
STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

December 16, 2010

STAFF REPORT

USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2010-06
CENTRAL VALLEY AG GRINDING, INC.

REQUEST: TO ALLOW AN EXISTING AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT GRINDING BUSINESS
TO EXPAND ON-SITE ACTIVITIES ON A 70± ACRE PARCEL (UNDER
WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT NO. 73-1408), IN THE A-2-40 (GENERAL
AGRICULTURE) ZONING DISTRICT.

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant: Central Valley Ag Grinding, Inc
Owner: Paul Konzen & Mike Barry
Representative: George Petrulakis & Carrie Rasmussen - 

Petrulakis, Jensen, & Friedrich, LLP
Location: 5507 Langworth Road, north of Claribel Road

and south of Patterson Road, in the
Riverbank/Oakdale area

Section, Township, Range: 32-2-10
Supervisorial District: One (Supervisor O’Brien)
Assessor’s Parcel: 062-029-001
Referrals: See Exhibit "L"

Environmental Review Referrals
Area of Parcel(s): 70± acres
Water Supply: Water wells
Sewage Disposal: Septic tank/leach field system
Existing Zoning: A-2-40
General Plan Designation: Agriculture
Community Plan Designation: Not applicable
Williamson Act Contract No.: 73-1408
Environmental Review: Negative Declaration
Present Land Use: Agriculture grinding business, seasonal row

crops, and pasture
Surrounding Land Use: Livestock feed lot, dairies, agricultural uses,

and scattered single-family dwellings

SITE DESCRIPTION

The 70± acre site is located at 5507 Langworth Road, in the Riverbank/Oakdale area.  The site is
currently utilized in part by the agricultural grinding business operations and improved with an
existing residence, an office, a barn, a calf shed, a shop, a garage, a lagoon, and open livestock
shade.  There is also a 12,000± square foot ?grinding” building that is presently being constructed.
An Oakdale Irrigation District lateral traverses the western portion of the site.  The project site is
designated as Agriculture in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, zoned A-2-40 (General
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Agriculture - 40 acre minimum) and is currently enrolled under Williamson Act Contract No. 73-
1408.  A Williamson Act Contract Notice of Non-Renewal was filed by the property owner in 2006
and will expire on December 31, 2015.  The surrounding land uses consist of a livestock feed lot
to the north, dairies to the south and east, and crop land to the west.  There are also scattered
single-family dwellings throughout the area surrounding the project site.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This application is a request to expand on-site activities of an existing ?Agricultural Commodities”
grinding and storage business on a 70± acre parcel.  Central Valley Ag Grinding, Inc. (CVAG) was
originally permitted and established under Use Permit No. 99-11.  CVAG converts agricultural waste
products and "green" waste into products used in the livestock industry and ag industry as soil
amendments, animal feed and animal bedding.  A 1,000 KW co-generation ?Syngas” unit is
included in this application.  More detailed information has been provided on the ?Syngas” unit and
can be found in the attached application information.  (See Exhibit B - Application, Project
Description, and Findings Statement.)  This application will allow CVAG to reorganize on-site
activities and allow the business to add approximately nine (9) acres to the permitted area that
currently is used for material storage.

Part of the current and proposed operations at CVAG are permitted by the Department of
Environmental Resources (DER) and regulated under Stanislaus County Code Title 9, Ch. 9.88 -
Food Processing By-Products.  The DER programs which CVAG is currently permitted include:  1)
Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation), which permits CVAG to
process solid or semisolid organic substances that are the by-products of food processing; and 2)
Stanislaus County Small Refuse Hauler Permit, which allows CVAG to handle, transport, and store
various types of organic materials.  The current application will enable CVAG to be permitted under
two additional programs: Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Dehydration Operation);
and Stanislaus County Organic Recycling Facility Permit.  This current Use Permit application will
allow CVAG to apply for the activities permitted by these programs although individual permits from
DER will be required prior to conducting such activities.  The permits issued and regulated by DER
may also include additional requirements/conditions not included in this Use Permit.

The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation) generally involves the
receiving of food processing by-products which are contained on a concrete pad then mixed with
hay and/or alfalfa within 24 hours.  After being mixed, the end product is then used for an animal
feed to feed the project applicants' own livestock.  The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-
Product (Dehydration Operation) at CVAG includes the receiving of peach and olive pits; although,
depending on various factors, other varieties of fruit pits may be used from time to time.  Once on-
site, the pits are dried and ground then transported off-site.  In general, peach/fruit pits are obtained
from food processors including Seneca, Dole, and Del Monte.  Olive pits are obtained from Musco
Family Olive Company located in Tracy, California.  The applicant has provided a detailed project
description which has been included in the application as an attachment.  (See Exhibit B -
Application, Project Description, and Findings Statement.)
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BACKGROUND

In October of 1999, the Planning Commission granted the current applicants (Paul Konzen and
Mike Barry) Use Permit No. 99-11 (UP 99-11) on behalf of their business Central Valley Ag
Grinding, Inc.  (See Exhibit I - Use Permit No. 99-11 & Mitigation Monitoring Plan.)  The intent (of
UP 99-11) was to establish an agricultural product storage and grinding facility to process
agricultural waste/products (orchard prunings, almond hulls, rice, corn, etc.), green waste, and other
organic matter to produce various materials utilized by the agricultural community.  Since the time
UP 99-11 was approved, CVAG has continually operated on the project site and has had two minor
expansions which were granted through the Planning Department’s Staff Approval process.  (See
Exhibit J - Staff Approval Permit Nos. 2002-01 & 2004-138.)

In 2006, CVAG was notified by the County’s Code Enforcement Division (DER) of a complaint that
was received which stated CVAG was processing materials that may be outside the limits of UP
99-11.  As a result of the Code Enforcement notification, CVAG submitted an application to the
Planning Department for a Rezone and General Plan Amendment.  This application would have
allowed CVAG to receive and process a variety of materials not allowed in the A-2 zoning district
and not permitted under their original use permit.  After submitting this application, CVAG decided
to scale back site activities to those which were approved under UP 99-11 and withdraw the
Rezone and General Plan Amendment application.  The purpose of this current Use Permit
application is to allow CVAG to re-organize the site layout and to expand the description of the
allowable on-site uses/activities to reflect the changes in the recycling needs of the community.

DISCUSSION

The overall layout of CVAG’s on-site activities consists of an area for material loading/unloading,
sorting, and grinding situated on the eastern portion of the property.  Just west of this ?grinding”
area is a portion of the property that is used for raw and processed material storage/solar drying.
(See Exhibit A - Maps & Site Plan.)  This current application, if approved, would allow CVAG to re-
organize the layout of their on-site activities and better define the allowable uses permitted under
a Tier One Use Permit.  If the Use Permit application is approved, the number of employees and
vehicle trips is not expected to increase from the existing numbers.

CVAG’s on-site activities can be placed into three main categories: the grinding/mixing of organic
materials; the dehydration of organic materials; and the reuse or recovery of organic materials.
These activities produce various materials that are used to create new products which can then be
sold by CVAG.  A majority of the wood materials processed on-site are used for an animal bedding
product making up about 60% of the material exported from the site.  The olive and fruit pits
processed by CVAG make up approximately 30% of the exported product.  These pits are primarily
used as a raw material for DuraFlame fireplace logs.  Making up the remaining percentage (10%)
of materials are animal feed and soil amendments used in the agricultural community and
landscaping.  It’s important to note that included in this application is a proposal for a Synthetic-Gas
(Syngas) unit which would utilize some of the on-site waste or non-useable materials in order to
operate and produce a clean energy source.  The energy produced would primarily be used in
powering the on-site wood chipping and grinding machines.  The Syngas unit is proposed to be
next to the grinding building and would be placed on a concrete pad.  The unit is not expected to
increase existing noise levels on the project site as it incorporates sound reduction technology
commonly used in back-up generators at facilities such as hospitals or office buildings.  The unit
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is also considered to be acceptable in terms of emission standards and is not expected to
negatively effect air quality.  Use of the Syngas machine may also reduce the amount of material
needing to be transported off-site as it will give CVAG the ability to utilize these otherwise unusable
materials as fuel for the Syngas machine.

As previously noted, the project site is designated Agriculture and zoned A-2-40 (General
Agriculture - 40 acre minimum).  The original approval for the CVAG facility was considered to be,
and classified as, a Tier One use which is a permitted use in the A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning
district with approval of a Use Permit.  Tier One uses are defined as being “closely related to
agriculture and are necessary for a healthy agricultural economy.”  In order to approve a Use Permit
for a Tier One use, the Planning Commission must make the following findings:

1. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed use or
building applied for is consistent with the General Plan designation of
“Agriculture” and will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of persons residing or
working in the neighborhood of the use and that it will not be detrimental or
injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general
welfare of the County; and

2. The use as proposed will not be substantially detrimental to or in conflict with
agricultural use of other property in the vicinity.

In reviewing the current application, Staff has determined that there are two key areas of concern
that require Planning Commission determination as to whether they are appropriate uses under a
Tier One Use Permit in the A-2 zoning district.  The first area of concern is related to the types of
material which could be considered appropriate for the facility to accept and process.  Generally,
CVAG creates a ”finished product” by obtaining raw materials from various agriculturally related
sources.  Due to the seasonal nature of these agricultural material sources, raw materials are not
consistently available year round.  The application indicates that CVAG would like to be able to
supplement their raw material intake by being able to process a limited amount of ?non-agricultural”
related materials such as dimensional lumber or construction waste.  CVAG has indicated that
allowing them the flexibility of supplementing the source of raw materials will allow them to maintain
production levels and help keep the business viable.

The second area of concern is related to the type of vehicle traffic entering and leaving the facility.
A detailed vehicle count was submitted by CVAG showing the total number of vehicles
entering/leaving the facility from 2006-2010.  (See Exhibit B - Application, Project Description, and
Findings Statement.)  This traffic count information is separated into two categories of vehicles:
Trucks; and Other Vehicles.  The category of Trucks refers to vehicles commonly referred to as
semi-trucks and Other Vehicles refers to all other types of vehicles including pick-up trucks.  In
reviewing the vehicle count information, Staff found that the number of Other Vehicles
entering/leaving the site is over three times the amount of Trucks.  The majority of the Other Vehicle
trips are generated from the general public and/or landscape contractors who utilize CVAG in
disposing of green waste (yard clippings, etc.).  The question arises: Should CVAG be allowed to
continue providing a ?drop-off” service to the general public?  Generally, it has been viewed that
a Tier One use, such as CVAG, should primarily serve the agricultural community; however, there
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is no clear cut ratio or percentage to analyze what “primarily serving the agricultural community”
translates to.  CVAG has stated that although Other Vehicles make up a large precentage of the
vehicle traffic, they are only responsible for generating approximately 10-20% of the raw material
received annually.

Support / Opposition

Staff was contacted by three surrounding landowners who voiced their concerns relating to the
CVAG facility.  The landowners’ property is located south and southeast of the project site.  Two
are on ranchette parcels along Claribel Road and one is on Langworth Road south of the
Claribel/Langworth intersection.  The three landowners met with (DER) and Planning Department
Staff on two separate occasions to discuss concerns related to: noise generated from grinding
activities; truck traffic; dust; and odors.  After reviewing the concerns and discussing various
aspects of the CVAG application, the main issue (voiced by the landowners) focused on possible
nuisance odors related to CVAG’s food processing by-product activities.  Staff was provided with
a petition (in opposition) that was circulated by these surrounding landowners as well as a letter of
opposition.  (See Exhibit G - Letter & Petition in Opposition of Project.)  Staff has included a map
of the landowners’ property locations based off the signed petition, which can be seen in Exhibit
G - Letter & Petition in Opposition of Project.  Other concerns raised by the landowners were
related to traffic and noise issues.  The traffic issues raised focused on the negative impact CVAG
vehicles could potentially cause to county roadways.  The Department of Public Works has
conditioned this use permit to require CVAG to pay a fee of $0.055 per ton for material entering or
leaving the property via County roadways.  This fee is collected to offset future maintenance costs
to Langworth Road.  (See Exhibit C - Conditions of Approval - No. 18.)  As mentioned above, the
concerns related to noise have mainly been tied to the on-site grinding activities.  The applicant is
currently constructing a ?grinding building” which will house all grinding activities and is expected
to significantly reduce the noise generated by CVAG.

The main component of CVAG’s processing of food by-products is the solar drying of ?pits” and ”wet
material”.  These activities are, and will be, conditioned by a separate permit which is issued by
DER under the Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product Use Program.  (See Exhibit C -
Conditions of Approval - No. 21.)  This program was developed to assist in preventing nuisance
conditions including excessive objectionable odors as a result of similar types of activities (to
CVAG).  The Stanislaus County Code (Title 9, Ch. 9.88 - Food Processing By-Products) provides
enforcement abilities used to prevent and mitigate public nuisance conditions.  Prior to being
permitted by DER for such activities, a contingency plan must be incorporated into the ?Plan of
Operation” to address unforeseen excessive objectionable odor conditions.

The DER permits related to the issues brought forth by the surrounding land owners are required
to be renewed on an annual basis.  DER then has the ability to review and condition the annual
permits taking into account any possible violations including nuisance odors.  Some of the possible
DER permit conditions might be to: limit the amount of by-products received on-site; improve or
modify CVAG’s management practices in handling the material; and/or place restrictions on the time
of day material can be delivered/spread on-site.
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It should be noted that DER and Planning Staff have been on-site multiple times and have not
noted any particular objectionable odors.  When viewing CVAG’s site and the surrounding land
uses, the question arises as to whether or not surrounding uses contribute to any of the
objectionable odors which the neighbors have noted.  Presently, there is a feed lot on the property
directly north of CVAG that receives food processing by-products.  These by-products are dried,
mixed, and used to create an animal feed similar to the process in which CVAG engages.  There
are also two (2) dairies in the immediate project vicinity to the south and east of the project site.

As of the time this report was written, Staff has received four (4) letters of support for CVAG’s
application.  (See Exhibit F - Letters in Support of Project.)  Letters were received from both Seneca
Foods and Frito Lay both of which rely on CVAG’s facility to process by-products from their
facilities.  The remaining two (2) letters provided reasons for their support of the services which
CVAG provides and a description of the services they utilize.

As part of a Public Outreach Plan devised solely by CVAG, notifications and a short survey form
were sent to the surrounding landowners independent from the Planning Department’s notification
process.  (See Exhibit K - CVAG’s Public Outreach Materials & Responses.)  Although CVAG was
only contacted by a few landowners, CVAG invited all interested landowners to submit questions
about the facility and offered tours of the existing facility.  According to CVAG’s independent survey,
four landowners contacted CVAG via telephone to express their support of the project, one
neighbor toured the facility and indicated support for the project, two landowners voiced their
concerns verbally, and two landowners (husband and wife) returned CVAG’s survey sheet
expressing their support of the facility.  (See Exhibit K - CVAG’s Public Outreach Materials &
Responses.)

Agricultural Buffers

The Agricultural Element of the County General Plan provides guidelines for the implementation
of agricultural buffers applicable to new and expanding non-agricultural uses within or adjacent to
the A-2 zoning district.  The purpose of these guidelines is to protect the long-term health of
agriculture by minimizing conflicts resulting from the interaction of agricultural and non-agricultural
uses.  Buffer guidelines for expanding non-agricultural uses require accommodation of a buffer for
new non-agricultural uses where existing development on the project site will allow.  Buffer
guidelines for new uses (such as this proposed project) require a project to provide a 150-foot
setback, solid fencing, and a double row of landscaping around the perimeter of the proposed
operation.

Appendix “A” - Buffer and Setback Guidelines of the Agricultural Element allows for alternative
buffers to be proposed provided the Stanislaus County Planning Commission makes a finding that
the buffer alternative is found to provide equal or greater protection to surrounding agricultural uses.
Alternatives proposed by a project applicant shall be reviewed and supported by the Stanislaus
County Agricultural Advisory Board prior to consideration by the Planning Commission.

On September 8, 2008 and November 2, 2009, planning staff asked the Agricultural Advisory Board
to support a series of ‘generic’, non-project specific buffer alternatives applicable to Tier 1 and Tier
2 uses such as nut hulling, shelling, dehydrating, grain warehousing, ag processing facilities
(without incidental tasting rooms or sales), and other similar low people intensive uses.  The
Agricultural Advisory Board supported these alternatives.
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The supported alternatives applicable to this project include:
• Providing an overall distance of 150 feet or greater exists between the proposed use

and the property line, no vegetative screening shall be required.
• When trespassing onto neighboring property is determined not to be an

issue, the fencing requirement may be waived.

No fencing was proposed given that the general public will not be on-site and the applicant feels
trespassing will not be an issue.  Due to the project exceeding the 150-foot distance from the
western and eastern property line, no vegetative screening will be required with this project along
these property lines.  The southern and northern property line are approximately 60-feet from the
proposed use and the applicant is proposing that no vegatative screening be required.  The request
for a reduced setback and no vegetative screening was reviewed and supported by the Agricultural
Advisory Board at the October 4, 2010 meeting.

Williamson Act

The project site is currently enrolled under Williamson Act Contract No. 73-1408.  A Notice of Non-
Renewal was filed in 2006 and expires on December 31, 2015.  The California State Department
of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identifies the project site as having
soils consisting of ?Unique Farmland” on one-half of the project site with a mixture of ?Farmland of
Statewide Importance” and ?Rural Residential” on the other one-half of the site.  California
Government Code Section 51238.1 requires all uses located on contracted lands be consistent with
the following principles of compatibility:

1. The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive agricultural
capability of the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands
in the A-2 zoning district;

2. The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable
agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other
contracted lands in the A-2 zoning district.  Uses that significantly displace
agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels may be deemed
compatible if they relate directly to the production of commercial agricultural
products on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or neighboring lands, including
activities such as harvesting, processing, or shipping; and

3. The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from
agricultural or open-space use.

All Tier One uses requiring use permits listed in Section 21.20.030 (A) are determined to be
consistent with the principles of compatibility listed above unless the Planning Commission and/or
Board of Supervisors make a finding to the contrary.

CVAG’s portion of business that produces soil amendments is considered distinctive from other
waste disposal uses (solid wastes, etc.) because it potentially provides a service directly to the
agricultural community and potentially to the agricultural premises on which it’s located by removing
green waste and providing large quantities of soil amendments.  CVAG also produces and provides
animal bedding and animal feed used by the agricultural community.  It is the applicant’s belief that
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the CVAG facility can be considered compatible given the finished product (soil amendment, animal
feed, and animal bedding) is supplied to various types of agricultural operations.  By producing
products utilized by the ag community, CVAG is considered to be directly related to the production
of commercial agricultural products on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or neighboring lands
and will not compromise the agricultural capability of the project site or surrounding areas.  The
project site is currently developed with the existing business as well as a large area used for crop
production.  The area used for crop production will continue to be farmed as the proposed
expansion will be contained within the existing footprint of CVAG’s developed portion of the
property.  Placing the expansion within this already developed area will avoid any impacts on the
existing agricultural use of the property.  The project was twice circulated to the State Department
of Conservation (DOC): first during the initial two-week early consultation; and then through the 30-
day Initial Study review.  No comments have been received to date.

Based on the specific features and design of this project, it does not appear this project will impact
the long-term productive agricultural capability of the subject contracted parcel or other contracted
lands in the A-2 zoning district.  There is no indication this project will result in the removal of
adjacent contracted land from agricultural use.  Staff believes the required Use Permit findings can
be made as well as the alternative buffer findings.  The services provided by the facility are an
important component of the agricultural economy in Stanislaus County and there is no indication
this project will interfere or conflict with other agricultural uses in the area.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) the proposed project was circulated
to various agencies.  (See Exhibit L - Environmental Review Referrals.)  Based on the Initial Study
prepared for this project, adoption of a Negative Declaration is being proposed.  (See Exhibit D -
Initial Study.)  The Initial Study and comments to the Initial Study have not presented any
substantial information to identify a potential significant impact needing to be mitigated; however,
based on the comments received, conditions of approval have been added to this project.  (See
Exhibit C - Conditions of Approval.)  All conditions of approval and mitigation measures established
under UP 99-11 will continue to remain in effect.  (See Exhibit I - Use Permit No. 99-11 & Mitigation
Monitoring Plan.)

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the preceding discussion, if the Planning Commission believes the proposed use is
appropriate in the A-2 (General Agriculture) zoning district, the Commission should take the
following actions:

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding
that on the basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments
received, that there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on
the environment and that the Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus County’s independent
judgement and analysis.

2. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk-Recorder’s
Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15075.
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3. Find That:

A. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed use or building
applied for is consistent with the General Plan designation of “Agriculture” and will
not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health,
safety, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of
the use and that it will not be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements
in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County;

B. The use as proposed will not be substantially detrimental to or in conflict with
agricultural use of other property in the vicinity;

C. The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive agricultural
capability of the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands
in the A-2 zoning district;

D. The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable
agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other
contracted lands in the A-2 zoning district.  Uses that significantly displace
agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels may be deemed
compatible if they relate directly to the production of commercial agricultural
products on the subject contracted parcel or neighboring lands, including activities
such as harvesting, processing, or shipping;

E. The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from
agricultural or open-space use; and

F. The alternative to the Agricultural Buffer Standards applied to this project provides
equal or greater protection than the existing buffer standards.

4. The project will increase activities in and around the project area and increase demands for
roads and services thereby requiring dedication and improvements.

5. Approve Use Permit Application No. 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding, Inc., subject to
the attached conditions of approval.

Note:  Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, all project applicants subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) shall pay a filing fee for each project; therefore,
the applicant will further be required to pay $2,067.25 to the Department of Fish and Game.  The
attached Development Standards ensure that this will occur.

******

Report written by: Joshua Mann, Associate Planner, November 21, 2010
Reviewed by: Bill Carlson, Senior Planner
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Attachments: Exhibit A - Maps & Site Plan
Exhibit B - Application, Project Description, and Findings

Statement
Exhibit C - Conditions of Approval
Exhibit D - Initial Study
Exhibit E - Negative Declaration
Exhibit F - Letters in Support of Project
Exhibit G - Letter & Petition in Opposition of Project
Exhibit H - Alternative Buffer Proposal & Ag Advisory Board

Minutes
Exhibit I - Use Permit No. 99-11 & Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Exhibit J - Staff Approval Permit Nos. 2002-01 & 2004-138
Exhibit K - CVAG’s Public Outreach Materials & Responses
Exhibit L - Environmental Review Referrals

JM:cr
(I:\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2010\UP 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding\Staff Report.wpd)
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Central Valley Ag Grinding
Traffic Analysis:  Total Vehicle Count; Trucks vs. Other Vehicles; Inbound vs. Outbound

January 2006 Through September 2010

Count of Out Month

Year Classification In/Out 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Grand Total

2006 Other Vehicles IN 932 822 1,060 1,080 861 961 1,167 395 724 641 840 772 10,255

Other Vehicles Total 932 822 1,060 1,080 861 961 1,167 395 724 641 840 772 10,255

Trucks IN 153 106 108 121 325 383 432 356 367 469 132 82 3,034

Out 66 74 79 100 139 206 196 127 225 172 122 76 1,582

Trucks Total 219 180 187 221 464 589 628 483 592 641 254 158 4,616

2006 Total 1,151 1,002 1,247 1,301 1,325 1,550 1,795 878 1,316 1,282 1,094 930 14,871

2007 Other Vehicles IN 1,033 822 1,068 1,101 1,058 1,309 1,496 322 312 420 460 688 10,089

Other Vehicles Total 1,033 822 1,068 1,101 1,058 1,309 1,496 322 312 420 460 688 10,089

Trucks IN 91 70 175 118 205 194 282 196 225 236 199 44 2,035

Out 67 90 78 97 68 141 117 73 67 59 116 121 1,094

Trucks Total 158 160 253 215 273 335 399 269 292 295 315 165 3,129

2007 Total 1,191 982 1,321 1,316 1,331 1,644 1,895 591 604 715 775 853 13,218

2008 Other Vehicles IN 1,033 822 1,068 1,101 680 597 922 612 684 755 515 586 9,375

Other Vehicles Total 1,033 822 1,068 1,101 680 597 922 612 684 755 515 586 9,375

Trucks IN 94 88 62 63 129 120 270 414 352 446 177 91 2,306

Out 159 92 30 28 87 68 115 161 192 169 148 118 1,367

Trucks Total 253 180 92 91 216 188 385 575 544 615 325 209 3,673

2008 Total 1,286 1,002 1,160 1,192 896 785 1,307 1,187 1,228 1,370 840 795 13,048

2009 Other Vehicles IN 466 728 838 624 799 674 851 266 904 1,657 1,140 827 9,774

Other Vehicles Total 466 728 838 624 799 674 851 266 904 1,657 1,140 827 9,774

Trucks IN 120 168 105 110 170 216 298 370 364 307 203 265 2,696

Out 81 144 102 47 81 133 123 158 166 185 213 264 1,697

Trucks Total 201 312 207 157 251 349 421 528 530 492 416 529 4,393

2009 Total 667 1,040 1,045 781 1,050 1,023 1,272 794 1,434 2,149 1,556 1,356 14,167

2010 Other Vehicles IN 779 578 1,100 846 916 950 979 763 886 7,797

Other Vehicles Total 779 578 1,100 846 916 950 979 763 886 7,797

Trucks IN 340 90 192 150 144 228 267 413 417 2,241

Out 3 61 180 163 203 232 200 203 165 1,410

Trucks Total 343 151 372 313 347 460 467 616 582 3,651

2010 Total 1,122 729 1,472 1,159 1,263 1,410 1,446 1,379 1,468 11,448

*  Months 1 - 12 are representative of Months January through December

** Trucks are classified as all vehicles with a Tare Weight > 24,000lbs AND Gross Weight > 50,000lbs.  These are Semi-Trucks

*** Other Vehicles are classified as all vehicles with a Tare Weight < 24,000lbs AND Gross Weight < 50,000lbs.  The Other Vehicles are generally pick-ups and vehicles with trailers.  Other Vehicles bring in wood prunings, landscaping clippings, 

and things of that nature (waste from trees, bushes, grass, etc.).  These trips account for a small portion of inbound material by volume, no more than 20-30%.
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Central Valley Ag Grinding
Traffic Analysis:  Total Net Tonnage; Trucks vs. Other Vehicles; Inbound vs. Outbound
January 2006 Through September 2010

Month

Year Classification Values 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Grand Total

2006 Other Vehicles Sum of Net Tons 3,821.20 2,548.20 1,696.00 3,132.00 2,324.70 4,901.10 2,217.30 1,106.00 3,113.20 1,692.24 1,020.74 857.90 28,430.58

Trucks Sum of Net Tons 3,430.20 2,807.80 2,926.80 3,411.10 7,927.40 10,494.10 11,373.84 7,222.65 9,754.21 5,251.84 5,214.69 3,215.06 73,029.69

Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,471.80 1,620.60 853.20 2,310.00 1,264.90 2,719.20 2,293.20 2,559.05 4,752.00 3,113.20 2,770.88 1,711.26 27,439.29

2006 Sum of Net Tons 7,251.40 5,356.00 4,622.80 6,543.10 10,252.10 15,395.20 13,591.14 8,328.65 12,867.41 6,944.08 6,235.43 4,072.96 101,460.27

2006 Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,471.80 1,620.60 853.20 2,310.00 1,264.90 2,719.20 2,293.20 2,559.05 4,752.00 3,113.20 2,770.88 1,711.26 27,439.29

2007 Other Vehicles Sum of Net Tons 1,062.78 868.83 1,213.57 1,374.31 1,256.97 1,461.41 1,722.52 998.20 655.20 1,247.40 1,269.60 2,380.48 15,511.27

Trucks Sum of Net Tons 3,330.58 3,504.96 5,314.93 4,716.31 5,584.45 7,017.24 7,809.88 5,406.45 6,484.66 6,726.94 7,062.00 3,939.89 66,898.28

Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,531.30 2,048.46 1,863.04 2,360.61 1,602.32 3,354.67 2,802.47 1,694.32 1,515.06 1,294.20 2,807.32 2,976.20 25,849.96

2007 Sum of Net Tons 4,393.36 4,373.79 6,528.50 6,090.62 6,841.42 8,478.65 9,532.40 6,404.65 7,139.86 7,974.34 8,331.60 6,320.37 82,409.55

2007 Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,531.30 2,048.46 1,863.04 2,360.61 1,602.32 3,354.67 2,802.47 1,694.32 1,515.06 1,294.20 2,807.32 2,976.20 25,849.96

2008 Other Vehicles Sum of Net Tons 1,062.78 868.83 1,213.57 1,374.31 751.24 1,170.12 2,950.40 2,570.40 1,887.84 1,857.30 2,121.80 2,004.12 19,832.71

Trucks Sum of Net Tons 5,343.31 3,952.88 2,134.82 1,733.32 4,630.65 3,880.62 6,244.99 11,966.65 11,806.83 13,687.56 7,149.55 4,777.47 77,308.65

Sum of Net Tons Outbound 3,573.49 2,109.97 730.22 617.02 2,062.32 1,486.77 2,391.40 3,655.11 4,539.41 3,943.22 3,456.98 2,724.75 31,290.65

2008 Sum of Net Tons 6,406.09 4,821.71 3,348.39 3,107.63 5,381.89 5,050.74 9,195.38 14,537.05 13,694.67 15,544.86 9,271.35 6,781.59 97,141.36

2008 Sum of Net Tons Outbound 3,573.49 2,109.97 730.22 617.02 2,062.32 1,486.77 2,391.40 3,655.11 4,539.41 3,943.22 3,456.98 2,724.75 31,290.65

2009 Other Vehicles Sum of Net Tons 615.12 1,951.04 3,821.28 1,223.04 1,901.62 3,787.88 3,114.66 515.29 1,533.32 1,983.20 1,247.66 1,232.58 22,926.69

Trucks Sum of Net Tons 4,559.10 7,211.50 4,553.00 3,056.35 5,146.91 7,536.42 8,404.92 10,039.45 11,167.68 10,947.48 9,420.03 12,371.41 94,414.23

Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,944.55 3,429.43 2,378.10 1,002.19 1,909.15 3,208.87 2,865.54 3,857.53 4,060.96 4,554.49 5,199.74 6,479.91 40,890.44

2009 Sum of Net Tons 5,174.22 9,162.54 8,374.28 4,279.39 7,048.53 11,324.29 11,519.58 10,554.74 12,701.00 12,930.68 10,667.69 13,603.99 117,340.92

2009 Sum of Net Tons Outbound 1,944.55 3,429.43 2,378.10 1,002.19 1,909.15 3,208.87 2,865.54 3,857.53 4,060.96 4,554.49 5,199.74 6,479.91 40,890.44

2010 Other Vehicles Sum of Net Tons 899.12 737.87 1,238.26 935.13 989.02 934.32 1,034.02 673.69 863.72 8,305.15

Trucks Sum of Net Tons 7,013.97 2,672.16 7,313.57 5,838.29 6,725.46 8,501.46 8,616.39 11,611.79 11,593.83 69,886.92

Sum of Net Tons Outbound 76.50 1,245.18 4,085.47 3,493.73 4,525.98 5,199.78 4,446.11 4,082.05 3,695.43 30,850.23

2010 Sum of Net Tons 7,913.09 3,410.03 8,551.83 6,773.42 7,714.48 9,435.78 9,650.41 12,285.48 12,457.55 78,192.07

2010 Sum of Net Tons Outbound 76.50 1,245.18 4,085.47 3,493.73 4,525.98 5,199.78 4,446.11 4,082.05 3,695.43 30,850.23

*  Months 1 - 12 are representative of Months January through December

** Trucks are classified as all vehicles with a Tare Weight > 24,000lbs AND Gross Weight > 50,000lbs.  These are Semi-Trucks

*** Other Vehicles are classified as all vehicles with a Tare Weight < 24,000lbs AND Gross Weight < 50,000lbs.  The Other Vehicles are generally pick-ups and vehicles with trailers.  Other Vehicles bring in wood prunings, landscaping clippings, and things of that 

nature (waste from trees, bushes, grass, etc.).  These trips account for a small portion of inbound material by volume, no more than 20-30%.
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Basic Process Description 
The Phoenix system converts biomass into a synthetic natural gas (“syngas”) through the process of thermo-
chemical conversion.  This syngas is then used to fuel a specially modified natural gas genset that provides 
renewable electricity and heat. 

 converts biomass into a synthetic natural gas (“syngas”) through the process of thermo-
chemical conversion.  This syngas is then used to fuel a specially modified natural gas genset that provides 
renewable electricity and heat. 
  
The biomass conversion process is a thermo-chemical one that ‘cooks’ biomass in an oxygen starved 
environment.  By depriving the fuel of sufficient oxygen the biomass does not burn, but rather gives off a 
hydrogen rich syngas.  As the biomass gives off the syngas, it is transformed into bio-char and ash of 
approximately 1-5% of the volume of biomass fuel.  The syngas is then captured, cleaned and cooled before 
being sent as fuel to the genset.  The gensets are provided by a variety of nationally known vendors such as 
Cummins, Caterpillar, or GE.  This ensures that there are readily available spare parts and maintenance 
technicians available locally.   The biochar has demonstrated ability to sequester carbon in solid form for 
upwards of 1,000 years if applied as a soil amendment or ADC.  
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Fuel Preparation Fuel Preparation 
Fuel storage and handling will be finalized after site work is carried out together with your company’s 
personnel.  There are several options to choose from and will need to compliment the existing material flow.  
Currently, we believe that a walking floor trailer or a conveyor fed hopper provide the most flexible solutions.  
Waste biomass from your facility will be delivered via conveyer (or front end loader if necessary) to the fuel 
hopper.  Once in the Phoenix hopper, our system uses a robust agricultural platform and fuel metering sensors, 
to continuously feed the conversion unit in small batches as needed. 
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Biomass Conversion Biomass Conversion 
The biomass conversion chamber (figure 1) is essentially a chemical reactor 
where various complex thermo-chemical processes take place. As it flows 
through the reactor, the biomass gets dried, heated, converted into gas and 
reduced into bio-char and ash. 
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Although there is a considerable overlap, each process can be considered to be 
occupying a separate zone, in which fundamentally different chemical and 
thermal reactions take place. The fuel must pass through all of these zones to be 
completely converted. 
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The downdraft conversion unit, employed by Phoenix Energy, is under vacuum 
drawn by a high-pressure blower (“negative air”). The essential characteristic of 
the downdraft design is that the tars given off in the heating zone are drawn 
through the conversion zone, where they will be broken down or oxidized. When 
this happens, the energy they contain is usefully recovered and the mixture of 
gases in the exit stream is relatively clean.  Expected total gas contaminant 
concentration prior to filtration is up to 100 times less than in often seen in 
updraft and fluid-bed systems.  
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Gas Cleansing 
After the syngas has been extracted from the conversion chamber it is cooled and cleaned by a series of 
scrubbers and filters.  First the gas passes through a venturi scrubber, which is known to remove particulate in 
the submicrometer range. The gas is then passed through a series of four filters. The first is a coarse filter to 
coalesce residual liquids. The second is a rejuvenating active sawdust filter, the third is a similar passive filter, 
and the fourth is a fabric bag filter. The filter media are sawdust and biomass chips so instead of using 
expensive synthetic filters that need to be thrown away, the used filter media can be simply placed into the fuel 
hopper and consumed. 
 

Figure 2 – The P250 biomass conversion chamber (red) and filtering system (blue)   
 

Power Generation  
Phoenix units are based on a spark-ignited engine 
genset. Depending on the model chosen, the engines are 
capable of providing 250, 500 or 1,000KW (net) 
operating on syngas.  Phoenix Energy will customize to 
allow syngas carburetion for this engine and provide 
standard paralleling switchgear for electrical output. 
 
At present we believe the CAT 3516 or the Cummins 
1710 offer the most attractive engine options for your 
firm, however we can work with any natural gas genset.  
First and foremost there is a large secondary market for 
CAT and Cummins engines and the service coverage in 
the US is excellent.  These engines also have un

features of better fuel economy, better emissions, durability, extended oil and filter change period. They run on 
variety of gaseous fuels like natural gas, bio-gas, sewage gas, LPG etc. Engines are available in both types of 
aspirations, naturally aspirated and turbocharged-aftercooled versions. Both CAT and Cummins engines ha
been designed to combine compact size, low emission levels and excellent performance characteristics of hig
speed technology with the medium speed benefits of water-cooled exhaust valve seats, st

ique 

ve 
h-

eel-crown pistons & 
ombustion control. 

 

eat from the product gas and must be cooled in a cooling tower 
prior to returning to the closed-loop scrubber. 

c

Bio-char & ash handling  
Bio-char & ash is removed from the conversion chamber using pumped slurry. Scrubbed particulate is 
combined with the bio-char stream. A closed water loop is used for cooling as well as to provide a seal to the 
bottom of the gasifier.  Water slurry level is maintained in a tank and pumped to an automated filter. The 
automated filter is typical for river sludge treatment and separates the solids from the recirculated water. The 
char byproduct, also called biochar, is separated out using a special mechanical separator for resale as a soil 
amendment or landfill ADC, sequestering carbon in the ground in solid form for up to 1,000 years!  While we 
don’t include this in our financial forecast, we believe that carbon credits related to biochar may become a 
valueable revenue source in the near future.  If desired for disposal only, bio-char solids and a percentage of 
water can be conveyed to a thermal oxidizer primarily fueled by burning approximately 5% of the produced 
syngas. If no other profitable option exists, the thermal oxidizer will provide clean disposal of all produced 
biochar and process liquids. Water leaving the filter is passed through a final stationary filter prior to heat 
exchange. The scrubbing water is absorbing h
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DRAFT
NOTE:  Approval of this application is valid only if the following conditions are met.  This permit
shall expire unless activated within 18 months of the date of approval.  In order to activate the
permit, it must be signed by the applicant and one of the following actions must occur:  (a) a valid
building permit must be obtained to construct the necessary structures and appurtenances; or, (b)
the property must be used for the purpose for which the permit is granted.  (Stanislaus County
Ordinance 21.104.030)

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

USE PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2010-06
CENTRAL VALLEY AG GRINDING, INC.

Department of Planning and Community Development

1. This use shall be conducted as described in the application and supporting information
(including the plot plan) as approved by the Planning Commission and/or Board of
Supervisors and in accordance with other laws and ordinances.

2. All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate
illumination without a glare effect.  This shall include but not be limited to the use of shielded
light fixtures to prevent skyglow (light spilling into the night sky) and the installation of
shielded fixtures to prevent light trespass (glare and spill light that shines onto neighboring
properties).

3. Developer shall pay all Public Facilities Impact Fees and Fire Facilities Fees as adopted by
Resolution of the Board of Supervisors.  The Fees shall be payable at the time of issuance
for any building permit for any construction in the development project and shall be based
on the rates in effect at the time of building permit issuance.

4. The applicant is required to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County, its officers, and
employees from any claim, action, or proceedings against the County to set aside the
approval of the project which is brought within the applicable statute of limitations.  The
County shall promptly notify the applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding to set aside
the approval and shall cooperate fully in the defense.

5. The Department of Planning and Community Development shall record a Notice of
Administrative Conditions and Restrictions with the County Recorder’s Office within 30 days
of project approval.  The Notice includes: Conditions of Approval/Development Standards
and Schedule; any adopted Mitigation Measures; and a project area map.

6. Pursuant to Section 711.4 of the California Fish and Game Code (effective January 1,
2010), the applicant is required to pay a Department of Fish and Game filing fee at the time
of recording a “Notice of Determination.”  Within five (5) days of approval of this project by
the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors, the applicant shall submit to the
Department of Planning and Community Development a check for $2,067.25, made payable
to Stanislaus County, for the payment of Fish and Game and Clerk Recorder filing fees.
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Conditions of Approval
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Pursuant to Section 711.4 (e)(3) of the California Fish and Game Code, no project shall be
operative, vested, or final, nor shall local government permits for the project be valid, until
the filing fees required pursuant to this section are paid.

7. Prior to construction: The developer shall be responsible for contacting the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine if a “Notice of Intent” is necessary and
shall prepare all appropriate documentation, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan.  Once complete, and prior to construction, a copy of the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan shall be submitted to the Stanislaus County Department of Planning and
Community Development.  Written evidence of said contact shall be submitted to the
Planning Department prior to issuance of any building permit.

8. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, prior to construction, the developer shall
be responsible for contacting the US Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any
"wetlands," "waters of the United States," or other areas under the jurisdiction of the Corps
of Engineers are present on the project site, and shall be responsible for obtaining all
appropriate permits or authorizations from the Corps, including all necessary water quality
certifications, if necessary.

9. All conditions of approval and mitigation measures from Use Permit No. 99-11 shall remain
in effect.

Department of Public Works

10. Langworth Road is classified as a 60-foot wide Local Road.  All that portion of the required
30-foot dedication from centerline not previously dedicated, shall be dedicated to Stanislaus
County Public Works using an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication.

11. A grading and drainage plan for the project site shall be submitted within 3 months of the
use permit approval.  Public Works will review and approve the drainage calculations.  The
grading and drainage plan shall include the following information:

C Drainage calculations shall be prepared as per the Stanislaus County Standards
and Specifications that are current at the time the permit is issued.

C The plan shall contain enough information to verify that all runoff will be kept from
going onto adjacent properties and Stanislaus County road right-of-way.

C The grading and drainage plan shall comply with the current Stanislaus County
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit and the
Quality Control standards for New Development and Redevelopment contained
therein.

C An Engineer's Estimate shall be submitted for the grading and drainage work.

C The grading, drainage, and associated work shall be accepted by Stanislaus County
Public Works prior to a final inspection or occupancy, as required by the building
permit.
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The applicant of the building permit shall pay the current Stanislaus County Public Works
weighted labor rate for the plan review of the building and/or grading plan.  A deposit of 3%
of the Engineer's Estimate shall be made prior to the plan check, at the time of the building
permit application.

The applicant will be responsible for any charges that are incurred over the plan check
deposit.  The plans shall not be released until such time that all plan check fees have been
paid.  Any fees left over from the deposit shall be returned to the applicant at the completion
and acceptance of the plans by Stanislaus County Public Works.

The applicant of the building permit shall pay the current Stanislaus County Public Works
weighted labor rate for all on-site inspections.  This shall include a deposit of 3% of the
Engineer's Estimate for the grading and drainage work.  The deposit shall be made prior to
the issuance of the building permit.  The Public Works inspector shall be contacted 48 hours
prior to the commencement of any grading or drainage work on-site.  Any fees left over from
the deposit shall be returned to the applicant at the completion and acceptance of the
grading and drainage construction by Stanislaus County Public Works.

12. No parking, loading, or unloading of vehicles shall be permitted within the right-of-way of
Langworth Road.  The developer will be required to install or pay for the installation of all
required signs and/or markings.

13. Prior to the issuance of a final inspection for a building permit, the applicant shall make road
frontage improvements on Langworth Road to address additional trucks on Langworth
Road.  Proportionality is established per the following improvements.  Since the project
covers approximately one-half of the parcel and the parcel frontage is approximately 1,165
feet, the road improvements shall extend for one-half the frontage.  The project driveways
are located on the southern portion of the parcel, so the improvements shall start at the
south property line and extend north for approximately 583 feet.  These improvements shall
include:

a. Add additional asphalt to Langworth Road to achieve a 12-foot wide paved vehicle
lane and a 4-foot wide paved asphalt shoulder.  The new asphalt shall be added to
the existing roadway to achieve 16-feet of paved roadway, per Stanislaus County
Standards and Specifications.  The new asphalt shall be added west of the
centerline of Langworth Road starting at the south property line, moving north for
one-half the frontage of the parcel.

b. Asphalt driveways shall be installed at the existing driveways to reduce the tracking
of mud onto County road right-of-way.  The driveways shall be installed per
Stanislaus County Standards and Specifications Plate 3-F4, Major and Collector
Road driveway.

Improvement plans will be submitted to this department for approval.  The structural section
and cross slopes shall meet Stanislaus County Public Works Standards and Specifications.

14. An encroachment permit shall be obtained for any work done in the County maintained road
right-of-way.
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15. Public Works shall approve the location and width of any new driveway approaches.

16. An acceptable financial guarantee for the road improvements shall be provided to the
Department of Public Works prior to the issuance of a building permit.  This may be deferred
if the work is done prior to the issuance of the use permit.

17. An Engineer's Estimate shall be provided for the road improvements so that the amount of
the financial guarantee can be determined.

18. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with Stanislaus County Department of Public
Works to pay a fee of $0.055 per ton of material entering or leaving the property via County
roadways to offset future maintenance costs to Langworth Road.  The agreement shall be
in place within three months of the approval of the use permit.  The fee shall be tied to the
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index as published in the January edition; the
base Construction Cost Index is 8090.06 as of January 2008.

Building Permits Division

19. Development shall comply with current adopted Title 24 California Code of Regulations
(Building Codes) and Stanislaus County Title 16 Code.

Department of Environmental Resources (DER)

20. The Stanislaus County Source Reduction & Recycling Element (SRRE) contains
descriptions of the programs the County has implemented to reduce solid waste disposal
in the County by 50%, as mandated by Assembly Bill (AB) 939.  Such programs include
source reduction, recycling, and composting.  Recommendations consistent with the SRRE,
which should be incorporated into the project, include:
a. Minimizing, through source reduction, reuse, and recycling, the amount of waste

from the project that will require disposal.
b. During the construction phase, provisions should be made to separate recyclable

material from the construction debris.  Recovered materials such as wood,
sheetrock, metal, and concrete should be diverted to approved use sites or to
recyclers.

c. Incorporate into the project, when possible, products that contain post-consumer
recycled materials.  Construction materials that have post-consumer content include
lubricating oil products, glass, and window products.

d. Compost and other soil amendments necessary for project landscaping can be
obtained from permitted composting facilities within Stanislaus County, provided
such landscaping material is available and meets specifications.  Consider
xeriscape practices for landscaped areas within the project.  Xeriscaping is
landscaping with slow-growing, drought tolerant plants that conserve water and
reduce yard trimmings.

e. A designated area should be provided that would facilitate the storage of recyclable
material containers at businesses and multi-family dwellings.

21. The applicant shall obtain any required DER permits and shall comply with all conditions of
approval and County Code requirements related to the permits.
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Stanislaus Fire Prevention Bureau
22. Full fire department access and water supply will be required at the time of development.

Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District

23. The proposed cogeneration/bio-fuel operation shall comply with applicable California Fire
Code and National Fire Code requirements.

24. Storage sites shall be reasonably level and be on solid ground or another all-weather
surface.  Piles shall not exceed 25 feet in height, 150 feet in width, and 250 feet in length.
Piles shall be separated from adjacent piles by fire department access roadways.  Fire
access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet and an unobstructed
vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches.  The turning radius of a fire apparatus
access road shall be as approved (50-foot outside, 30-foot inside).

25. Static piles shall be monitored by an approved means to measure temperatures within the
static piles.  Internal pile temperatures shall be monitored and recorded weekly.  All records
shall be kept on file at the facility and be made available for inspection.

26. Portable fire extinguishers with a minimum rating of 4-A:60-B:C shall be provided on all
vehicles and equipment operating on piles and at all processing equipment per the 2007
California Fire Code which is a change from the 2001 California Fire Code.

27. The owner or operator shall add new piles to their existing plan for monitoring, controlling,
and extinguishing spot fires and submit the plan to the chief for review and approval.

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

28. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharge Associated with Construction Activities, Order No. 99-29-DWQ, is required
when a project involves clearing, grading, or disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling
or excavation.  Currently construction activity that involves soil disturbances on construction
sites one acre or greater or which are part of a larger common plan of development or sale
require a construction storm water permit.  If construction associated with this project will
disturb more than one acre, the property owner will need to obtain permit coverage under
the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000002 prior to construction.

29. When waste water is generated, stored, or disposed to land, Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) are required.

30. Depending on the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code of the final project,
compliance with the NPDES General Permit No. CAS000001 for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Industrial Activities may be required.

31. All wastewater discharge must comply with the Anti-degradation Policy (RWQCB-Resolution
68-16) and the Anti-degradation Implementation Policy.  If the project proponent needs a
Regional Water Board permit, the anti-degradation analysis is a mandatory element of the
permitting process.
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San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

32. The project applicant shall manage the project area in such a way as to avoid excess dust
emissions which could potentially affect any downwind sensitive receptors.

33. The proposed project may be subject to the following District rules:
• Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions);
• Rule 4102 (Nuisance);
• Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings);
• Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance

Operations); and
• In the event an existing building will be renovated, partially demolished, or removed,

the project may be subject to District Rule 4002 (National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants).

******

JM:cr
(I:\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2010\UP 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding\Staff Report.wpd)l
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     Stanislaus County
        Planning and Community Development

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 Phone:  (209) 525-6330
Modesto, California   95354 Fax:  (209) 525-5911

CEQA INITIAL STUDY
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form, Final Text, December 30, 2009

1. Project title: Use Permit Application No. 2010-06 - Central
Valley Ag Grinding

2. Lead agency name and address: Stanislaus County
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA   95354

3. Contact person and phone number: Joshua Mann, Associate Planner
(209) 525-6330

4. Project location: 5507 Langworth Road, south of Patterson Road,
north of Claribel Road, east of the City of
Riverbank.  (APN:  062-029-001)

5. Project sponsor’s name and address: Paul Konzen / Mike Barry
5707 Langworth Road
Oakdale, CA   95361

6. General Plan designation: Agriculture

7. Zoning: A-2-40 (General Agriculture)

8. Description of project:

Request to expand an existing ?Agricultural Product” grinding business on a 70± acre parcel, originally permitted
under Use Permit No. 99-11.  The business converts agricultural waste products and "green" waste into products
used in the livestock industry, soil amendments, and related uses.  A 1,000 KW co-generation ?syngas” unit is
included in this application.  This property is currently enrolled in Williamson Act Contract No. 73-1408 and this use
is considered to be consistent with the zoning designation and the Williamson Act.  This application will allow
Central Valley Ag Grinding (CVAG) to add approximately nine (9) acres to the permitted area that currently is used
for material storage.

Part of the current and proposed operations at CVAG are permitted by the Department of Environmental Resources
(DER) and regulated under Stanislaus County Code Title 9.  The programs which CVAG is currently permitted to
conduct on-site include: Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation) and Stanislaus
County Small Refuse Hauler Permit.  The current application will enable CVAG to be permitted under two additional
programs: Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Dehydration Operation) and Stanislaus County Organic
Recycling Facility Permit.  This current Use Permit application will allow CVAG to apply for the activities permitted
by these programs although individual permits from DER will be required prior to conducting such activities.  The
permits issued and regulated by DER may also include additional requirements/conditions not included in this Use
Permit.

The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation) generally involves the receiving of food
processing by-products which are contained on a concrete pad then mixed with hay and/or alfalfa within 24 hours.
After being mixed, the end product is then used for an animal feed to feed the project applicants' own livestock.
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The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Dehydration Operation) at CVAG includes the receiving of
peach and olive pits; although, depending on various factors other varieties of fruit pits may be used from time to
time.  Once on-site, the pits are dried and grinded then transported off-site.  In general, peach/fruit pits are obtained
from food processors including Seneca, Dole, and Del Monte.  Olive pits are obtained from Musco Family Olive
Company located in Tracy, California.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Cattle ranch, dairies, agricultural uses, single-
family dwellings.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g.,
permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.):

Department of Public Works
Department of Environmental Resources
Building Permits Division
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

9 Aesthetics 9 Agriculture & Forestry Resources 9 Air Quality

9 Biological Resources 9 Cultural Resources 9 Geology /Soils

9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 9 Hazards & Hazardous Materials 9 Hydrology / Water Quality

9 Land Use / Planning 9 Mineral Resources 9 Noise

9 Population / Housing 9 Public Services 9 Recreation

9 Transportation/Traffic 9 Utilities / Service Systems 9 Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

: I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

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

Joshua Mann, Associate Planner September 28, 2010
Prepared By Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

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

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

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

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

5)  Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has
been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.

Section 15063(c)(3)(D).  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

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

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

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

6)  Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should,
where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

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

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

9)  The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significant criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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ISSUES

I.  AESTHETICS -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

X

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings? X

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? X

Discussion: The site itself is not considered to be a scenic resource or a unique scenic vista.  Community standards
generally do not dictate the need or desire for architectural review of agricultural uses.  Any development resulting from this
project will be consistent with existing area developments.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

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

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

X

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

X
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? X

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

X

Discussion: The project site is enrolled in Williamson Act Contract No. 73-1408.  The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program identifies the project site as having soils consisting of ?Unique Farmland” on one-half of the project site with a
mixture of ?Farmland of Statewide Importance” and ?Rural Residential” on the other one-half of the site.  This project will
have no impact to forest land or timberland nor a significant impact on the conversion of farmland.  This area of the proposed
project expansion is actively being used as a part of the overall operation.  This project will not conflict with any agricultural
activities in the area and/or lands enrolled under the Williamson Act.

Within the A-2 zoning district, the County has determined that certain uses related to agricultural production are “necessary
for a healthy agricultural economy.”  The County allows three tiers of related uses within the A-2 zone when it is found that
the proposed use “will not be substantially detrimental to or in conflict with the agricultural use of other property in the
vicinity.”  The proposed use falls under the Tier I use category for the A-2 zoning district.  Tier I uses are deemed “closely
related to agriculture and are necessary for a healthy agricultural economy.”

Section 21.20.045(A) of the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance requires that all uses approved on Williamson Act
contracted lands shall be consistent with three principles of compatibility:

1. The use will not significantly compromise the long-term productive agricultural capability of the subject contracted
parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in the A-2 zoning district;

2. The use will not significantly displace or impair current or reasonably foreseeable agricultural operations on the
subject contracted parcel or parcels or on other contracted lands in the A-2 zoning district.  Uses that significantly
displace agricultural operations on the subject contracted parcel or parcels may be deemed compatible if they relate
directly to the production of commercial agricultural products on the subject contracted parcel or parcels or
neighboring lands, including activities such as harvesting, processing, or shipping; and

3. The use will not result in the significant removal of adjacent contracted land from agricultural or open-space use.

The Department of Conservation (DOC) was referred this project and did not provide comments.  Based on the specific
features and design of this project, it does not appear this project will impact the long-term productive agricultural capability
of the subject contracted parcel or other contracted lands in the A-2 zoning district.  There is no indication this project will
result in the removal of adjacent contracted land from agricultural use.  Pursuant to Section 21.20.045(B)(3) of the Stanislaus
County Zoning Ordinance, Tier I uses are determined to be consistent with the principles of compatibility and may be
approved on contracted land.

In December of 2007, Stanislaus County adopted an updated Agricultural Element which incorporated guidelines for the
implementation of agricultural buffers applicable to new and expanding non-agricultural uses within or adjacent to the A-2
zoning district.  The purpose of these guidelines is to protect the long-term health of agriculture by minimizing conflicts such
as spray drift and trespassing resulting from the interaction of agricultural and non-agricultural uses.  Prior to project
approval, the applicant may present an alternative to the buffer requirements to the Agricultural Advisory Board for support.
Alternatives may be approved provided the Planning Commission finds that the alternative provides equal or greater
protection than the existing buffer standards.  Current buffer guideline standards require a project to provide solid fencing
and a double row of landscaping around the perimeter of the proposed operation.  Due to the proposed expansion, this
project will be required to propose an alternative buffer to the Ag Advisory Board at the next available meeting.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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III.  AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations.  Would the project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation? X

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

X

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? X

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people? X

Discussion: The project site is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, which has been classified as "severe non-
attainment" for ozone and respirable particulate matter (PM-10) as defined by the Federal Clean Air Act.  The San Joaquin
Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has been established by the State in an effort to control and minimize air
pollution.  As such, the District maintains permit authority over stationary sources of pollutants.

The primary source of air pollutants generated by this project would be classified as being generated from "mobile" sources.
Mobile sources would generally include dust from roads, farming, automobile exhausts, and the organic decomposition of
food processing by-products.  Mobile sources are generally regulated by the Air Resources Board of the California EPA
which sets emissions for vehicles and acts on issues regarding cleaner burning fuels and alternative fuel technologies.  As
such, the District has addressed most criteria air pollutants through basin wide programs and policies to prevent cumulative
deterioration of air quality within the Basin.  The applicant is proposing a 1,000 KW co-generation unit that will convert
agricultural waste material into a synthetic natural gas (syngas).  The syngas unit will be used for on-site needs, mainly
powering electric generators and grinders.  The electric grinders will be within an enclosed building that is currently under
construction.  The applicants’ intent is to convert all existing diesel grinders to electric and to enclose grinding operations
to address any potential air quality concerns.

The SJVAPCD has reviewed this project and has identified that the project is expected to have no significant adverse impact
to the overall air quality that may result due to construction activities in preparation of the site, ongoing traffic, and other
operational emissions.  The response provided by the SJVAPCD identified that the proposed project will be subject to the
following District rules:  Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM-10 Prohibitions); Rule 4102 (Nuisance); Rule 4601 (Architectural
Coatings); and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations).  District Rule
4002 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) was identified as a possible requirement should the facility
be renovated, partially demolished, or removed in the future.  These rules have been adopted by the District to reduce
emissions throughout the San Joaquin Valley and will be required as part of the project’s conditions of approval.

The response also included a brief discussion that the facility may need to be evaluated for possible Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs) by the SJVAPCD.  The main concern with TACs originates from the generation of Diesel Truck Emissions by
vehicles utilized by the CVAG facility.  The applicant has identified that, on average, 50-55 loads/trucks either enter or leave
the CVAG facility per day.  The application had originally identified 136 loads/trucks per day, but CVAG has scaled back
site operations since the original submittal.  The loads/trucks entering and leaving the site typically include both “passenger
vehicles” (2-axle vehicles/pick-up trucks and dump trucks) and ?heavy trucks”(3-axle vehicles/semis).

52



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 8

Food processing by-products are organic materials and release Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) into the atmosphere
during the decomposition process.  The significance of impact to the environment due to the breakdown of food processing
by-products and the release of VOCs from those by-products is not known at this time.  A formal study to collect
VOC/Greenhouse Gas data is currently being conducted by the SJVAPCD.

The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product Use Program was developed to assist in preventing nuisance conditions
including excessive objectionable odors.  The County Ordinance (Title 9, Ch. 9.88) provides enforcement abilities used to
prevent and mitigate public nuisance conditions.  Prior to being permitted by DER for such activities, a contingency plan
must be incorporated into the ?Plan of Operation” to address unforeseen excessive objectional odor conditions.  Both DER
and the SJVAPCD are responsible for investigating objectional odor complaints.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) dated May 26,
2010, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Regulation VIII Fugitive Dust/PM-10 Synopsis, Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation1, Stanislaus County Code, Title 9.

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

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

X

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

X

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

X

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

X

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

X

Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally designated
species, or wildlife dispersal or migration corridors.
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The project site has been actively used as an agricultral grinding business (existing/proposed business) for many years and
currently is partially planted with seasonal crops and/or pasture land on the area not used for the grinding business.  The
proposed ?expansion” is located in an area of the project site that can be described as a previously developed ?cluster” of
buildings and storage/grinding piles.

There are no natural habitats on-site and no suitable habitats for any sensitive plant, animal, or invertebrate species on or
surrounding the site.  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) indicates that there is no record of any biological
resource as generally reported by the CNDDB.

Based on the lack of suitable habitat on the project site, there would be no direct impact to any sensitive plant, animal, or
invertebrate species from approval of the proposed use permit.  In addition, because the site and the surrounding areas are
currently under cultivation and are intensively farmed, it is unlikely that this project would result in any significant direct or
indirect impacts to any biological resources beyond those that currently exist.

Because there are no identifiable impacts to any biological resources, no mitigation is required.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1, California Department of Fish and Game
California Natural Diversity Database.

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? X

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? X

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? X

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries? X

Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in significant impacts to any archaeological or cultural resources.
Cultural resources are not known to exist on the project site.  As part of the application submittal, the applicant provided a
historical and cultural records report from the Central California Information Center.  The records report states that there
are no significant resources on-site or on record in any of the databases used to furnish the report.  The site does contain
features that appear to be over 50 years old and, as such, could be considered to be a potential historic resource due to
the age.  These features include the on-site dwelling and the irrigation canal (Carville Drain).  The current application makes
no mention of any destruction or alteration of these features; however, the Planning Department will place a standardized
condition of approval on the project to address any discovery of cultural/historical resources during the future construction
or development of the project site.

Mitigation: None.

References: Central California Information Center (CCIC) records report, dated October 20, 2006, Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

X

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? X

iv) Landslides? X

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

X

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1804.2 of
the California Building Code (2007), creating substantial risks to
life or property?

X

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

X

Discussion: As contained in Chapter 5 of the General Plan Support Documentation, the areas of the County subject to
significant geologic hazard are located in the Diablo Range, west of Interstate 5; however, as per the 2007 California
Building Code, all of Stanislaus County is located within a geologic hazard zone (Seismic Design Category D, E, or F) and
a soils test may be required at building permit application.  Results from the soils test will determine if unstable or expansive
soils are present.  If such soils are present, special engineering of the structure will be required to compensate for the soil
deficiency.  Any structures resulting from this project will be designed and built according to building standards appropriate
to withstand shaking for the area in which they are constructed.  Any earth moving is subject to Public Works Standards and
Specifications which considers the potential for erosion and run-off prior to permit approval.  Likewise, any addition of a
septic tank or alternative waste water disposal system would require the approval of DER through the building permit
process, which also takes soil type into consideration within the specific design requirements.

Mitigation: None.

References: California Building Code (2007), Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation - Safety
Element1.

VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

X
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?

X

Discussion: The proposed project should not generate greenhouses gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

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

X

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

X

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

X

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?

X

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

X

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

X

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

X

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

X

Discussion: The groundwater is not known to be contaminated in this area.  Pesticide exposure is a risk in agricultural
areas.  Sources of exposure include contaminated groundwater which is consumed and drift from spray applications.
Application of sprays is strictly controlled by the Agricultural Commissioner and can only be accomplished after first obtaining
permits.  DER is responsible for overseeing hazardous materials in this area and has not indicated any particular concerns
on the project site.  Any permits issued under the Food Processing By-Product Use Program (by DER) may require sampling
and laboratory analysis of food by-product as required by the program regulations.
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Mitigation: None.

References: Referral responses from the Department of Environmental Resources dated May 25, 2010 & June 3, 2010,
Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1, Stanislaus County Code, Title 9.

IX.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? X

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?

X

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site?

X

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

X

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

X

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

X

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows? X

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

X

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

Discussion: No waste discharge requirements will be violated as a result of the proposed project.  Run-off is not
considered an issue because of several factors which limit the potential impact.  These factors include a relative flat terrain
of the subject site and relatively low rainfall intensities.  Areas subject to flooding have been identified in accordance with
the Federal Emergency Management Act.  The project site itself is not located within a recognized flood zone and, as such,
flooding is not an issue with respect to this project.
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Food Processing By-Products will not be stored on-site for excessive periods of time unless properly containerized and/or
covered as needed with the appropriate materials.  Part of the Plan of Operation submitted to DER by the applicant (when
applying for the permits) will contain contingency plans for sudden inclement weather conditions and excessive moisture.
There is no known violation of water quality standards.  It is known that the introduction of salt from Food Processing By-
Products into the environment where it could significantly impact groundwater is a concern to the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  By-product sampling and testing will occur as required by Stanislaus County Code (Title
9) to monitor and by-product constituents.  The potential of this project site to degrade the quality of the environment is less
than significant due to the fact that it will be strictly regulated under Stanislaus County Code (Title 9) to prevent significant
environmental impacts.

A response was received from the RWQCB outlining specific permits and programs with which the subject facility may be
required to comply.  The list of permits/programs noted by the RWQCB includes: Regional Treatment System
Considerations; Antidegradation Considerations; Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs); Construction Stormwater Permit;
Industrial Stormwater Permit; and Dewatering Permit.  The comments provided by the RWQCB will be incorporated into the
project’s conditions of approval.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) dated June 1, 2010,
Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1, Stanislaus County Code (Title 9).

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Physically divide an established community? X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

X

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan? X

Discussion: This project is consistent with the Agriculture designation and A-2-40 (General Agriculture) zoning of the
site.  The features of this project will not physically divide an established community or conflict with any habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan.  This project is not known to conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over the project.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the
state?

X
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

X

Discussion: The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County has been mapped by the
State Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report 173.  There are no known significant resources on the site.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XII.  NOISE -- Would the project result in: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

X

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? X

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? X

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

X

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

X

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

X

Discussion: The Stanislaus County General Plan identifies noise levels up to 75 dB Ldn (or CNEL) as the normally
acceptable level of noise for agricultural, industrial, manufacturing, and other similar land uses.  Noise impacts associated
with on-site activities and traffic are not anticipated to exceed the normally acceptable level of noise.  The construction phase
of this project may temporarily increase ambient noise levels.  All normal operating activities are expected to be within the
acceptable noise levels; and therefore, would be considered to be less than significant.  In 2006 an application was
submitted by the applicant to rezone the project site to allow for a variety of uses which are not allowed in the A-2 zoning
district.  This rezone application was ultimately withdrawn by the applicant.  During the processing of the 2006 rezone
application, the applicant provided an Acoustical Assessment (noise study) which analyzed the noise generated by on-site
activities.  The noise study identified the grinding activities as the main source of noise on-site.  Since the 2006 application
and the Acoustical Assessment, the overall grinding activities have changed.  Due to potential concerns over air quality and
noise, the applicant is presently constructing a building which will enclose all grinding operations.  In addition, all material
grinding machines will be switched from diesel to electric.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

X

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

X

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? X

Discussion: The proposed use of the site will not create significant service extensions or new infrastructure which could
be considered as growth inducing.  No housing or persons will be displaced by this project.

Mitigation: None.

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? X

Police protection? X

Schools? X

Parks? X

Other public facilities? X

Discussion: The County has adopted Public Facilities Fees, as well as one for the Fire Facility Fees on behalf of the
appropriate fire district, to address impacts to public services.  Such fees are required to be paid at the time of building
permit issuance.  Conditions of approval will be added to this project to insure the proposed development complies with all
applicable fire department standards with respect to access and water for fire protection.  The Stanislaus Consolidated Fire
Protection District responded to the project referral and requested that various conditions of approval be added to the
project.  These conditions mainly focus on properly maintaining interior fire access routes, monitoring material piles to
prevent combustion, and limiting the height, width, and length of material piles.  These conditions will be incorporated into
the project’s overall conditions of approval.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the Department of Parks & Recreation dated June 15, 2010, referral response from
the Stanislaus Consolidated Fire Protection District dated May 27, 2010, Stanislaus County General Plan and Support
Documentation1.

60



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 16

XV.  RECREATION -- Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

X

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

X

Discussion: The project will not have any impacts to parks and recreation.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the Department of Parks & Recreation dated June 15, 2010, Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XVI.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

X

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways?

X

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

X

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

X

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? X

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

X

Discussion: This project to expand CVAG will not substantially increase traffic for this area.  The proposed project will
have direct access onto Langworth Road which is a County-maintained road.  The applicant, at the request of the
Department of Public Works, has provided some information which outlines the amount of traffic that is generated from the
project site.  At full build-out, including the activities requiring additional permits from DER, the facility is estimated to
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generate a total of 54 ?truck trips” per day.  The Stanislaus County Department of Public Works has reviewed the traffic
information provided by the applicant and has determined that no significant traffic impacts will occur as a result of this
project.  Public Works has provided a set of comments which will be incorporated into the project’s conditions of approval.
The traffic information submitted by the applicant can be seen in the attachments.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the Department of Public Works dated September 7, 2010, Stanislaus County
General Plan and Support Documentation1.

XVII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project: Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board? X

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

X

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

X

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

X

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

X

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? X

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste? X

Discussion: Limitations on providing services have not been identified and no referral responses have been received
noting there could be any issues with this proposed project.  The applicant is proposing a 1,000 KW co-generation unit that
will convert agricultural waste material into a synthetic natural gas (syngas).  The syngas will be used for on-site needs,
mainly powering electric generators and grinders.  A response was received from the RWQCB outlining specific permits and
programs with which the subject facility may be required to comply.  The list of permits/programs noted by the RWQCB
includes: Regional Treatment System Considerations; Antidegradation Considerations; Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDRs); Construction Stormwater Permit; Industrial Stormwater Permit; and Dewatering Permit.  The comments provided
by the RWQCB will be incorporated into the project’s conditions of approval.

Mitigation: None.

References: Referral response from the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) dated June 1, 2010,
Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1.
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XVIII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

With Mitigation
Included

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

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

X

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

X

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

X

Discussion: Review of this project has not indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental
quality of the site and/or the surrounding area.

I:\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2010\UP 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding\IS.wpd

1Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation adopted in October 1994, as amended. Optional and
updated elements of the General Plan and Support Documentation: Agricultural Element adopted on December 18, 2007;
Housing Element adopted on April 20, 2010 and pending certification by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development; Circulation Element and Noise Element adopted on April 18, 2006.
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NAME OF PROJECT: Use Permit Application No. 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 5507 Langworth Road, south of Patterson Road, north of Claribel Road, east of the City of
Riverbank.  (APN:  062-029-001)

PROJECT DEVELOPERS: Paul Konzen / Mike Barry
5707 Langworth Road
Oakdale, CA   95361

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Request to expand an existing ?Agricultural Product” grinding business on a 70± acre parcel,
originally permitted under Use Permit No. 99-11.  The business converts agricultural waste products and "green" waste into
products used in the livestock industry, soil amendments, and related uses.  A 1,000 KW co-generation ?syngas” unit is
included in this application.  This property is currently enrolled in Williamson Act Contract No. 73-1408 and this use is
considered to be consistent with the zoning designation and the Williamson Act.  This application will allow Central Valley Ag
Grinding (CVAG) to add approximately nine (9) acres to the permitted area that currently is used for material storage.

Part of the current and proposed operations at CVAG are permitted by the Department of Environmental Resources (DER)
and regulated under Stanislaus County Code Title 9.  The programs which CVAG is currently permitted to conduct on-site
include: Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation) and Stanislaus County Small Refuse Hauler
Permit.  The current application will enable CVAG to be permitted under two additional programs: Stanislaus County Food
Processing By-Product (Dehydration Operation) and Stanislaus County Organic Recycling Facility Permit.  This current Use
Permit application will allow CVAG to apply for the activities permitted by these programs although individual permits from DER
will be required prior to conducting such activities.  The permits issued and regulated by DER may also include additional
requirements/conditions not included in this Use Permit.

The Stanislaus County Food Processing By-Product (Direct Feed Operation) generally involves the receiving of food processing
by-products which are contained on a concrete pad then mixed with hay and/or alfalfa within 24 hours.  After being mixed, the
end product is then used for an animal feed to feed the project applicants' own livestock.  The Stanislaus County Food
Processing By-Product (Dehydration Operation) at CVAG includes the receiving of peach and olive pits; although, depending
on various factors other varieties of fruit pits may be used from time to time.  Once on-site, the pits are dried and grinded then
transported off-site.  In general, peach/fruit pits are obtained from food processors including Seneca, Dole, and Del Monte.
Olive pits are obtained from Musco Family Olive Company located in Tracy, California.

Based upon the Initial Study, dated September 28, 2010, the Environmental Coordinator finds as follows:

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, nor to curtail the diversity of the
environment.

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term environmental goals.

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.

4. This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects upon human beings,
either directly or indirectly.

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the Department of Planning and
Community Development, 1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, California.

Initial Study prepared by: Joshua Mann, Associate Planner

Submit comments to: Stanislaus County
Planning and Community Development Department
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, California   95354

I:\Planning\Staff Reports\UP\2010\UP 2010-06 - Central Valley Ag Grinding\Negative Declaration.wpd
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Frito-Lay, Inc.        

 

December 7, 2010 

 

 

 

 

Planning Commissioners 

Stanislaus County Department of Planning 

and Community Development 

1010 10
th

 St., Suite 3400 

Modesto, CA 95354 

 

Dear Commissioners: 

 

My name is Brenda Moppins, the Environmental Coordinator for Frito Lay, Inc. Modesto.  Frito Lay 

produces certain surplus dry and/or wet finished waste (hereinafter called “By-Products”) arising out 

of the manufacture of various snack food products.  Frito Lay sells By-Products to Central Valley 

Ag Grinding’s facility at 5507 Langworth Road with the understanding that the buyer has NO 

intention to, and shall not provide the by-products for human consumption but rather for beneficial 

reuse.  As a company, we are committed to minimizing the impact our business has on the 

environment and wherefore, it has been a win-win for Frito-Lay to be able to send by-products to 

Central Valley Ag Grinding for such reuse.  Frito Lay supports Central Valley Ag Grinding’s Use 

Permit application #2010-06 and hope you would consider their continuing and creative partnerships 

that help address environmental challenges as well as diversion from our landfills. 

 

Should you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Brenda Moppins 

Frito Lay, Inc. 

Environmental Coordinator 

600 Garner Road 

Modesto, CA 95209 
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