 7-4: Asphalt Concrete Drive Approaches
	The commenter requires asphalt concrete drive approaches at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue but ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Response to Comment 7-5: On-Site Drainage Containment
	The commenter requires that all drainage be contained on-site. The Hydrology and Water Quality and the Utilities and System Services chapters of the Initial Study state that the Project’s stormwater management system is designed to manage runoff on-si...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 requires that all drainage is contained on-site per Kings County Improvement Standards, as detailed in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, Appendix H). The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Kings...
	Response to Comment 7-6: Drive Approaches at All Points of Ingress
	The commenter requires that drive approaches be constructed at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue b...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Department of Conservation Letter (Letter 8)
	Response to Comment 8-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated October 17, 2025, from the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) of the Department of Conservation regarding the Project. The letter provides guidance on re-...
	To address CalGEM’s recommendations, the Project Proponent will coordinate with CalGEM prior to and during construction to confirm the absence of wells and ensure compliance with PRC sections 3208 and 3208.1. If any wells are encountered during develo...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7a: The EIR evaluates potential hazards from oil, gas, or geothermal wells based on CalGEM’s Well Finder database, confirming no wells are present on or near the Project site. Con...
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Letter 9)
	Response to Comment 9-1: Swainson’s Hawk Survey Protocol and Mitigation Measures
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures in the Initial Study are insufficient to reduce potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant level and recommends that a qualified biologist conduct full protocol-level sur...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge CDFW’s recommendation and have revised the mitigation measures accordingly. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (revised) now explicitly requires a qualified biologist to conduct full protocol-level Swainson’s h...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (revised) and BIO-1.2 (new) require full SWHA TAC (2000) protocol surveys, a 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer, and mandatory CDFW consultation/ITP if necessary.
	Response to Comment 9-2: Tricolored Blackbird
	The commenter recommends focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to ground disturbance and a minimum 300-foot no-disturbance buffer around active colonies, with an ITP required if avoidance is not feasible.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-3.3 requires a qualified biologist to conduct focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to any ground-disturbing activity oc...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.3 (new) and BIO-3.4 (new) require focused pre-construction surveys and a 300-foot buffer.
	Response to Comment 9-3: Western Burrowing Owl
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures are insufficient, that passive relocation constitutes take without an ITP (given the species’ current CESA candidate status and full protection), and recommends full surveys per the 2012 Staff Report on Bu...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (revised) now requires surveys conducted in accordance with the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation for both the breeding and wintering seas...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 (revised) and BIO-2.4 (new) fully incorporate the Staff Report requirements and prohibit passive relocation without ITP.
	Response to Comment 9-4: Crotch’s Bumble Bee
	The commenter recommends a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee and, if suitable habitat is present, focused surveys using the 2023 CDFW survey protocol.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1 requires a qualified biologist to conduct a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee. If potentially suitable habitat is present, Mitigation Measur...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. New Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 require habitat assessment and protocol surveys.
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	Sozinho Response to Comments 4.7.26.pdf
	Comment Letter 1: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
	Response to Comment 1-1
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated June 6, 2025, from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The Water Board does not suggest that an Envir...
	In addition, the Central Valley Water Board staff have identified several items described in the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) that require additional clarification to remain in compliance with the Reissued General Order WQ 2015-0211-DWQ for Composting...
	Comment Letter 2: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
	Response to Comment 2-1: Project Related Emissions
	The commenter notes that the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) is designated as extreme nonattainment for 8-hour ozone standards and serious nonattainment for PM2.5 under federal standards, and nonattainment for 8-hour ozone...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR evaluates construction and operational emissions using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) as recommended. It includes a supplemental air quality analysis in Appendix ???, ...
	Response to Comment 2-1a: Construction Emissions
	The commenter recommends utilizing the cleanest available off-road construction equipment to reduce impacts from construction-related diesel exhaust emissions. To address the commenter’s recommendation, a new mitigation measure, AQ-1, requires the use...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires Tier 4 off-road construction equipment or equivalent emission controls, as recommended, included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (Page 50).
	Response to Comment 2-1b: Operational Emissions
	The commenter recommends analyzing operational air emissions from mobile and stationary sources separately and references the District’s significance thresholds in the Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Emissions will be compar...
	Additionally, the commenter recommends reducing project-related air quality impacts below the District’s significance thresholds through design elements such as cleaner Heavy Heavy-Duty (HHD) trucks, measures to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), an...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: This section analyzed operational emissions, comparing them to SJVAPCD thresholds, and incorporating design elements such as VMT reduction strategies through operational improvements, and energy-...
	Response to Comment 2-1c: Recommended Model for Quantifying Air Emissions
	The commenter recommends using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) to identify and quantify project-related criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operational sources, using the most recent CARB-approved version. The Air Qua...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Imapct 5.2a: The EIR uses CalEEMod for quantifying construction and operational emissions, using the latest CARB-approved emission factors.
	Response to Comment 2-2: Prioritization and Health Risk Screening/Assessment
	The commenter recommends performing a Prioritization (screening-level health risk assessment) using the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) methodology and, if the score exceeds 10, a detailed Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR includes Prioritization Screening and Health Risk assessment with accompanying mitigation.
	Response to Comment 2-3: Ambient Air Quality Analysis
	The commenter recommends an Ambient Air Quality Analysis (AAQA) if emissions exceed 100 pounds per day of any pollutant to determine if the Project will cause or contribute to violations of state or national ambient air quality standards. The Air Qual...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR states that the supplemental CalEEMod analysis quantifies emissions to determine if an AAQA is needed. Since emissions do not exceed 100 pounds per day, an AAQA is not required.
	Response to Comment 2-4: Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement
	The commenter recommends discussing the feasibility of a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) if criteria pollutant emissions exceed District significance thresholds, potentially resulting in significant air quality impacts. The Air Quality S...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2.7, Feasibility and Necessity of Implementing a Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement, was added as an assessment of the feasibility of implementing a VERA.
	Response to Comment 2-5: Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to evaluate the feasibility of incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening measures to further mitigate air pollution exposure for sensitive receptors, such as the resident...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: The EIR evaluates exposure to sensitive receptors, incorporating vegetative barriers as an enhanced control measure as Mitigation Measure AQ-2 to further reduce localized PM2.5 and ozone concentr...
	Response to Comment 2-6: On-Site Solar Deployment
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation to incorporate on-site solar power systems as an emission reduction strategy, aligning with California Public Utilities Code §399.11 and Senate Bill 100's policy for 100% renewable ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.5 Energy, Impact 5.5a: The EIR assesses energy consumption and conservation, and state that the proponent will evaluate implementing solar.
	Response to Comment 2-7: Nuisance Odors
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comments regarding the assessment of potential nuisance odor impacts from the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project. The guidance specifies that a significant odor impact occurs when a project is likely to fre...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2d: The EIR conducts a qualitative odor assessment, evaluating source-receptor distances, historical complaint data, and mitigation efficacy, concluding less-than-significant impacts with no potentia...
	Response to Comment 2-8: District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that the Project is subject to District rules, including permitting requirements, and encourages the Project proponent to contact the District’s Small Business Assistance (SBA) Office. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study r...
	Response to Comment 2-8a: District Rules 2010 and 2201 – Air Quality Permitting for Stationary Sources
	The commenter specifies that the Project is subject to District Rules 2010 (Permits Required) and 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review), requiring an ATC and Permit to Operate (PTO). The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study notes compli...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 2010 and 2201.
	Response to Comment 2-8b: District Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review (ISR)
	The commenter states that the Project is exempt from District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) because its primary functions are subject to Rules 2010 or 2201. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study does not explicitly address Rule 9510 but no...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly list the rule and reasoning for the Project being exempt.
	Response to Comment 2-8c: District Rule 4002 (National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants)
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment regarding potential applicability of SJVAPCD Rule 4002, which implements federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), for asbestos-containing materials (ACM) ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4002.
	Response to Comment 2-8d: District Rule 4601 – Architectural Coatings
	The commenter notes that the Project may be subject to Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings) due to potential use of paints, varnishes, or sealers. The Initial Study does not specifically address Rule 4601 but commits to compliance with all applicable Di...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4601.
	Response to Comment 2-8e: District Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions
	The commenter states that the Project may require a Construction Notification Form or Dust Control Plan under Regulation VIII, Rule 8021, depending on the area disturbed or volume of material moved. The Air Quality Section of the Initial Study referen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for confirming compliance with District Regulation VIII
	Response to Comment 2-8f: Other District Rules and Regulations
	The commenter notes that Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices) and 4570 (Confined Animal Facilities) are specific to animal operations and will need to be followed.  Additionally, the Project may be subject to Rules 4102 (Nuisance) and 4641 (C...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2a: explicitly lists the rules and reasoning for  confirming compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 4102, 4550, 4570, and 4641.
	Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency (Letter 3)
	Response to Comment 3-1
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated May 29, 2025, from the Tulare County Health & Human Services Agency. The letter does not provide specific comments or concerns regarding the Project or the Initial Study.
	Kings County Fire Department (Letter 4)
	Response to Comment 4-1: All-Weather Access Roads Specifications
	The commenter requires all-weather access roads of at least 20 feet in width and 13 feet 6 inches in vertical clearance, capable of supporting heavy fire apparatus, per the California Fire Code. The Transportation Section in the Initial Study confirms...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to clarify that all on-site access roads meet California Fire Code specifications (20 feet wide, 13 feet 6 inches vertical clearance, capable of supp...
	Response to Comment 4-2: Fire Extinguishers
	The commenter requires a 2A 10BC fire extinguisher located in plain sight, no more than 75 feet from any point in the structure, easily accessible, visible, near entrances or exits, mounted securely, and at a height compliant with the California Fire ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires 2A 10BC fire extinguishers in all structures, meeting California Fire Code specifications.
	Response to Comment 4-3: Employee Training on Fire Safety Equipment
	The commenter states that employees should be familiar with the use of fire safety equipment. The Initial Study does not address employee training but notes compliance with safety regulations in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section. The Project...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: The EIR states that the Project Proponent will implement a training program/
	Response to Comment 4-4: Fire Protection System Inspections
	The commenter requires that any fire protection system be up to date on required inspections and tests and approved by the Kings County Fire Department. The Initial Study does not mention fire protection systems, as the Project primarily relies on on-...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 requires that if a fire protection system (e.g., sprinklers) is installed, it shall be inspected and tested per California Fire Code requirements, wit...
	Response to Comment 4-5: Compliance with California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department Regulations
	The commenter requires that all plans comply with the California Fire Code and Kings County Fire Department regulations. These will be updated for clarity stating that all project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Departmen...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g has been updated to ensure that All Project plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Kings County Fire Department to ensure compliance with the California Fire Code and loca...
	Response to Comment 4-6: Fire Apparatus Access Distance and Turnaround Provisions
	The commenter requires that no structure or future structure be farther than 150 feet from fire apparatus access, with access roads and adequate turnaround provisions provided if this distance is exceeded. The Transportation Section in the Initial Stu...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Transportation, Impact 5.8d: The EIR updates the Transportation Section to ensure structures are within 150 feet of fire apparatus access with adequate turnaround provisions.
	Response to Comment 4-7: Address Identification
	The commenter requires address identification per California Fire Code Section 505.1. The Initial Study does not include address identification but notes compliance with fire codes (Utilities and Service Systems Chapter and the Wildfire Chapter of the...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7g: Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 requires installing address signage per California Fire Code Section 505.1, with details approved by the Kings County Fire Department.
	Response to Comment 4-8: Future Development Compliance
	The commenter states that any future development must comply with applicable Fire Code, including rural firefighting water supply requirements. The Project proponent acknowledges that any future expansions or developments on the site will comply with ...
	California Department of Transportation (Letter 5)
	Response to Comment 5-1:
	Kings County acknowledges the comment letter dated from Caltrans regarding the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project of May 27th, 2025. The letter states that the Project is anticipated to have a minimal impact related minimal impact on the State Highway System an...
	Kings County Environmental Health Services (Letter 6)
	Response to Comment 6-1: Agricultural Material Composting Operations
	The commenter notes that the proposed project meets the definition of an excluded activity under Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) §17855(a)(1), as it involves handling agricultural material derived from and returned to the same or ...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.9, Impacts 5.9d and 5.9e recognize that the Project’s composting operations meet the definition of an excluded activity under 14 CCR §17855(a)(1) , acknowledging the LEA’s inspection authority, and ensuring that off-site co...
	Response to Comment 6-2: CUPA Program
	The commenter states that the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) submitted to the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) was marked as “NOT ACCEPTED” and requires a complete submittal within 30 days for facilities with reportable quant...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires the Project proponent to, Submit a complete HMBP to CERS, addressing all agency comments, Register as a hazardous waste generator with Kings County EHS, Ensure proper management of hazardous wastes p...
	Response to Comment 6-3: Valley Fever
	The commenter highlights the risk of Valley Fever due to Coccidioides immitis in Kings County soils and recommends effective dust control during construction to reduce risks to workers and nearby residents, referencing the California Department of Pub...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2 Air Quality, Impact 5.2c: The EIR incorporates Valley Fever prevention measures into the Fugitive Dust Emissions Control Plan (Appendix H), and is discussed in impact 5.2c.
	Kings County Public Works Department (Letter 7)
	Response to Comment 7-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	The commenter requires that all requirements hereafter conform to the Kings County Improvement Standards. The Transportation Chapter Initial Study states that access roads and infrastructure for the Sozinho Dairy #5 Project comply with public works st...
	Addressed in EIR:
	5.8 Transportation: The section evaluates transportation impacts and confirms that the Project’s access roads and infrastructure, including those for large agricultural vehicles, are designed to comply with public works standards. This aligns with the...
	5.9 Utilities and Service Systems Section: The EIR addresses drainage systems, another component of the Kings County Improvement Standards mentioned in the comment. Section 5.9.2 describes the Site’s strategic grading to direct surface water toward de...
	Response to Comment 7-2: Approval of Alternatives by Public Works Department
	The commenter requires that all alternatives to Public Works requirements be approved by the Kings County Public Works Department. The Public Services, Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters in the Initial Study do not propose spec...
	Addressed in EIR: The Transportation and Utilities and Service Systems Chapters were updated to clarify that and alternatives will need to be approved by the Public Works Department.
	Response to Comment 7-3: Encroachment Permit for Work in County Right-of-Way
	The commenter requires an encroachment permit for any work in the county right-of-way. The Required Approvals section of the Project Description notes that Kings County Encroachment Permits will be required. However, the Transportation Chapter in the ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-2 requires that the Project proponent shall obtain an encroachment permit from the Kings County Public Works Department for any work within the county right-of-way, including construction of drive approaches,...
	Response to Comment 7-4: Asphalt Concrete Drive Approaches
	The commenter requires asphalt concrete drive approaches at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue but ...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Response to Comment 7-5: On-Site Drainage Containment
	The commenter requires that all drainage be contained on-site. The Hydrology and Water Quality and the Utilities and System Services chapters of the Initial Study state that the Project’s stormwater management system is designed to manage runoff on-si...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure UTIL-1 requires that all drainage is contained on-site per Kings County Improvement Standards, as detailed in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, Appendix H). The SWPPP shall be submitted to the Kings...
	Response to Comment 7-6: Drive Approaches at All Points of Ingress
	The commenter requires that drive approaches be constructed at all points of ingress from a county-maintained road, sloped to prevent water runoff toward the roadway. The Transportation Chapter of the Initial Study mentions access via Houston Avenue b...
	Addressed in EIR: Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires that that all Project improvements, including roads and asphalt concrete drive approaches, conform to Kings County Improvement Standards. Improvement drawings shall be submitted to the Kings County...
	Department of Conservation Letter (Letter 8)
	Response to Comment 8-1: Conformance with Kings County Improvement Standards
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the comment letter dated October 17, 2025, from the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) of the Department of Conservation regarding the Project. The letter provides guidance on re-...
	To address CalGEM’s recommendations, the Project Proponent will coordinate with CalGEM prior to and during construction to confirm the absence of wells and ensure compliance with PRC sections 3208 and 3208.1. If any wells are encountered during develo...
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact 5.7a: The EIR evaluates potential hazards from oil, gas, or geothermal wells based on CalGEM’s Well Finder database, confirming no wells are present on or near the Project site. Con...
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife 11-7-2025 (Letter 9)
	Response to Comment 9-1: Swainson’s Hawk Survey Protocol and Mitigation Measures
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures in the Initial Study are insufficient to reduce potentially significant impacts to Swainson’s hawk to a less-than-significant level and recommends that a qualified biologist conduct full protocol-level sur...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge CDFW’s recommendation and have revised the mitigation measures accordingly. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (revised) now explicitly requires a qualified biologist to conduct full protocol-level Swainson’s h...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (revised) and BIO-1.2 (new) require full SWHA TAC (2000) protocol surveys, a 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer, and mandatory CDFW consultation/ITP if necessary.
	Response to Comment 9-2: Tricolored Blackbird
	The commenter recommends focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to ground disturbance and a minimum 300-foot no-disturbance buffer around active colonies, with an ITP required if avoidance is not feasible.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-3.3 requires a qualified biologist to conduct focused tricolored blackbird colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to any ground-disturbing activity oc...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.3 (new) and BIO-3.4 (new) require focused pre-construction surveys and a 300-foot buffer.
	Response to Comment 9-3: Western Burrowing Owl
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measures are insufficient, that passive relocation constitutes take without an ITP (given the species’ current CESA candidate status and full protection), and recommends full surveys per the 2012 Staff Report on Bu...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (revised) now requires surveys conducted in accordance with the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation for both the breeding and wintering seas...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-2.1 (revised) and BIO-2.4 (new) fully incorporate the Staff Report requirements and prohibit passive relocation without ITP.
	Response to Comment 9-4: Crotch’s Bumble Bee
	The commenter recommends a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee and, if suitable habitat is present, focused surveys using the 2023 CDFW survey protocol.
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. New Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1 requires a qualified biologist to conduct a habitat assessment for Crotch’s bumble bee. If potentially suitable habitat is present, Mitigation Measur...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. New Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 require habitat assessment and protocol surveys.
	California Department of Fish and Wildlife 3-26-2026 (Letter 10)
	Response to Comment 10-1: Tricolored Blackbird
	The commenter recommends expanding the tricolored blackbird nesting season to February 1 – September 15, conducting focused colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to construction, and maintaining a 300-foot no-disturbance buffer around active colon...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measure BIO-3.3 has been revised to require focused colony surveys no more than 10 days prior to ground disturbance during the expanded nesting season (February 1 – Sept...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.3 (revised) and BIO-3.4 (revised) incorporate the expanded survey window, 10-day pre-construction timing, 300-foot buffer, and ITP consultation requirements. These measures ...
	Response to Comment 10-3: Crotch’s Bumble Bee
	The commenter recommends a habitat assessment followed by protocol-level surveys using the 2023 CDFW survey protocol titled “Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act Candidate Bumble Bee Species.” If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected ...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measure BIO-4.1 has been revised to require a qualified biologist to conduct a habitat assessment and, if suitable habitat is present, protocol-level surveys using the 2...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-4.1 and BIO-4.2 (revised) incorporate the corrected protocol title, habitat assessment, protocol surveys, 50-foot buffers, and CESA ITP consultation. These measures are includ...
	Response to Comment 10-4: Western Spadefoot
	The commenter notes the Project is within the geographic range of western spadefoot and recommends a habitat assessment (BIO-5.1), focused surveys if suitable habitat is present (BIO-5.2), and minimization measures including a 50-foot no-disturbance b...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation and have added three new mitigation measures. BIO-5.1 requires a habitat assessment. BIO-5.2 requires focused surveys if suitable habitat is identified. BIO-5.3 requires a 50-foot n...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. New Mitigation Measures BIO-5.1, BIO-5.2, and BIO-5.3 have been added for western spadefoot habitat assessment, surveys, and minimization. These measures are included in the MMRP.
	Response to Comment 10-5: Nesting Birds
	The commenter recommends conducting ground-disturbing activities outside the nesting season (February 1 – September 15) when feasible; pre-construction nest surveys no more than 10 days prior to disturbance; behavioral baseline establishment and conti...
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.1 and BIO-3.2 have been revised to incorporate the expanded nesting season, 10-day pre-construction surveys, behavioral monitoring, continuous monitoring ...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources. Mitigation Measures BIO-3.1 and BIO-3.2 (revised) fully incorporate all nesting bird survey timing, monitoring, buffer, and variance requirements. These measures are included in the MMRP.
	Response to Comment 10-6: California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) Positive Submission of Data and Environmental Data
	The commenter reminds the Lead Agency of the requirement to submit any special-status species or natural communities detected during Project surveys to the CNDDB per Pub. Resources Code § 21003(e).
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the recommendation. The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.3 Biological Resources (Regulatory Setting). San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 3-30-2026 (Letter 11)
	Response to Comment 11-1: Air Quality Mitigation Measures AQ-5, AQ-8, & AQ-11
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s comment dated March 30, 2026 (District CEQA Reference No: 20260131) regarding responsibility for monitoring Mitigation Measures AQ-5, AQ-8, and ...
	To address this comment, the MMRP table in Section 9.2 has been revised to designate the Kings County Community Development Agency as the sole responsible agency for implementation and monitoring of AQ-5, AQ-8, and AQ-11.
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 9 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program), Table 9-1 – MMRP responsibility column revised for AQ-5, AQ-8, and AQ-11.
	Response to Comment 11-2: Air Quality Mitigation Measure AQ-12
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the District’s comment regarding responsibility for Mitigation Measure AQ-12. The District has indicated that implementation and monitoring of operational practices for mobile sources are outside its ...
	The MMRP table has been revised to designate the Kings County Community Development Agency as the sole responsible agency for AQ-12.
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 9 (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program), Table 9-1 – MMRP responsibility column revised for AQ-12.
	Response to Comment 11-3: Health Risk Screening/Assessment
	Kings County and the Project Proponent acknowledge the District’s comments on the Health Risk Assessment (HRA). The HRA evaluated on-site residences and confirmed they are occupied solely by dairy employees. Per SJVAPCD guidance, employee housing is n...
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.2.4. Additional clarification added regarding on-site employee housing and receptor analysis.
	Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 03-19-2026 (Comment Letter 12)
	Response to Comment 12-1
	Central Valley Water Board staff determined that the information provided in the Draft EIR is insufficient to demonstrate the protective measures associated with the existing reception pit. Staff confirmed with the project proponent that the reception...
	To address this comment, the project proponent will submit a BIDA project design report to the Central Valley Water Board that includes detailed engineering information on the existing reception pit. Upon completion of the BIDA system, a Post-Construc...
	This commitment is implemented through new Mitigation Measure HYD-4.
	The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to Kings County’s decision-makers for their review and consideration.
	Addressed in EIR: Section 5.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
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