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Draft EIS Comment Letters
1.0 Lucerne Valley Solar Project Draft EIS Comment Analysis Process

1.1 Introduction

In February 2010, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Barstow Field Office (BFO)
released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Lucerne Valley Solar
Project. On February 5, 2010, a Notice of Availability (NOA) Lucerne Valley Solar Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft CDCA Plan Amendment for public review and comment
on the DEIS was published in the Federal Register (Vol. 75, No. 24, pp. 6057-6058). The
DEIS was distributed in both hard copy and on CD-ROM and was available for
downloading from the BLM’s Web site at http://www.bim.gov/ca/st/en/fo/

barstow.html. Additional copies of these volumes were made available for public inspection
at the BLM California Desert District Office, 22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos, Moreno
Valley, California, the Apple Valley Public Library (Newton T. Bass Branch, 14901 Dale Evans
Parkway, Apple Valley, CA 92307), and at the Lucerne Valley Public Library (Janice Horst
Branch, 33103 Old Woman Springs Road, Lucerne Valley, CA 92356). The BLM invited public
and agency comment on the DEIS and technical support documents for a period of 90
calendar days, which was scheduled to end on May 13, 2010. However, on February 19, 2010,
the BLM extended the public comment period to May 20, 2010.

A public comment meeting was held to provide information about the project and to receive
comments on the Draft EIS/Draft CDCA Plan Amendment. The public comment meeting was
held on Tuesday, March 9, 2010, from 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM at the Lucerne Valley Elementary
School, 10788 Barstow Road, Lucerne Valley, California.

The purpose of this narrative summary is to provide the numbers and types of comments that
were received during the comment period for the DEIS and to describe the process by which all
comments were analyzed to determine their relevance and significance for subsequent revision
of the document. In addition, this summary describes the comment tracking procedures used
for preparing the Final EIS, along with the organization of Appendices N and O to assist the
reader in locating specific letters/comments and BLM responses.

1.2 The Public Comment Process under NEPA

Solicitation of public comment on draft plans for major federal actions is required under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Specifically, the BLM and other federal agencies
must “assess and consider [the resulting public] comments both individually and collectively”
(Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Section 1503.4). Comments received on the
Lucerne Valley Solar Project DEIS are viewed as critical to helping the BLM modify or clarify,
as necessary, the existing alternatives and the preferred alternative to best suit the purpose
and need for the project in light of public, project applicant, and cooperating agency input; to
potentially develop and evaluate new alternatives; to supplement, improve, or modify the
existing environmental analyses; and to correct factual errors in the DEIS.
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1.3 Overview of Comments Received

During the 90-day comment period for the Lucerne Valley Solar Project DEIS, the BLM
received twelve individual written comments, including e-mail and hard copy letters, and two
written comments and four oral comments at the public meeting. Comments were received from
federal, state, and local agencies, environmental advocacy groups, a law firm, the Lucerne
Valley Economic Development Association, the Applicant, and members of the public.

Comments by Submittal Type
The comments were divided into the following four groups:

Letters;

E-mails;

Oral public meeting comments; and
Written public meeting comments.

PO~

1.4 Process for Tracking and Analyzing Public Comments

Public comments play an integral role in the NEPA process. Comments to the Lucerne Valley
Solar Project DEIS were categorized by their form of submittal: hard copy or electronic (e-
mail). The process for tracking and analyzing public comments is shown in Figure N-1 and is
outlined below.

As comment documents were received, each comment was assigned a three-digit document
number. Comments in documents received in the form of a letter were assigned sequential
numbers starting with 001. Comments in documents received in the form of e-mail messages
were assigned sequential numbers starting with 501. Oral and written comments provided
during the public comment meeting were assigned sequential numbers starting with 901. All
comment documents received during the public comment period have been cataloged in this
manner and are being considered in preparing the Final EIS.

The BLM analyzed each letter, e-mail, written public meeting comment form, and oral public
meeting comment to identify substantive comments through a process referred to as content
analysis. Through this process, the BLM identified a total of 214 individual comments and
assertions.

The comment organization of the letters, e-mails, and public meeting written and oral
comments are shown in Table M-1 below.

1.5 Content Analysis Annotation

The Content Analysis process was used to identify significant comments and assertions that
may require a response from the BLM. Public comments and assertions are identified
electronically on the original correspondence (Appendix N), along with their unique identifier by
highlighting individual comments. The letter/e-mail identifier, comment number, and assertion
number are annotated in the left margin of the correspondence. Letters and e-mail may
contain comments similar to other letters. In these cases, the BLM may refer to a previous
response, e.g., “Please refer to our response to letter number (insert the appropriate letter
number).”
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Table M-1. Log of Comments Received

Unique Date .. -
Comment . Agency, Organization, or Individual
Numbers Received

Comment Letters
001 3/5/2010 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District

002-006 3/3/2010 CalTrans, District 8

007-014 5/20/2010 | Defenders of Wildlife

015-020 5/13/10 San Bernardino County

021-147 5/20/10 Robyn C. Purchia, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law

148-178 5/27/10 Chuck Bell, Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association

179-182 5/18/10 Chevron Energy Solutions

183 5/20/10 Chevron Energy Solutions
184-241 5/20/10 United States Environmental Protection Agency
242-252 5/13/10 Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, and The Wilderness Society

Emails

501-502 2/13/2010 | Edward Wood

503 4/11/2010 | Douglas Metcalf

Public Meeting (Oral Comments)

901-07 3/9/2010 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo, Attorneys at Law

908-913 3/9/2010 Bill Lembright

914-919 3/9/2010 Chuck Bell, Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association

920-925 3/9/2010 Dinah Shumway

Public Meeting (Written Comments)
926 3/9/2010 Mike Hawkins, Friends of Giant Rock OHV Club
927-928 3/9/2010 Millie Rader

2.0 Key Issue Summary

Comments received by the BLM during the scoping process provided a mechanism for
identifying key issues regarding the Proposed Action and these comments are provided in the
Scoping Summary Report (Appendix A). Comments received during public review of the Lucerne
Valley Solar Project DEIS are contained in this appendix. In order to assist the reader in
understanding these key issues and concerns, the following sections provide a summary of
comments by major issue. Section 3.0 of this appendix also provides a discussion of how
many public comments were directed to each of the major issue areas that are summarized
below.

211 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

NEPA and CEQA Compliance

Commenters on the DEIS expressed concerns that the project does not comply with the
requirements of NEPA or the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and that the BLM
may not approve the CDCA Plan amendment or ROW until an adequate joint Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared and circulated for
public review and comment. Other commenters indicated that the BLM did not take a “hard
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look” at the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and that the level of detail
must be sufficient to support reasoned conclusions by comparing the amount and the degree
of the impact caused by the Proposed Action and the alternatives.

Federal and State Laws

Comments on the DEIS noted that the project will require approval of a streambed alteration
agreement from the CDFG and waste discharge requirements (WDRs) by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and that the project will require approval under CEQA before
it can proceed with construction. Other comments recommended that the BLM work with the
CDFG and RWQCB to facilitate the state-level permitting process and that a joint EIS/EIR
must be prepared to avoid duplication of government materials and resources.

21.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Private Land Alternative

A commenter on the DEIS expressed concerns about the relatively small size of the proposed
project (516 acres) and the relatively large amount of potentially suitable and available private
and public lands needed to support the project. The commenter recommends that the BLM
examine a private lands alternative.

Alternative Sites

A commenter on the DEIS expressed concerns that the BLM’s decision not to consider
alternate sites is impermissible because it is based on an arbitrarily narrow purpose and need
statement, and the BLM must consider reasonable alternatives. One commenter indicated that
the DEIS violates NEPA'’s basic requirement to consider alternatives. A comment from the
pubic meeting recommended land east of the Twentynine Palms Marine Base as an
alternative project location. Another commenter indicated that the “private land” alternative
was not considered and no rationale was provided, while First Solar and Next-Era found large
fallowed parcels in Lucerne Valley, with a lot more existing all the way to Palmdale. Other
commenters stated that the BLM should consider an alternate site on disturbed land north of
the Proposed Action site, as well as in Kings and Fresno Counties, where there is an
extensive amount of abandoned farmland that would facilitate long-term energy generation,
while reducing the project’s impacts on environmental resources. Another commenter
indicated that the BLM must evaluate siting the Proposed Action on these alternate sites, such
as pre-disturbed/fallowed private land.

Alternative Site Design

A commenter on the DEIS indicated that the BLM must consider an alternative site design with
four sides. Concerns were raised that the Proposed Action, as well as Alternative 4 (Modified
Site Layout) and Alternative 5 (Smaller Project), have twelve sides and a very high boundary-
to-area and that the BLM should consider a project design with four sides to reduce the
boundary-to-area ratio and minimize impacts on biological resources.

Alternative Design for Drainage

Commenters on the DEIS indicated the BLM must consider an alternative site design that
avoids or significantly minimizes impacts on the blue-line drainages that run through the project
site; alternative site designs would also allow water from project activities to be captured in
bioswales and discharged into dry washes.



Alternative Technology—Rooftop Solar

A commenter on the DEIS recommended the installation of solar panels on such surfaces as
rooftops and parking lots throughout Southern California as a viable alternative to the further
commitment of public land resources to subsidize urban areas.

2.1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Description

Commenters on the DEIS raised concerns that the proposed project would be located on a
small isolated parcel of public land surrounded by private land and that the project boundary
east of the Santa Fe Fire Road may have been mechanically altered by former mining claim
assessment work. Other concerns were that approval of Phase | would be premature without
knowing the transmission requirements upgrading existing line or a new one for both of the
project phases combined.

Commenters expressed concerns about inconsistent descriptions about the Proposed Action
site as both “occupied” and “vacant” and indicated that the BLM must provide a consistent
description of the site so that a meaningful comparison of the alternatives and their
environmental consequences would be possible. Another commenter indicated that within
Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS, the statement “The site chosen is within a ‘development corridor” is
not consistent with the Lucerne Valley Community Plan’s locations for “industrial” development
and thus is misleading and the entire table includes very weak rationale.

The Applicant commented that the phasing of the project has been revised to defer
construction of the eastern portion of the site until Phase Il. This would defer the design and
construction costs in the area susceptible to the greatest surface water flows, as well as the
potential impacts and mitigation associated with grading and development of this area.
Comments also indicated that if the transmission line capacity was not upgraded by SCE, this
portion of the site would not be developed, avoiding the potential impacts altogether. The
Applicant also commented that the site layout plans have been revised to reflect both fixed tilt
and single axis tracker systems.

Project Impacts

Commenters indicated that the discussion of impacts must include both “direct and indirect
effects” (secondary impacts) of a proposed project and that the impacts analysis should
discuss the relationship between short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments
of resources that would be involved in the proposal should it be implemented. There were also
concerns that the DEIS does not consider all of the project’s significant and foreseeable
environmental impacts on biological resources, water resources, transmission and
communication systems, mineral resources, noise, hazards, and cultural resources.

Site Preparation

The Applicant commented that cutting vegetation at four inches above the ground would not be
practical for construction and that vegetation would be removed. The Applicant explained
approximately 420 acres of the Proposed Action site would be rough graded or grubbed and
scarified but that the general slope and undulations would be preserved.

Decommissioning

Commenters expressed concerns about project decommissioning and recycling of facilities,
including specific measures for reclamation and bonding to ensure that the site would be
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completely cleaned up and returned to its original condition. Another commenter indicated that
BLM leases should include provisions for cleanups that are now a problem with abandoned
mines rather than leaving this public cleanup for future generations.

Restoration Plan

Commenters expressed concerns that a complete project restoration plan is prepared so that
decision makers and the public will understand all of the Proposed Action’s impacts. Concerns
were raised about what plants would be used for revegetation, how drainages would be
restored, whether wildlife would be reintroduced, and what other restoration would be
implemented.

Energy Transmission and Telecommunication Systems

Commenters raised concerns that the BLM did not consider all of the project’s impacts
associated with new transmission and communications systems. There were concerns about
where utility poles would be placed, whether an off-site corridor must be established, and what
impacts would be associated with installing new communications systems. Commenters
expressed concerns that all significant impacts associated with the Project’s energy
transmission be considered, including interconnection to the Southern California Edison (SCE)
33-kV transmission line, upgrades to the existing line, “reconductoring” (i.e., replacing the
existing wire with heavier wire and reusing the existing cross arms and insulators) the existing
SCE transmission line back to the Cottonwood Substation, and actual transmission line
capacity that would have to be verified by a transmission study. Concerns were raised about
addressing impacts from the transmission upgrades, reconductoring, use of machinery that
may have direct and indirect impacts on biological resources, traffic, visual resources, noise,
and air quality. Commenters also noted that the DEIS must discuss all impacts of installing any
new transmission poles off-site and impacts associated with transmitting energy and those
associated with connecting to the Cottonwood Substation.

Another commenter indicated that a transmission study must be conducted and made
available to the public before the project is approved and that, without a transmission study,
the BLM cannot conclude that energy from the Proposed Action would not require significant
transmission upgrades.

2.1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED

Commenters were concerned that the purpose and need statement should focus on the need to
generate greater amounts of electrical energy from renewable energy sources, reduce
dependency on carbon-based fuels, and meet the minimum state and federal renewable energy
standards. Another commenter raised concerns about the BLM having a narrowly defined goal
of “processing a ROW application,” whereas the Applicant has two goals: promote solar
technology and develop 45 megawatts of energy on public land to maintain a profit margin.

2.1.5 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

A commenter noted that State Route 247 is designated as a scenic route in the County of San
Bernardino General Plan and because the project uses an array configuration approximately
six feet high, it would not block the views of mountains for drivers along State Route 247. Thus
the Proposed Action would be consistent with the scenic designation.

2.1.6 AIR QUALITY

Commenters expressed concerns that the “heat sink” and albedo “change” effects need to
be assessed, especially for the larger projects and those close to residential uses and that the
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energy and CO, emissions required for manufacturing panels, structures, and construction,
plus the additional loss of “multiple use” on the mitigation/compensation land—compared to
other energy sources—need to be assessed from a more global perspective. Another
commenter said that the proposed mitigation measures for air quality (MM AQ-1 and MMAQ-2)
represent feasible mitigation.

2.1.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Comments received on the DEIS included assertions that the BLM’s mitigations were not
adequate and that disturbance would result in reduced habitat quality and wildlife
populations. Concerns were expressed for a range of wildlife species, including desert
tortoise, Joshua trees, rare plants, mesquite plants, creosote rings, Mojave ground squirrels,
burrowing owls, raptors, and golden eagles. Another commenter said that the DEIS does not
propose sufficient mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the project’s impacts, such as
“‘increased predation of reptiles, small mammals, and small birds around the Proposed Action
site because raptors would use the infrastructure for perches” from predatory ravens that are a
leading cause of mortality for the desert tortoise; however, the DEIS does not disclose how
perching would be discouraged on the tortoise-proof fence and the transmission poles.

Desert Tortoise

Commenters said that the project site supports a natural plant and animal community
composed largely of common species of plants and animals, with a relatively low number of
BLM sensitive or special status species. Commenters indicated that the threatened desert
tortoise occurs in the area in low densities; one desert tortoise was observed within the
extreme southeastern corner of the proposed project area, and a few desert tortoises were
observed in this same general area but outside the project boundary, within the surveyed buffer
zone, which is not considered an insurmountable issue for the project developer. Another
commenter said that it is essential that the BLM consult with the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 16 USC, Section
1536(a) (2), and if necessary obtain an incidental take permit. Avoidance of desert tortoises in
this area by a slight modification of the project layout may prove advantageous because it may
preclude the need for their relocation or translocation. Another commenter said that the slight
modification to avoid direct impact on the desert tortoise, the modified layout described in
Alternative 4 (Modified Site Layout), may be advantageous to the project proponent as a
means of reducing dust accumulation on PV panels generated from vehicles using the Santa
Fe Fire Road, and also in providing a visual screen of natural vegetation around the perimeter
of the project.

Commenters raised concerns regarding mitigation for threatened/endangered species. The
commenter supports project development in a manner that optimizes future economic
opportunity by minimizing land set-asides and instead focusing on funding conservation, habitat
restoration, and species recovery. The DEIS in Section 4.6 is consistent with San Bernardino
County’s approach by first requiring avoidance of impacts via several mitigation measures in
BIO-1, BIO-6, and BIO-11, and invasive weed removal in BIO-2. Mitigation measure BIO-12
discusses compensatory mitigation and sensibly requires a 1:1 mitigation ratio for impacts on
desert tortoise that may be achieved via either land replacement or an in lieu fee. However,
rehabilitation of habitat during decommissioning is not clearly addressed in either the biological
impact analysis or the project description, specifically Section 2.2.3.6, which describes
decommissioning.

Commenters raised concerns about the tortoise-proof fence’s impacts on tortoise foraging and
breeding migrations and an increase in the presence of natural predators, which may cause
significant stress on the species and mortality. Another commenter indicated that a
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translocation plan with specific information about the translocation area, how and when the
tortoises would be moved, and who would monitor their relocation and the long-term
effectiveness of tortoise relocations to adjacent areas did not seem adequately addressed.
Comments also raised concerns that transmission lines upgrades should include “raven proof”
devices to the extent feasible, ravens being the biggest threat to juvenile tortoises.

BLM Consultation with FWS and DFG

Commenters on the DEIS raised concerns that there is no evidence that consultation has been
completed with the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to
address impacts on desert tortoise on the project site. Commenters also stated that the DEIS
does not disclose the environmental effects of the USFWS'’s issuance of a biological opinion
and incidental take permit and any of the terms and conditions the USFWS and CDFG require
the Applicant to implement.

Impacts on Vegetation

Comments on the DEIS raised concerns about providing a complete description of activities
that could have long term affect to vegetation such as mowing and grubbing. Another
commenter indicated that the Alternative 4 (Modified Site Layout) was a viable option that
would allow a buffer and that on-site location and maintenance of transplanted yuccas/Joshua
trees would be more reliable than off-site, which would likely result in 50% mortality at best.
Concerns were that minimal grading, vegetation mowing, and decomposed granite or small
gravel placement would help to stabilize the site and reduce weed infestations and that
mowing was worth pursuing.

Commenters raised concerns that shaded ground would become devoid of vegetation and root
structure and that the partially shaded area would likely generate more weeds than native
vegetation. Other concerns were raised about impacts on Joshua trees and how these plants
would be flagged for salvage and removed. Comments on the DEIS were raised with regard to
requiring the Applicant to conduct an adequate plant survey so that impacts on rare plants are
identified and mitigated. Other comments indicated that there was no discussion about the
Project’s impacts on mesquite plants and that the impacts on creosote rings should be
evaluated in accordance with the Plant Protection and Management Ordinance in the San
Bernardino County Development Code.

Mohave Ground Squirrel

Commenters on the DEIS expressed concerns that construction and operation could
significantly impact Mohave ground squirrels which could trigger “incidental take” provisions.
Other commenters indicated that the Mohave ground squirrels have been observed within four
miles of the project site. Commenters said that the Applicant surveys were inconsistent with
CDFG guidelines. Another commenter indicated that the USFWS is considering listing the
Mohave ground squirrel as an endangered species under the ESA, and the BLM would need
to consult with USFWS and request a biological opinion and incidental take permit before
conducting any activity that may harm the species to ensure compliance with the federal ESA.

Avian Species

Commenters raised concerns that although no burrowing owls were observed during the
surveys, the species may still be present on the site and that it is important that the BLM
specifically determine whether the western burrowing owl is present on the site in order to
mitigate potentially significant impacts. Commenters raised concerns that, although no Golden
eagles were identified during the avian point-count survey, that the DEIS should include an
impact analysis or mitigation measures. One commenter indicated that the USFWS is
developing protocol for Golden eagle surveys and because nesting sites are within ten miles of
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the project site and typical prey species occur on the project site the BLM should consult with
the USFWS and conduct a focused survey for this species.

Noise Impacts on Sensitive Species

Commenters on the DEIS raised concerns that all direct and indirect noise impacts on sensitive
species and sensitive receptors were not considered. The DEIS notes that sensitive receptors,
such as nearby residences and special management areas, may be impacted by construction
and operation noise from the project. The DEIS should include a discussion about construction
and operation noise impacts on wildlife; sounds that are rare or even minor may have a
negative impact on wildlife and sensitive species in the area.

Mitigation for Biological resources

Commenters on the DEIS raised concerns about the project’s effect on biological resources,
mitigation ratios and compensation. Commenters were also concerned with the ultimate loss
of “multiple uses” on said parcel that might be purchased and any in-lieu fee might be directed.
Commenters also said that off-site mitigation/compensation requirements resulting from this
project would need to be fully explained.

2.1.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Commenters raised concerns that all impacts on cultural resources were not addressed and
that the BLM must consult with all tribes that have ties to the land to determine if there are
historical resources that have not been identified. Another commenter raised concerns that the
Proposed Action conflicts with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

219 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Impacts on Resources

Commenters expressed concerns that cumulative effects of the project, when coupled with the
additional ongoing and proposed development, could have significant cumulative impacts on
air, water, land, biological, and cultural resources and transmission capacity.

Impacts on the Character of Lucerne Valley

Public meeting commenters raised concerns about the County looking at the whole of these
projects because “we're getting buried in the parts since there are too many of them, and if they
all get approved the community would lose their land-use character—and their land-use
configuration.” Another commenter indicated that the projects on BLM lands and on private land
project should be reviewed in unison to evaluate cumulative effects.

Impacts on the Desert Tortoise

Commenters indicated that, given the protected status of desert tortoises, the BLM must
adequately evaluate the project’s cumulative effects on the desert tortoise from other projects
that would occur within a six-mile radius and must compare the Proposed Action’s cumulative
effects with the reduced cumulative effects of Alternative 5 (Smaller Project) and the use of
alternate sites.

2.1.10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE

Comments included concerns about impacts from hazardous materials and potential health

risks associated with human contact with areas where mining was previously conducted.

Another commenter recommended that the BLM conduct a Phase | Environmental Site

Assessment to evaluate these potential human health risks, and if the Phase | Assessment
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finds the mining debris to represent potential human health risks, a Phase Il Environmental
Site Assessment should be conducted to include sampling of the debris. Another comment
indicated that the BLM must conduct a Phase | assessment and include the results in a
revised DEIS that is circulated for public review. Comments also raised concerns that the BLM
must identify which herbicides would be used and must disclose any studies that prove the
herbicides are harmless, or take a hard look at the Project’s impacts on human health and
biological resources.

2.1.11 LAND USE AND MINERALS

Land Use

Public meeting commenters on the DEIS indicated that projects on public land do not serve the
public, and there are “plenty of other projects around here on fallow private land; private
landowners can do whatever they want if it conforms with community standards.” Another
comment on the DEIS regarding Alternative 5 (Smaller Project) indicated that existing
structures south of Zircon Road would not require the destruction and removal of these
structures, but the buildings north of Zircon Road would be destroyed and workers may be
exposed to asbestos, lead paint, and other hazardous materials. In addition, the visual and
noise impacts on on-site sensitive receptors should be assessed. Another comment indicated
that depending on the location of the occupied buildings, Alternative 4 (Modified Site Layout)
may reduce visual impacts on these on-site sensitive receptors.

Mineral Resources

Commenters indicated that mineral extraction may be a beneficial and valuable use of the site;
gold, copper, silver, lead, sand, gravel, stone, and uranium have all been prospected,
produced and/or processed within five miles of the Project site. Other commenters indicated
that the description of mineral resources on the site needs to be adequately determined and
consistently described so that all of the impacts would be disclosed to the public and decision
makers. Concerns were also raised that the project would restrict access to mineral resources
and result in an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of mineral resources.

2.1.12 RECREATION AND HUNTING

A comment received to the DEIS included the assertion that hunting would be an allowed
use on the Proposed Action site, up until construction begins.

2.1.13 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

Commenters raised concerns about the social and economic impacts of the Proposed Action,
including the cost of operations and maintenance, compatibility of the project with surrounding
residential properties, and the adverse impact on land values. Commenters also expressed
concern about use of local workforce and locally available materials, such as
cement/concrete/aggregate, that can be used for developing the project. Other comments
expressed concern that the projects are not necessarily “beneficial”’ to local communities, and
the applicant could be the lead in devising a method to “arrange” the purchase of materials in
San Bernardino County, with sales tax benefiting the county, and Lucerne Valley roads that get
“‘hammered” by all the truck traffic associated with these projects. Commenters also indicated
that these projects are not feasible without taxpayer subsidies, that they are expensive and
inefficient, and that they take away public use from public lands. Another comment raised
concerns about the impact on those who property taxes for the privilege of living in this clean,
beautiful desert.
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2.1.14 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Commenters raised concerns that Santa Fe Fire Road was probably not a county-maintained
road and the Applicant should consult with the County of San Bernardino and CalTrans to
establish legal access and obtain any required permits. Other commenters indicated that
construction of the project would result in short-term increases in traffic due to the construction
deliveries of materials and that the impacts on the level of service for the routes of travel should
be evaluated. Another comment indicated that a right-turn lane on Hwy 247 would provide safer
egress in this area of high-speed traffic during the construction phase.

2.1.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICES

One commenter indicated that the closest available emergency facility are hospitals in Apple
Valley or Victorville and not Big Bear.

2.1.16 WATER RESOURCES

Impacts on Water Resources

Commenters raised concerns that impacts associated with an increased operational water use
underestimated the amount of water the Applicant would need to clean the solar panels. There
were concerns that there may be an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of water
resources and that large amounts of operational water could cause runoff that may create
ephemeral ponding and/or flooding. Another commenter indicated that the Applicant could
mitigate runoff by implementing bioswales and/or catchment basins; the basins could remove
silt and pollution from surface runoff water and provide another source of refuge, cover, and
food for wildlife. Another comment concerned the Proposed Action’s impacts on water users,
the groundwater aquifer, and flooding that would result from using at least 270,000 gallons of
water per year to clean the solar arrays. The Applicant commented that the Proposed Action
would maintain existing flow patterns and velocity for surface water runoff from the site, that
the potential for flooding would not change as a result of the Proposed Action, and that a
finalized hydrology study would be provided.

Water Demand

Pubic meeting commenters indicated that that the project site is sitting on top of Mojave Water
Agency pipeline that goes to the Morongo Basin. They stated that “in order to reach our
Morongo basin in Yucca and the Joshua Tree area, and there are turnouts available, so the
construction water may be able to a work out a deal with the Mojave Water Agency and not
have to use good ground water for that purpose.” Another comment was that “we are an
adjudicated basin, and the water can be hauled within the basin. Domestic water could be
hauled ... to the site. You shouldn't need much after construction, unless they're going to wash
the panels now and then.”

Water Source and Usage

Public meeting commenters indicated that the water source needed to be identified so that the
public could ascertain whether that source has sufficient capacity to service the Proposed
Action and also how the water would be conveyed from a possible off-site source to the project
area. In addition, the DEIS should describe whether that will be potable water or nonpotable
water, and what federal, state, and local permits are required for the project to receive the
water.

Commenters also expressed concern about the amount of water the Proposed Action and
alternatives would need during construction, operation, and maintenance. Concerns were
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raised that water usage for both construction and operation was underestimated and that solar
panels could require approximately 270,000 gallons per year for maintenance, which would be
six times more than what the BLM determined the Proposed Action would require in the DEIS.
Commenters raised concerns that a specific water source of construction and maintenance
water for the Proposed Action is not disclosed in the DEIS. Another commenter indicated that
using water from any of these sources raises a myriad of potentially significant effects and
legal issues that have not yet been addressed, including impacts on groundwater from
increased extraction, impacts on state water, impacts on biological resources, land use, and
air quality from construction of pipelines, availability and reliability of water supplies, legal
entitlements, need for further rights-of-way, effects from trucking water to the site, and others.
Concerns were also raised regarding the Proposed Action’s need for large amounts of
construction and operational water, which would likely exacerbate overdraft conditions and
cause an overall decline in water levels in the region.

Groundwater Assessment

Commenters expressed concern about water usage and indicated that the County policy is to
require a groundwater assessment report if a Proposed Action anticipates using 10 acre-feet
per year or more of groundwater. The Proposed Action appears to fall below that threshold for
both construction and for operations.

Hydrology Report

Commenters raised concerns about preparing a complete and final hydrology report and
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) before approving the Proposed Action; the
information contained in the hydrology report and the SWWPP would help the public
understand and assess the water table, the natural flow pattern on-site and off-site, and the
Applicant’s measures to address flooding.

Jurisdiction of Water/Streambed Alteration Agreement (Section 1602)

Commenters expressed concerns that the construction of the Proposed Action would alter the
natural flow patterns of those streams where concrete pads and structures are installed and
within the solar array field. There was concern that the Proposed Action would temporarily and
permanently impact these streams, and that the CDFG must issue a streambed alteration
agreement before the Applicant impacts these drainage systems.

Impacts on Drainage Systems

Comments on the DEIS expressed concerns that the Proposed Action ’s impacts on drainage
systems is incomplete and inconsistent and a complete description of the Proposed Action’s
impacts on natural drainage systems should be provided as well as mitigation, where feasible.
Another commenter indicated that the DEIS must also describe what fill material the Applicant
would use to modify the drainages. Commenters also expressed concerns about storm
drainage on the project site and whether stormwater would be drained from the site through
newly constructed drainages or through natural on-site drainages.

Wastewater Discharge Requirements

Commenters expressed concerns about the Proposed Action’s compliance with the WDRs of
the RWQCB, pursuant to the California Porter Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Another
commenter indicated that the Proposed Action may also discharge at least 270,000 gallons of
non-stormwater runoff when the solar panels are cleaned, and because the Proposed Action
would discharge stormwater and non-stormwater into state waters, either the Colorado River
Basin RWQCB or the Lahontan RWQCB must prescribe WDRs. One commenter indicated
that the jurisdictional delineation does not contain sufficient information to adequately and
specifically determine jurisdiction of the waters on and impacted by the project site.

M-12



Specifically, the delineation relies on incomplete soil data. Another comment indicated that
further soils surveys would be required to support the findings in the jurisdictional delineation.

2.1.17 MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

Public meeting commenters expressed concerns that these Proposed Actions are not going to
be held to the same standards that the mining industry is held to. Concerns were raised that
habitat would be obliterated, public land would be disturbed, the mitigation ratios and
revegetation plans are unknown, and the applicant should bear the expense for mitigation and
restoration.

2.1.18 GENERAL

Comments included environmental degradation, loss of jobs caused by construction
moratoriums, elimination of protected species and habitat, and reduced freshwater. Concerns
were raised that Chevron Energy Solutions representatives have not participated in community
meetings, unlike the representatives of every other local solar/wind proposed action in the
permitting process, that the town was being overrun with these types of proposed actions, and
that the BLM’s programmatic process would identify the limited areas available and suitable for
solar plants and the need for these types of proposed actions. Comments also included
requests to meet with the Applicant for a better explanation of the Proposed Action’s tax
revenue benefit, specifically the annual taxes from its “leasehold interest,” and for answers to
questions about Proposed Action tax incentives and revenues deducted from what the County
receives from BLM as “payment in lieu of taxes.” Another comment included a request to meet
with the Applicant and the BLM before the EIS is finalized and a decision is made on the permit.
A commenter indicated that the BLM must revise the DEIS to remove any inconsistent and
inaccurate information about alternatives and to provide a reasonable, good faith, and objective
presentation of the affected environment and environmental consequences of the Proposed
Action and its alternatives.

General Opposition for the Proposed Action

Public meeting comments on the DEIS included general opposition to the Proposed Action
because these proposed actions are going to raise the cost of living, tighten up their freedoms,
and decimate the community. Another commenter indicated no solar and wind projects should
be approved until something gets agreed on locally and nationally that this is even practical.
Another commenter raised concerns that people who live in the desert enjoy the views, and the
Proposed Action should be relocated to an area that is not inhabited.

General Support for the Proposed Action

Commenters expressed support for the Proposed Action and indicated that the Applicant
appears to have identified a site with excellent solar resources, close to existing transmission
and other infrastructure, and with limited biological conflicts, and that Chevron should be
commended for its efforts in working closely the BLM staff to identify this “sustainable” site for
the Proposed Action. Public meeting comments included general support for Alternatives 3
(Proposed Action) and Alternative 4 (Modified Site Layout).

3.0 Analysis of Letters and Comments

As noted above, the BLM received twelve comment letters, including two e-mails and eight
hard copy comment letters, and two written comments, and four oral comments from the public
meeting. The comments were evaluated further, as illustrated in Tables M-2 and M-3.
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Table M-2. Number of Commentators and Individual Comments

Individual Letters Comments

001 1
002-006 5
007-014 8
015-020 6
021-147 128
148-178 31
179-182

183 1
184-241 57
242-252 11
Subtotal 252

Individual E-mail Comments
501-502 2
503 1
Subtotal 3
Individual Oral Public Meeting Comments
901-907 7
908-913 6
914-9119 6
920-925 6
Subtotal 25
Individual Written Public Meeting Comments

926 1
927-928 2
Subtotal 3
Total Individual Comments 283

Comments by Key Issue

The BLM placed the individual comments into categories, based on the key issue addressed
in the comment. Table M-3 shows a breakdown of comments by key issue.

Table M-3. Individual Comments by Key Issue

Key Issue Number of
Comments

2.1.1 Regulatory Compliance 13

2.1.2 Proposed Action Alternatives 29

2.1.3 Proposed Action Description 26

2.1.4 Purpose And Need 22

2.1.5 Aesthetics/Visual 1

2.1.6 Air Quality/Climate Change 8

2.1.7 Biology 48

2.1.8 Cultural Resources 3

2.1.9 Cumulative 21
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Table M-3. Individual Comments by Key Issue

Key Issue Number of
Comments
2.1.10 Hazardous Materials 5
2.1.11 Land Use 4
2.1.12 Recreation 1
2.1.13 Socioeconomics 10
2.1.14 Transportation And Traffic
2.1.15 Utilities And Services/ Emergency Services 1
2.1.16 Water and Hydrology 59
2.1.17 Mitigation Requirements 1
2.1.18 General 24
Total Number of Comments 283

Comment Organization

For this Final EIS, all comments from letters received on the DEIS can be found in Appendix M,
and the individual comments and the responses to each comment can be found in Appendix N.

4.0 Comment Letters
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JOJAVE

Visit our web site: http://www.mdagmd.ca.gov

\¥] air quaiity management distict Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
= E | 14306 Park Avenue, Victorville, CA 92392-2310
Y = SE RT - 5 i 760.245.1661  fax 760.245.2699

Eldon Heaston, Executive Director

March 3, 2010

Greg Thomsen

BLM California Desert District Office
22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Project: Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne Valley Solar Project
Dear Mr. Thomsen:

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (District) has received Draft Environmental
Impact Statement and California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the Proposed
Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne Valley Solar Project. Chevron Energy Solutions has
requested a 516-acre right-of-way authorization to construct and operate a 45-megawatt solar
photovoltaic project and connect it to an existing Southern California Edison 33 kV distribution
system on public lands located approximately 8 miles east of Lucerne Valley. The proposed
project would include a solar array, switchyard, a control and maintenance building, and parking
area.

The District has reviewed the environmental documentation for the project and concurs that the
proposed mitigation measures for Air Quality (MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2) represent feasible
mitigation.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this planning document. If you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact me at (760) 245-1661, extension 6726, or Tracy Walters at
extension 6122.

Alan J. De Salvio
Supervising Air Quality Engineer

AlD/tw Chevron LV Solar Project.doc
City of Town of City of City of City of City of County of County of City of City of Town of
Adelanto Apple Vailey Barstow Blythe Hespena Needles Riverside San Twentynine Victorville Yucca Valley

Bemnardino Palms
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA<..BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION, AND HOVSING AGENCY . ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 8 ,

PLANNING AND LOCAL ASSISTANCE (MS 722) .

464 WEST 4" STREET, 6" FLOOR ' 2010 ¥AR =5 AMAD: 05 ey
SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401- 1400 o : : Flex your power!

PHONE (909) 383-4557 C : . Be energy efficient!
FAX (909) 383-3936 . L B
TTY (909) 383-6300

March 03,2010

Mr. Greg Thomsen

California Desert District Office
Bureau of Land Management
22835 Calle San Juan de los Lagos
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Dear Mr. Thomsen:

Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne Valley Solar
08- SBd-247-PM 36.514

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the Chevron Energy .
Solutions (Applicant) Lucerne Valley Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and
Amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (Project). The proposed Project is
~ to develop a 45-megawatt photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities on 516 acres of
' federal land managed by the Bureau of Land Management ‘

This Project would involve the Applicant improving Santa Fe Fire Road to access the project site
via State Route 247 (SR-247). However, it is unlikely that Santa Fe Fire Road is a county
maintained road and considered as a legal access to SR-247. We recommend that the Applicant
consults with the County of San Bernardino Land Development, Land Use Services Department
and this Office to warrant a legal access to SR-247 and county maintained road.

Design and construction plans to establish Santa Fe Fire Road shall meet county’s standards and |
connection to SR-247 shall meet Caltrans Highway Design Manual. Review and approval of
such plans are contingent to Encroachment Permits.

When i improving Santa Fe Fire Road, all existing tributary areas, area drainage facilities and
runoff volumes having an impact to SR-247 must be identified and analyzed Hydrology study
should be considered. :

The construction of said Project will be completed in two phases which would result in short-
term increases in traffic volume of a maximum of 90 trips per day (45 morning and 45 evening
trips) due to the construction labor force assumlng they all drive separately This volume is less
than significant. =~ .

. “Caltrans improves mobility across California®



However, the Project should .address the number-of truck trips per. day pertment“co dehverm 12'the
‘materials to construct the:solar project. ‘The State is the owner and operator of SR-247 and is
concern about the impactthat the delivery trucks wxl]*have onto the’faclhty during the

© construction phases.

"We appreciate the opportunity'to offer our comments concerning thisproject. Ifryou have any

- .questions regarding this letter, please contact David Lee:at 509-383-6908 or:me.at 909-383-4557.

Sincerely,

DANIEL KOPULSKY

"Office Chief

Community Planning/Local Development Review
:Dwxsmn of Plannmg :

ce: GxaKlm, Office Chief,‘County of San Bemardmo LandDevelopment '
Carrie Hyke, Principal Planner, County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
_Ro;ue C. Trost, Field Manager, Barstow Field Office, Bureau of Land Management _

"‘thmnsjn;pmvé.ranabiligmr_:rmx-‘L’aljfomfn‘*



California Office
1303 | Streer, Suitc 270 | Sacramenmo, OA atiig | el srdangston |z ardais.she
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May 20, 2010

Greg Thomsen

Bureau of Land Management
California Desert District Office
22835 Calle San Juan de Los Lagos
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Via email to LucerneSolar@blm.gov

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed
Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne Valley Solar Project and Draft California Desert
Conservation Area Plan Amendment, 75 Fed. Reg. 6057 (Feb. 5, 2010)

Dear Mr. Thomsen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the proposed Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne Valley Solar project. These comments are
submitted on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders), a non-profit public interest conservation
organization with more than 1,000,000 members and supporters nationally, 200,000 of whom reside
in California.

Defenders is dedicated to protecting all wild animals and plants in their natural communities. To
this end, we employ science, public education and participation, media, legislative advocacy,
litigation, and proactive on-the-ground solutions in order to impede the accelerating rate of
extinction of species, associated loss of biological diversity, and habitat alteration and destruction.

Defenders strongly supports the emission reduction goals found in the Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006, AB 32, including the development of renewable energy in California. We also recognize
that to succeed in meeting State and Federal mandates for generation and utilization of renewable
energy, some priority projects will be located on public lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). We urge that in seeking to meet our renewable energy portfolio standard in
California, project proponents locate and design their projects in the most sustainable manner
possible. Thus, renewable energy projects should be placed in the least environmentally harmful
locations, near existing transmission lines and on or adjacent to already disturbed lands including idle
agricultural fields, industrial sites, previous mining sites and lands with little or no long-term
potential for sustaining healthy biological resources. Based on our review of the project site and the
DEIS, we believe this project meets many of these “sustainability” criteria.

Mationnl Hendquarters
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Proposed Project Description*

Chevron Energy Solutions applied to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for a right-of-way on
public lands to construct a solar photovoltaic power plant facility on approximately 516-acres of
BLM managed land eight miles east of the community of Lucerne Valley. When completed the
facility will generate 45 megawatts of electricity. The project proponent appears to have identified a
site with excellent solar resources, close to existing transmission and other infrastructure, and with
limited biological conflicts. Chevron should be commended for their efforts in working closely the
BLM staff in identifying this “sustainable” site for their proposed project.

Comments on the Proposed Project and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Based on our field inspection of the proposed project site, an in-depth knowledge of the California
Desert Conservation Area Plan, as amended, and review of the DEIS, we considers Alternative 3
(Proposed Action) or Alternative 4 (Modified Site Layout) appropriate. Either of these alternatives
would result in an environmentally acceptable and sustainable project that generates electrical power
using solar energy, and would contribute to the State and Federal mandates for generation and
utilization renewable energy.

The proposed project is located on a relatively small and isolated parcel of public land surrounded
on three sides by private land. Paved Highway 247 and an existing SCE transmission line is very
near the proposed project area. We noticed that public lands within the project boundary east of the
Santa Fe Fire Road have been mechanically altered in several areas, probably associated with former
mining claim assessment work.

With regard to species and habitat, the proposed project site supports a natural plant and animal
community comprised largely of common species of plants animals, with a relatively low number of
BLM sensitive or special status species. The threatened Desert Tortoise occurs in the area in low
densities, and one Desert Tortoise was observed within the extreme southeastern corner of the
proposed project area, and a few Desert Tortoises were observed in this same general area but
outside the project boundary within the surveyed buffer zone. We do not consider this an
insurmountable issue for the project developer. It is essential, however, that the BLM consult with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §
1536(a)(2), and if necessary obtain an incidental take permit. Avoidance of Desert Tortoises in this
area by a slight modification of the project layout may prove advantageous because it may preclude
the need for their relocation or translocation.

In addition to the slight modification to avoid direct impact to the Desert Tortoise, the modified
layout described in Alternative 4 may be advantageous to the project proponent as a means of
reducing dust accumulation on PV panels generated from vehicles using the Santa Fe Fire Road, and
also in providing a visual screen of natural vegetation around the perimeter of the project. We urge
BLM to perform a site specific needs-analysis before determining whether or not a realignment of
the Zircon trail is warranted.

! The proposed action by BLM includes an amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA)
that would designate the proposed site as suitable for solar energy generation.



Though we are supportive of this project, we are concerned about the DEIS’ purpose and need and
alternatives analysis pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). See 40 C.F.R. §
1502.13; 40 C.F.R. 8 1502.14. To ensure reasoned decision-making and expedited project
permitting, we ask that the BLM provide a broader purpose and need statement, and determine
whether or not the alternatives presented and analyzed in the DEIS constitute a reasonable range of
alternatives that satisfies applicable legal requirements.

Instead of the current purpose and need statement focusing on the BLM responding to a right of
way application under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act , we would
recommend that the purpose and need statement focus on the need to generate and greater amounts
of electrical energy from renewable energy sources so that dependency on carbon-based fuels is
reduced, and to contribute to the requirement to generate certain minimum amounts of renewable
energy to comply with State and federal standards.

In addition, considering the relatively small size of the proposed project (516 acres) and the relatively
large amount of potentially suitable and available private and public lands necessary to support the
project, we recommend that the BLM re-examine its decision to categorically determine that private
land alternatives are categorically unreasonable for BLM to consider and analyze. Instead, we would
recommend that the BLM examine a private lands alternative.

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have any questions, please contact me at (916)
313-5800 x110 or via email at jaardahl@defenders.org.

Sincerely,

Qﬁ W
Jeff Aardahl
California Representative
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May 13, 2010 Sent by U.S. Mail and e-mail

Mr. Greg Thomsen, Project Manager
California Desert District

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management

22835 Calle San Juan De Los Lagos
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Subject:  January 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Chevron Lucerne Valley Solar
Project

Dear Mr. Thomsen:

Thank you for providing the January 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Chevron
Lucerne Valley Solar Project (Project) for our review. The proposed Project would utilize solar
photovoltaic technology to generate approximately 45 megawatts (MW) of electricity on approximately
433 acres of a 516-acre site, located south of State Route 247, on both sides of Santa Fe Road east of
Lucerne Valley in unincorporated San Bernardino County. The site is located entirely on public land
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The County appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the DEIS.

The County has three key issues that should be addressed for each of the large scale renewable energy
projects in our boundaries: endangered species mitigation, mitigation for infrastructure impacts, and
addressing the impacts to County services operations costs, lost recreation and tourism revenue.

Regarding mitigation for threatened/endangered species, the County supports project development in a
manner that optimizes future economic opportunity by minimizing land set-asides and instead focusing
on funding conservation, habitat restoration and species recovery efforts. The DEIS in Section 4.6 is
consistent with our approach by first requiring avoidance of impacts via several mitigation measures in
BIO-1, BIO-6, and BIO-11, and invasive weed removal in BIO-2. Mitigation measure BIO-12 discusses
compensatory mitigation and sensibly requires a 1.1 mitigation ratio for impacts to desert tortoise that
may be achieved via either land replacement or an in-lieu fee. However, rehabilitation of habitat during
decommissioning is not clearly addressed in either the biological impact analysis or the Project
Description, specifically Section 2.2.3.6 that describes decommissioning.

With regard to addressing economic impacts to the County including infrastructure cost impacts and
ongoing operations and maintenance costs, the County is developing a fiscal impact analysis to
determine project-specific cost impacts that we will seek from project proponents. That analysis is
ongoing at this time.

The County supports the creation of 45 construction jobs while we recognize there will be only 3
permanent jobs created by the Project. The DEIS Section 4.15.3 discusses the economic benefits from
the Project: $20 million in direct spending on wages, materials and equipment, and an additional $16.1
million in indirect and induced effects related to supplies, services and household spending. Annual
direct spending is estimated at $400,000 for the 30-year life of the Project (DEIS page 4.15-7).
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In terms of aesthetic impacts, this portion of State Route 247 is desighated as a Scenic Route in the
County General Plan. The Project utilizes an array configuration that is approximately six (6) feet high,
and grading is minimized throughout, by keeping existing vegetation at a brush cut height under the
solar arrays. This is lower in height than any habitable structure would be and would not block the views
of mountains for drivers along State Route 247. Further, the maintenance, rather than complete
elimination, of vegetation reduces the possibility of fugitive dust and softens the view of the Project.
With these considerations, the Project is not inconsistent with the Scenic Route designation.

With regard to water usage, the County policy is to require a groundwater assessment report if a project
anticipates using 10 acre feet per year (A