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4.1 Introduction 
This chapter assesses environmental consequences or impacts that would result from the implementation 
of the Proposed Action or the alternatives described in Chapter 2. These analyses consider direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives, including both short-term 
impacts during construction and decommissioning, and long-term impacts during operations. This chapter 
also identifies mitigation measures to address adverse impacts and summarizes the residual and 
unavoidable adverse impacts on an issue-by-issue basis. The scope of the impact analyses presented in this 
chapter is commensurate with the level of detail for the alternatives provided in Chapter 2, Proposed 
Action and Alternatives, and the availability and/or quality of data necessary to assess impacts. Baseline 
conditions for assessing the potential environmental impacts are described in Chapter 3.  

The methodology for this assessment conforms with the guidance found in the following sections of the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA: 40 Code of Federal 
Regulation (CFR) Section 1502.24, Methodology and Scientific Accuracy; 40 CFR Section 1508.7, 
Cumulative Impact; and 40 CFR Section 1508.8, Effects. The CEQ regulations require agencies to 
“rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” the impacts of the alternatives. The methodologies used in 
the impact assessment also conform to the requirements of the CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.), including the Guidelines for Implementation of the CEQA, Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations section 15000 et seq.  

4.1.1 Analytical Assumptions 
The following impacts analysis was conducted with the following assumptions:  

• The laws, regulations, and policies applicable to the BLM authorizing ROW grants for renewable energy 
development facilities would be applied consistently for all action alternatives.  

• The proposed facility would be constructed, operated, maintained, and decommissioned as described in 
each action alternative.  

• Short-term impacts are those expected to occur during the construction phase, the first five years of the 
operation and maintenance phase, and during project decommissioning. Long-term impacts are those that 
would occur after the first five years of operation.  

4.1.2 Types of Effects 
The potential impacts from those actions that would have direct, indirect, and cumulative effects were 
considered for each resource. The terms “effect” and “impact” as used in this document are synonymous 
and could be beneficial or detrimental.  

Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place as the action; indirect effects 
are caused by the action and occur later in time or further in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable 
(40 CFR 1508.8). Cumulative impacts are those effects resulting from the incremental impacts of an 
action when combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (regardless of 
which agency or person undertakes such actions) (40 CFR 1508.7). Cumulative impacts could result from 
individually insignificant but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. Short-term 
impacts occur only for a short time after implementation of a management action; for example, 
construction noise impacts from construction activities would be considered short term in nature. By 
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contrast, long-term effects occur for an extended period after implementation of a management action; for 
example, operational noise during facility operations would be a long-term impact, as it would last for as 
long as the facility is in operation.  

Section 1502.16 of the CEQ regulations forms the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons of 
alternatives. This chapter consolidates the discussions of those elements required by sections 102(2)(C)(i), 
(ii), (iv), and (v) of NEPA which are within the scope of this EIS/EIR, and as much of Section 
102(2)(C)(iii) as is necessary to support the comparisons. The discussion includes the environmental 
impacts of each of the alternatives, including any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided, 
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 which would be 
involved in the proposal should it be implemented. 

4.1.3 Resources and Resource Uses Not Affected or Present in the 
Action Area 

Resources, BLM program areas, or other aspects of the human environment that are not affected or 
present in the OWEF area include: wild and scenic rivers; national scenic or historic trails, monuments, 
and national recreation areas; cooperative management and protection areas; outstanding natural areas; 
forest reserves; back country byways; wetlands; livestock grazing; and wild horses and burros. 

4.1.4 Mitigation Measures Included in the Analysis 
Under NEPA, significance is defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (Section §1508.27) 
as a measure of the intensity and context of the effects of a major federal action on the human 
environment. The BLM NEPA Handbook reiterates this directive, stating that the document should “focus 
the discussion of effects on the context, intensity, and duration.” Intensity refers to the severity or level of 
magnitude of impacts. Public health and safety, proximity to sensitive areas, level of controversy, unique 
risks, or potentially precedent-setting effects may all be considered in determining intensity of effect. 
Context means that the effects of an action must be analyzed within a framework or within physical or 
conceptual limits. Whenever possible, this document differentiates between short-term and long-term 
impacts. 

Unlike NEPA, CEQA requires that a significance determination be made for each adverse impact 
identified in an EIR. Significance criteria, the basis for which is set forth in the CEQA Guidelines 
Environmental Checklist (Appendix G), are identified for each environmental resource area. The 
significance criteria serve as a benchmark for determining if a project would result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts when evaluated against the baseline or existing environmental conditions. Impacts 
are assessed relative to each impact criterion to determine whether the project would have no impact, a 
less-than-significant impact, less than significant with mitigation, or a significant impact. Impacts are 
quantified to the extent possible. In addition, the determination of an impact’s significance is derived from 
standards set by regulatory agencies on the federal, State, and local levels; knowledge of the effects of 
similar past projects; professional judgment; and plans and policies adopted by governmental agencies. 

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be identified to reduce or avoid significant impacts.  
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Both Section 1508.20 of the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA and the State CEQA Guidelines 
§15370 define mitigation as: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 
the life of the action; and 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

If impacts remain significant after all feasible mitigation is considered, i.e., continue to exceed the 
threshold of significance identified in the impact criteria, the analysis concludes that the impact is 
significant and unavoidable. 

For impacts identified in the following resource sections, mitigation measures have been developed that 
would be implemented during all appropriate phases of the project from initial ground breaking to 
operations, and through closure and decommissioning. The mitigation measures include a combination of 
the following:  

• Measures that have been proposed by the Applicant;  

• Regulatory requirements of other federal, state, and local agencies; and 

• Additional BLM-proposed mitigation measures, standard ROW grant terms and conditions, and best 
management practices (BMPs). 

These requirements are generically referred to as “mitigation measures” throughout this PA and Final 
EIS/EIR. Because these mitigation measures are derived from a variety of sources, they also are required, 
and their implementation regulated, by the various agencies.  

Many of the mitigation measures are required by agencies other than the BLM, and their implementation 
will be enforced by those other agencies against the Applicant. For instance, the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) Section 7 mitigation measures of the USFWS will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD), 
and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 mitigation measures will include a 
number of processes that also will be included in the ROD. The Applicant will be required by the ROD 
and the ROW grant to comply with the requirements of those other agencies (see, e.g., 43 CFR 
2805.12(a) (Federal and state laws and regulations), (i)(6) (more stringent state standards for public health 
and safety, environmental protection and siting, constructing, operating, and maintaining any facilities and 
improvements on the ROW). Any non-compliance with implementation of these other Federal or state 
requirements may affect the approval status of the ROD and ROW grant. 

In some instances, the BLM identified potential impacts to public land resources that would not otherwise 
be the subject of mitigation measures required by these other agencies. In these instances, individual 
mitigation measures have been developed by the BLM. If a ROW is granted, these mitigation measures 
may be incorporated into the ROW grant and, if so, will be monitored and managed by the BLM. In 
addition, standard terms and conditions for approval of the use of public land will be identified in the 
ROD and incorporated into the proposed ROW grant and therefore will be enforced by the BLM as part 
of any ROW grant approved for the project. 
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4.1.5 Cumulative Scenario Approach 
This PA and Final EIS/EIR analyzes the cumulative impact of the construction, operation and 
maintenance, closure and decommissioning of the elements of the Proposed Action, taking into account 
the effects in common with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The cumulative 
effects analysis highlights past actions that are closely-related either in time or space (i.e., temporally or 
in geographic proximity) to the Proposed Action, present actions that are ongoing at the same time this 
EIS/EIR was being prepared; and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including those for which there 
are existing decisions, funding, formal proposals, or which are highly probable, based on known 
opportunities or trends. 

The intensity, or severity, of the cumulative impacts analysis considers the magnitude, geographic extent, 
duration, and frequency of the effects (CEQ, 1997). The magnitude of the effect reflects the relative size 
or amount of the effect; the geographic extent considers how widespread the effect may be; and the 
duration and frequency refer to whether the effect is a one-time event, intermittent, or chronic (CEQ, 
1997). Varying degrees of information exist about projects within the cumulative scenario. Therefore, for 
resource areas where quantitative information was available, a quantitative analysis is provided; however, 
if said level of detail was not available, a qualitative analysis is provided. If the Proposed Action and 
alternatives would have no direct or indirect effects on a resource, the PA and Final EIS/EIR does not 
analyze potential cumulative effects on that resource. See, for example, Section 4.1.3, Resources and 
Resource Uses Not Affected or Present in the Action Area. 

Table 4.1-1 (located at the end of this section) provides a comprehensive listing of all foreseeable projects 
that could contribute to a cumulative impact on the environment. Projects listed include renewable energy 
projects located on BLM-administered lands and/or private lands, other BLM actions/activities, and 
projects identified by local governments, such as Imperial County and San Diego County. Table 4.1-1 
presents the project name and owner, location, type, status, total acres, and a brief description of each 
project, to the extent available. Most of the projects listed in Table 4.1-1 have been, are being, or would 
be required to undergo their own independent environmental review under NEPA or CEQA or both, as 
applicable. Figures 4.1-1a/b show the location of each of the projects listed in Table 4.1-1 using a 
corresponding identification number. Those projects where the identification number shown as an asterisk 
(*) are outside the area covered by Figures 4.1-1a/b.   

For the Proposed Action, the cumulative scenario for each issue area includes all or a portion of the 
projects identified in Table 4.1-1. Table 4.1-2 (located at the end of this section) identifies each resource 
or BLM program area, the cumulative analysis impact area (which is the geographic extent for each 
cumulative effects resource/issue), elements to consider, and which renewable projects, other BLM-
authorized actions and other known and reasonably foreseeable actions or activities that are located or 
would occur within the cumulative analysis impacts area.  

With the exception of climate change, which is a global issue, the BLM has identified the California 
desert as the largest area within which cumulative effects should be assessed. However, within the desert 
region, the specific area of cumulative effect varies by resource. For each resource, the geographic scope 
of analysis is based on the topography surrounding the OWEF and the natural boundaries of the resource 
affected, rather than jurisdictional boundaries. The geographic scope of cumulative effects often extends 
beyond the scope of the direct effects, but not beyond the scope of the direct and indirect effects of the 
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Proposed Action and alternatives. Table 4.1-2 identifies the relevant geographic scope for each 
discipline’s analysis of cumulative impacts. 

In addition, each project in a region would have its own implementation schedule, which may or may not 
coincide or overlap with the Proposed Action’s schedule. This is a consideration for short-term impacts 
from the proposed OWEF. However, to be conservative, the cumulative analysis assumes that all projects 
in the cumulative scenario are built and operating during the operating lifetime of the proposed OWEF. 

Renewable Energy Projects Included in the Cumulative Scenario 
A large number of renewable energy projects have been proposed on BLM-administered land, State land, 
and private land in California. As of February 2011, there were 291 renewable projects totaling 31,375 
MW proposed in California in various stages of the environmental review process or under construction 
(CEC, 2011). Of these 291 renewable projects, 18 projects have been proposed in BLM’s California 
Desert District; these projects are identified in Table 4.1-1 (see those identified by footnote number 1 in 
the “Project Type” column). 

Large renewable projects now described in applications to the BLM and on private land are competing for 
utility Power Purchase Agreements, which will allow utilities to meet State-required Renewable Portfolio 
Standards. Not all of the projects listed will complete the environmental review process, and not all 
projects will be funded and constructed. It is unlikely that all of these projects will be constructed for the 
following reasons: 

• Not all developers will develop the detailed information necessary to meet BLM standards. Most of the 
wind projects with pending applications are proposing generation technologies that have not been 
implemented at large scales. As a result, preparing complete and detailed plans of development (PODs) is 
difficult, and completing the required NEPA and CEQA documents is especially time-consuming and 
costly. 

• As part of approval by the appropriate Lead Agency under NEPA and/or CEQA (generally the BLM 
and/or local jurisdiction), all regulatory permits must be obtained by the applicant or the prescriptions 
required by the regulatory authorities incorporated into the Lead Agency’s license, permit or ROW grant. 
The large size of these projects may result in permitting challenges related to endangered species, 
mitigation measures or requirements, and other issues. 

• Also after project approval, construction financing must be obtained (if it has not been obtained earlier in 
the process). The availability of financing will be dependent on the status of competing projects, the laws 
and regulations related to renewable project investment, and the time required for obtaining permits. 
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

1 Chuckwalla Valley 
State Prison (CA Dept. 
of Corrections & 
Rehabilitation) 

Riverside Co. 19025 
Wiley’s Well Road, 
Blythe, CA 

Prison Existing 1,080 State prison providing long-term housing and services for male 
felons classified as medium and low-medium custody inmates 
jointly located on 1,720 acres of State-owned property. APN 
879040006,008, 012, 027, 028, 029, 030  

2 Ironwood State Prison 
(CA Dept. of 
Corrections & 
Rehabilitation) 

Riverside Co. 19005 
Wiley’s Well Road, 
Blythe, CA 

Prison Existing 640 ISP jointly occupies with Chuckwalla Valley State Prison 1,720 
acres of State-owned property, of which ISP encompasses 640 
acres. The prison complex occupies approximately 350 acres 
with the remaining acreage used for erosion control, drainage 
ditches, and catch basins. 879040001, 004, 009, 010, 011, 
015, 016, 017, 018, 019, 020  

3 Blythe Energy Project 
(Blythe Energy, LLC) 

Riverside Co. City of 
Blythe, north of I-10, 7 
miles west of the CA/AZ 
border  

Natural Gas Existing 76 520 MW combined-cycle natural gas-fired electric-generating 
facility. Project is connected to the Buck Substation owned by 
WAPA.  

4 Eagle Mountain 
Pumping Plant  (MWD, 
SoCal) 

Riverside Co. Eagle 
Mountain Road, west of 
Desert Center  

Water Pumping 
Plant 

Existing N/A 144 ft. pumping plant that is part of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California’s facilities. APNs 807150007, 
807150009, 807150010 

5 Kaiser Mine (Kaiser 
Ventures, Inc.) 

Riverside Co. Eagle 
Mountain, north of 
Desert Center  

Mine Mining activities stopped in 1983. N/A Kaiser Steel mined iron ore at Kaiser Mine in Eagle Mountain 
and provided much of the Pacific Coast steel in the 1950s. 
Mining project also included the Eagle Mountain Railroad, 51 
miles long. Imported steel captured market share in the 1960s 
and 1970s and primary steelmaking closed in the 1980s. 
701380031  

6 ESJ Wind Project I 
(Energia Sierra Juarez 
U.S. Transmission, 
LLC (ESJ-U.S.), a 
subsidiary of Sempra 
Generation) 

Northern Baja CA, 
Mexico, In the Sierra 
Juárez mountains north 
of the town of La 
Rumorosa. 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

Final Interconnection Study completed. 
Draft Interconnection Agreement (IA) 
provided for review. (Queue No. 159a). 
Phase I is the Jacume phase and it 
expected to commence construction in 
2011 and be completed in 2012. 

N/A Development of 400 MW of wind generation. Phase I (just 
north of the town of La Rumorosa) is proposed to generate 
approximately 100 MW of energy with 45 to 52 turbines. Point 
of interconnection proposed with the ECO Substation. 
Proposed to be online in July 2012 (CAISO 2010). 

7 ESJ Wind Project II 
(Energia Sierra Juarez 
U.S. Transmission, 
LLC (ESJ-U.S.), a 
subsidiary of Sempra 
Generation) 

Northern Baja CA, 
Mexico. In the Sierra 
Juárez mountains 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

In Transition Cluster. Interconnection 
Study is anticipated to be completed 
July 2010. The Interconnection 
Agreement is anticipated to be 
completed in December 2010. (Queue 
No. 183). 

N/A Development of 300 MW of wind generation. Point of 
interconnection proposed with the ECO Substation. Proposed 
to be online in May 2013 (CAISO 2010). 

8 Debenham Energy – 
CACA 0504855 
(Debenham Energy 
LLC) 

San Diego Co. West of 
the community of 
Boulevard, south of I-8. 

Wind Testing 
Site 

Wind testing stage (Type II) 2,169 Wind testing site. 
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

9 National Quarries – 
CACA 050635 
(National Quarries 
LLC) 

San Diego Co. South-
eastern San Diego 
County, north of I-8, east 
of Sunrise Highway. 
Sawtooth Mountain. 

Wind Testing 
Site 

Memorandum of Understanding/CRA 
signed. Application complete April 22, 
2009 Wind testing stage (Type II) 
Testing. 

4,435 Wind testing site. 

10 Ivanpah Solar Electric 
Generating System 
(ISEGS) (Solar 
Partners) 

San Bernardino Co. 
Phase I: Mojave Desert 
near the NV border, 
west of Ivanpah Dry 
Lake; Phase II: San 
Bernardino County, 4.5 
mi SW of Primm, NV, 
3.1 mi W of the CA-NV 
border; Phase III:  

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

Construction anticipated to be 
completed in the last quarter of 2012. 

3,400 The project includes three solar concentrating thermal power 
plants, based on distributed power tower and heliostat mirror 
technology, in which heliostat (mirror) fields focus solar energy 
on power tower receivers near the center of each heliostat 
array. Each 100-MW site would require approximately 850 
acres and would have three tower receivers and arrays; the 
200-MW site would require approximately 1,600 acres and 
would have 4 tower receivers and arrays.  

11 Imperial Valley Solar – 
Solar Two, CACA 
047740 (Stirling 
Energy Systems 
(SES)) 

Imperial Co. North of I-8 
in southwestern Imperial 
County, approximately 4 
miles east of Ocotillo. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

Application for Certification filed with 
California Energy Commission June 30, 
2008. Application for Certification/POD 
determined adequate under minimal 
criteria. Notice of Intent published 
October 17, 2008. The Final EIS pub-
lished in July 2010 and the Record of 
Decision was signed on October 5, 
2010. The project was sold to AES in 
February 2011.  

6,440 Development of up to 750 MW of energy on 6,140 acres of 
BLM-administered public lands and on 300 acres of private 
lands. 

12 Mesquite Regional 
Landfill 

Imperial Co. Next to the 
Mesquite Gold Mine, 
east of Glamis, near the 
Union Pacific Railroad 
mainline. 

Landfill EIS process complete. N/A This existing landfill is permitted to receive waste by rail. 

13 Geothermal Overlay 
(Ram Power, Inc.) 

Imperial Co. 8 miles east 
of the City of Brawley 

Geothermal 
(Renewable) 

County in process of securing EIR 
consultant 

27,875 The project would create the East Brawley Geothermal Zone 
Overlay (G20), an approximate 27,875-acre contiguous area of 
private lands with the potential for geothermal resource 
development. 

14 Hudson Ranch II Imperial Co. 3.5 miles 
west-southwest of 
Niland 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

P/C scheduled 326 Project would produce up to 49.9 MW of power, and would 
include a power plant, four production wells, brine pipelines 

15 Mt. Signal Imperial Co. Eight miles 
southwest of the City of 
El Centro 

Solar Hybrid 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

974 The Mt. Signal project is a proposed 49.4 megawatt solar 
hybrid power station on roughly 974 acres.  
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

16 Golden Acorn Casino 
and Travel Center, 
SCH No. 2007071097 
(Golden Acorn) 

San Diego Co.  Commercial Draft off-reservation Environmental 
Evaluation complete. Public review 
ended August 2007. 

33 Expansion consisting of 150-room hotel, 900-space parking 
garage, surface parking, RV park, casino expansion, bowling 
alley, arcade, offices, retail, restaurants/food service, wind 
turbines, and water and wastewater improvements in three 
phases. 

17 Campo Landfill Project San Diego Co. 
Southeast corner of 
Campo Reservation. 

Landfill On May 27, 2010, the Campo General 
Council voted to rescind applicable 
lease agreements in order to terminate 
the Campo Sanitary Landfill Project. The 
vote occurred at a special General 
Council meeting resulting from a petition 
signed by the required number of tribal 
members. (Campo Kumeyaay Nation 
2010). 

1,150 493-acre landfill facility and a 657-acre buffer area surround 
landfill. 

18 La Posta Casino San Diego Co. 2 
Crestwood Road, 
Boulevard, CA  La Posta 
Reservation, just west of 
existing Kumeyaay Wind 
facility. 

Commercial Existing (Final environmental document 
2006. Started operation in 2007.) 

20 Existing casino consisting of a 20,000-square-foot casino 
facility on an approximately 20-acre portion of the La Posta 
Reservation. 

19 Boulevard Border 
Patrol Station (U.S. 
Border Patrol) 

San Diego Co. North of 
I-8, on the east side of 
Ribbonwood Road. 

Border Patrol Final Environmental Assessment and 
Finding of No Significant Impact issued 
February 2010. 

32 32-acre site proposed for an administrative and training/ 
educational facility, operated 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. At 
least 250 personnel, over three shifts, would occupy the site 
throughout the week. 

20 Centinela Solar 
(SDG&E) 

Imperial Co. Imperial 
Valley, near Calexico   

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Start of the NOP period. 2,067 Upon completion in 2014, the project would employ 
photovoltaic technology to deliver up to 175 MW of energy to 
SDG&E’s service territory across the Sunrise Powerlink 
transmission line. 

21 Superstition Solar 1 
(Superstition Sunpeak) 

Imperial Co. 
Westmorland 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

BLM is currently reviewing the Plan of 
Development. 

5,516 175 MW Solar 

22 Campo (La Posta) 
Border Patrol Station 
(U.S. Border Patrol) 

San Diego Co. 32355 
Old Hwy 80, Pine Valley. 

Border Patrol Existing 25 25-acre site that includes a heliport. Station opened in 2008. 

23 Bethel Solar X, Inc. Imperial Co. Calexico Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

571 49.4 MW Solar-hybrid 

24 La Posta Mountain 
Warfare Training 
Facility (Naval Special 
Warfare Center) 

San Diego Co. La Posta 
Road, south of I-8, 
Campo. 

Military (Navy) Final Environmental Assessment dated 
September 2007. 

2,250 Construction of a special warfare operation and training facility 

25 Energy Source Solar II, 
LLC 

Imperial Co. Niland Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

480 80 MW Solar 
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

26 Salton Sea Solar Farm 
I 

Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

320 49.9 MW Solar 

27 Salton Sea Solar Farm 
II 

Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

623 100 MW Solar 

28 Calipat Solar Farm I (8 
Minute Energy) 

Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

280 50 MW Solar 

29 Calipat Solar Farm II (8 
Minute Energy) 

Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

280 50 MW Solar 

30 Midway Solar Farm I Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

326 50 MW Solar-PV 

31 Midway Solar Farm II Imperial Co. Calipatria Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

803 155 MW Solar-PV 

32 Mosaic Specific Plan 
(Heber Land Partners 
LLC) 

Imperial Co. Southwest 
portion of the unincorpo-
rated townsite of Heber, 
3 miles south of Inter-
state 8 and 2 miles west 
of State Route 111, on 
either side of Dogwood 
Road. APN 054-160-
023-000 

Residential County waiting on CEO to respond to 
FIA. Draft EIR September 2008. 

201.5 Project includes the approval of a Specific Plan, General Plan 
Amendment, Tentative Map, and Zone Change by the County 
of Imperial. The Specific Plan would allow for construction of up 
to 1,154 residential units, 2.7 acres for neighborhood 
commercial uses (23,200 square feet of commercial area), and 
17.8 acres dedicated to future use by the Heber Public Utility 
District and Imperial Irrigation District.    

33 Chocolate Mountain Imperial Co. Niland  Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

320 49.9 MW Solar-PV 

34 Procalamos RES Imperial Co. South-
central Imperial County, 
6 miles east of Calexico 
and 1 mile north of 
Calexico East Port of 
Entry, bounded to west 
by South Alamo Canal, 
to east by Alamo River, 
and bisected by State 
Route 7. 

Residential EIR in progress 180.15 Project includes amendments to the County General Plan and 
Gateway Specific Plan area, in addition to an annexation to 
include the property within the Gateway SP area to allow 
service by Gateway water and sewer facilities. Project also 
includes a change in zone designation from A-3 Heavy 
Agriculture to Gateway Residential and a TTM for development 
of 841 residential units on 3,200-square-foot lots, 5 parks, 1 
retention basin, RV storage, mini storage, and pedestrian 
pathways. 

35 Desert Springs Oasis 
(Barone Group) 

Imperial Co. El Centro Resort  EIR in progress 1,105 Luxury resort community designed for motorsports and 
recreational vehicle opportunities. The master planned 
community will include vacation home sites, RV sites, 
interconnecting lakes, clubhouse, marina, nine-hole golf 
course, paved road courses, and off-road race tracks. 

36 Black Rock Unit #123 
(Calenergy) 

Imperial Co. Niland Geothermal 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

160 159 MW Geothermal 
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

37 Brookfield 101 Ranch 
Specific Plan 

Imperial Co. Unincorpo-
rated Imperial County, 
adjacent to the south of 
the Rancho Los Lagos 
SP area (see below) 

Residential Working on DEIR 1,897 Master planned residential community consisting of 6,986 
homes, 73 residential neighborhoods, four elementary schools, 
one junior high school, mixed commercial uses, and 23 acres 
of parks and landscape areas. 

38 ORNI 19 (Ormat) Imperial Co. Brawley Geothermal 
(Renewable) 

Admin Draft EIR Received 11/22/10 32 49.9 MW Geothermal  

39 Rancho Los Lagos 
Specific Plan 

Imperial Co. Adjacent to 
the City of Brawley, 
bounded by Mead Rd to 
the north, Dogwood Rd 
to the east, Schartz Rd 
to the south, SR-86 to 
the west 

Residential County working on DEIR comments and 
mitigation; Draft EIR prepared October 
2009 

1,076 The project includes up to 3,830 residential dwelling units, a 
golf course, and a business park, including multiple uses such 
as warehouse industrial, commercial, retail, mixed use, parks, 
and schools. 

40 Coyote Wells (Wind 
Zero Group, Inc.) 

Imperial Co. Within the 
Ocotillo / Nomirage 
Community Area Plan 

Tourism, 
residential, 
storage, 
hotel/resort, and 
infrastructure 

Final EIR July 2010 944 The Specific Plan includes 22 parcels and 10 land use 
designations, and would be comprised of two main 
components, the open space/recreational area and the open 
space/preservation area. Other land uses within these areas 
include tourism, residential, storage, hotel/resort, and 
infrastructure. 

41 Alder 70 (Scaroni 
Properties, Inc.) 

Imperial Co. Within the 
urban planning area of 
the City of El Centro. 

Residential County waiting for documentation from 
the applicant.  

75 Project is located in an agricultural area designated by the 
State as Farmland of Statewide Importance and Prime 
Farmland. The project includes a mix of single-family detached 
residences, attached condominiums, manufactured homes, 
and a commercial area with self-storage and a business area. 

42 Ketchum Ranch - TM 
5524 

San Diego Co. South of 
I-8, north of Old 
Highway 80 and west of 
Carrizo Gorge Road. 

Residential Department of Planning and Land Use 
(DPLU) letter dated July 2007 
requesting an EIR. Project placed on 
idle status in January 2010. 

1,250 Subdivide 1,250 acres into 2,125 residential units, retail 
commercial development, elementary school site, public park, 
recreational center, open space, and associated infrastructure 
and utilities. 

43 Elder - TPM 20981  San Diego Co. South of 
Old Highway 80 and 
west of McCain Valley 
Road. 

Residential First Draft EIR was submitted in 
February 2006. No activity since 2006. 
Project owner changed February 2010. 

109 Subdivide 109 acres into five single-family residential lots. The 
proposed project is a minor residential subdivision with the 
Boulevard Community Planning Area. The project proposes to 
divide 109.29 net acres into four parcels and a remainder 
measuring 11.2 acres, 11.2 acres, 11.3 acres, 11.6 acres, and 
63.9 acres. 

44 Davis-Inman - TPM 
21081 

San Diego Co. 32062 
Highway 94. 

Residential Problem with project site access identi-
fied. Appeal due to fire code filed 
October 2009. 

96.23 Subdivide 96.23 acres into four residential lots. 

45 Star Ranch - TM 5459  San Diego Co. South of 
Big Potrero and west of 
Buckman Springs Road. 

Residential  Scoping letter sent to DPLU on August 
27, 2008. Project is on idle status. 

2,160 Subdivide 2,160.1 acres into 460 single-family residential lots, 
commercial uses, equestrian facility, helipad, water treatment 
facility, and wastewater treatment facility. 
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46 Harvest Glen - TM 
5366 

San Diego Co. Buckman 
Springs Road and Lake 
Morena Drive. 

Residential DPLU extension approval letter dated 
January 2006. The project was placed 
on idle status on January 10, 2010. 

286.68 Subdivide 286.68 acres into 40 single-family residential lots . 

47 Vaughn -  TM 5417  San Diego Co. 30069 
Canvasback Drive, 
Campo, just west of 
Buckman Springs Rd. 

Residential Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

81.24 14-lot TM with a 15th non-buildable lot for the roads and water 
system. The proposed lots range from 5.00 to 6.85 net acres.  

48 Volli - TPM 20889 San Diego Co. Old 
Highway 80 and La 
Posta Road, near 
Boulder Oaks. 

Residential Project determined to have inactive 
status as of November 2009. 

39.9 Subdivision to create four 8-acre parcels, and one 7.9 parcel 
for a single family residence 

49 McClintock - TPM: 
20755  

San Diego Co. Basso 
Road in the 
Campo/Lake Morena 
Community. 

Residential Project was approved on June 19, 2003. 10 Subdivision of 10.0 acres into two residential parcels of 4.15 
acres and 4.56 acres net. 

50 Bartlett - TPM: 20754 San Diego Co. 1850 
Lake Moreno Drive. 

Residential Project was approved on June 17, 2003. 164 Subdivide 164 acres into four single-family residential lots. 

51 Tibbot - TPM: 20686 San Diego Co. 20774 
Bee Valley Road. 

Residential Notice of Determination filed with 
County Clerk on Oct 17, 2006. 

35 Subdivide 35 acres into four single-family residential lots. 

52 Dart -  TPM: 20675 San Diego Co. 
Ribbonwood Road and 
Roadrunner Lane. 

Residential Project approved January 4, 2007. 33.46 Subdivision into three lots. Two lots for single-family residential 
(SFR) and one for general commercial uses. 

53 Grizzle - TPM: 20719 San Diego Co. McCain 
Valley Road and I-8. 

Residential Notice of Determination filed with 
County Clerk on Jun 29, 2006. 

245 Subdivision of one lot into four parcels with a remainder parcel 
for SFR development. 

54 Arellano - TPM: 20756  San Diego Co. Hauser 
Creek Road west of 
Lake Morena Dr. 

Residential County staff completed review on 
January 26, 2009. 

17.27 Subdivide a 17.27-acre parcel into three parcels. 

55 Pijnenburg - TPM: 
20778 

San Diego Co. Barrett 
Smith Road, North of 
Interstate 94. 

Residential Approved on August 6, 2009. 76 Five-lot subdivision. 

56 Heald - TPM 21014  San Diego Co. Southern 
terminus of Sunfish 
Way. 

Residential Project is on idle status as of February 
2, 2010. 

36 Four-lot subdivision (5 net acres each) with a remainder lot (15 
net acres)  

57 Campo Hills 
Commercial Building  

San Diego Co. Evening 
Primrose Trail and 
Sheridan Road. 

Commercial Project approved August 16, 2007. 19.31 Site plan to develop a commercial building consisting of four 
attached units and a parking area. 
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58 Buckman Springs 
Borrow Reclamation 
Plan  

San Diego Co. 1588 
Buckman Springs Road. 

Reclamation 
Plan 

Project approved in January 2007. N/A Allow for the continued use of Buckman Springs Borrow Pit to 
complete road repairs countywide by the County of San Diego, 
Department of Public Works. Additionally, a Reclamation Plan 
(RP 05-001) is being processed to ensure that the project site 
is reclaimed pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation 
Act of 1975 (as amended) at the conclusion of each of the 
three phases of extraction on site. The Major Use Permit 
expired November 7, 2005, but the extension to the Major Use 
Permit was applied for prior to expiration of the original permit. 
The modification to the Major Use Permit would allow for 
continued extraction of materials for an additional 25 years, 
rather than 50 years.  

59 Borrow Pit Miller Creek San Diego Co. East of 
La Posta Road and 
North of Highway 94. 

Reclamation 
Plan 

Draft EIR currently in the process. 
Funds not available for EIR submittal. 
Inactive status January 2010. 

136.5 Major Use Permit and Reclamation Plan for the RCP - Circle F 
Ranch project. The project proposes the extraction of sand 
resources within approximately 58.2 acres along the Miller 
Creek alluvial valley. A 16.4-acre area at the north end of the 
project site would be used for the creation of wetlands. The 
general operations for processing material and access would 
consist of an additional 61.9 acres. 

60 Nextel Cell Tower  San Diego Co. North of 
Highway 94 on Harris 
Ranch Road. 

Cell Tower Project approved October 16, 2006. N/A 35-foot faux broadleaf tree with antennas and equipment 
shelter. 

61 Buckman Springs Cell 
Tower  

San Diego Co. 4277 
Buckman Springs Road. 

Cell Tower Mitigated Negative Declaration 
completed February 2007. 

N/A Installation and operation of telecommunication facility 
disguised as a faux monopine tree 50 feet high with six panel 
antennas located at a height of 46 feet. The associated 
equipment cabinets would include one electric meter panel, 
one telephone interface, and would be housed within an 
equipment enclosure measuring 20 feet by 11.5 feet by 10 feet. 

62 Verizon Cell Tower San Diego Co. 22201 
Mariah Way. 

Cell Tower Draft Initial Study Checklist completed 
November 4, 2009. 

N/A 35-foot-high mono-pine mounted with 12 panel antennas. 
Associated equipment would include an emergency generator 
and two air-conditioning units that would be surrounded by an 
8-foot-high concrete block wall and equipment cabinets that 
would be placed within an equipment shelter. 
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63 Vista Cell Tower San Diego Co. 1524 
Kimberly Way. 

Cell Tower Scoping Letter submitted to project 
applicant on February 15, 2010, 
requesting additional information. 

N/A 39-foot-high faux cross arm utility poles to accommodate four 
wireless carriers. Each of the proposed faux utility poles would 
consist of three panel antennas mounted to the cross arm and 
two sets of three antennas flush mounted to the utility pole. The 
facility would contain a total 18 antennas when fully occupied 
by all wireless carriers. Associated equipment for AT&T, Sprint, 
and T-Mobile would consist of four outdoor equipment cabinets 
and one Global Positioning System (GPS) antennas for each 
carrier. Verizon's supporting equipment would consist of indoor 
equipment cabinets enclosed within a prefabricated equipment 
shelter, one GPS antenna, and one 30 kW emergency genera-
tor enclosed by a Concrete Masonry Unit (CMU) wall with a 
solid metal gate. The proposed utility poles and supporting 
equipment would be surrounded by a 34-foot by 70-foot by 6-
foot CMU enclosure. 

64 Barrett Wireless San Diego Co. Highway 
94, west of Saxon Rd 
and east of Emery Rd. 

Cell Tower Notice of Exemption sent to County 
Clerk on October 9, 2007. 

N/A Nextel wireless facility in Potrero on occupied property. 
Antenna pole would be camouflaged as a monopine and 
access road to facility would need to be improved. 

65 Horizon Tower  San Diego Co. Cam Del 
Monte Road and Shasta 
Way. 

Cell Tower Approved in March 2010. N/A 30-foot-tall faux monobroadleaf and associated equipment con-
tained within a shelter 20 feet long by 11.5 feet wide. The lease 
area is 41.2 feet wide by 48 feet long and would be surrounded 
by a 6-foot-high fence. 

66 White Star Cell Tower   San Diego Co. 1680 
Tierra del Sol at Shasta 
Way. 

Cell Tower Approved in April 2008. N/A Replace one existing panel antenna with a new panel antenna 
and add four additional panel antennas on top of the existing 
100-foot-tall lattice tower 

67 Outdoor World Tower  San Diego Co. 37113 
Highway 94. 

Cell Tower Approved in March 2010. N/A The project consists of a 30-foot-tall faux monobroadleaf and 
associated equipment contained within a shelter 20 feet long 
by 11 feet and 6 inches wide. The lease area is 41 feet and 2 
inches wide by 48 feet long and would be surrounded by a 6-
foot-high fence. 

68 Radio Antenna   San Diego Co. 2456 A 
Lake Morena Drive. 

Cell Tower Approved in September 2009. N/A 100-foot lattice FM radio broadcast antenna tower and trans-
mitting equipment. The FM transmit antenna measures approx-
imately 40 feet and is mounted vertically parallel to the top por-
tion of the tower; it does not extend beyond the height of the 
tower. The equipment would be concealed within an 8-foot by 
8-foot by 10-foot tall prefabricated equipment shelter located 
adjacent to the tower, to the north. The exterior finish of the 
equipment shelter is to be textured and painted (earth tone) to 
blend with the existing natural environment. Access would be 
provided through the existing 10-foot-wide dirt access road 
(within a 30-foot easement) off Lake Morena Drive. 
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69 Pacific Bell Cell Site  San Diego Co. 44441 
Old Highway 80. 

Cell Tower Approved in March 2001. N/A Construct a cell tower site. 

70 Calle Nada Cell Site  San Diego Co. 4737 
Calle Nada. 

Cell Tower Approved in August 2007. N/A 50-foot faux cypress and related power and radio equipment 
for cell site. 

71 Verizon Wireless Cell 
Site  

San Diego Co. 31906 
Old Highway 80. 

Cell Tower Approved in March 2009. N/A Addition of one 2-foot diameter microwave antenna mounted 
inside of the existing faux water tank (permit P04-019), two 
GPS antennas mounted to the outside of the previously 
approved 11-foot 6-inch by 28-foot concrete, prefabricated 
equipment shelter, and the installation of a 30 kw emergency 
backup generator with a 52-gallon diesel fuel tank The 
generator would be located inside the previously approved 
concrete equipment shelter. The equipment shelter would need 
to be slightly modified to allow an extra door for access and two 
vents for ventilation. 

72 Gasoline Curve Cell 
Tower  

San Diego Co. Shockey 
Road and Campo Road. 

Cell Tower Categorical Exemption approved in 
September 2007. 

N/A Project proposes a 30-foot faux broadleaf tree cellular antenna 
and 230-square foot equipment shelter 

73 Ozbirn Cingular Cell 
Tower  

San Diego Co. 1524 
Kimberly Way, Campo. 

Cell Tower Approved in March 2005. N/A Construction of a wireless telecommunications facility of a 45-
foot camouflage utility pole with three antennas. 

74 SDG&E Mtn Empire 
Operator Training 
Facility 

San Diego Co. 30763 
Old Hwy 80. 

Commercial Approved in March 2009 N/A Major Use Permit modification for the operation of an 
explosives storage facility. 

75 Adelaides Roman 
Catholic Church 

San Diego Co. Sheridan 
Road and Custer Road. 

Church Approved in November 2007. 5.13 Major Use Permit to allow a religious assembly use with an 
elementary school on an approximately 5.13-acre site to be 
constructed in three phases. 

76 Buckman Springs 
Road Bridge  

San Diego Co. 
Southwest of I-8, north 
of Morena Stokes Valley 
Road, Campo. 

Public Facilities Estimated completion date Summer 
2013. 

N/A Construct a new 450-foot bridge over Cottonwood Creek. 

77 Ribbonwood Road 
Sightline Improvement  

San Diego Co. North of 
I-8 along Ribbonwood 
Road approximately 
0.25 miles south of 
Opalocka Road, near 
Boulevard. 

Public Facilities Estimated completion date Spring 2011. N/A Approximately 270-foot improvement to sightline on a 
horizontal curve. 

78 IV Solar Company Imperial Co. Niland Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

123 23 MW Solar-PV 

79 Hudson Ranch II (HR 
Power II) 

Imperial Co. Niland Geothermal 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

326.26 49.9 MW Geothermal 

80 Frink Road Solar 
Power 

Imperial Co. Niland Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application being processed by Imperial 
County 

280 30.04 MW Solar-PV 
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81 Imperial Solar Energy 
Center West (CSOLAR 
Development, LLC) 

Imperial Co. 8 miles SW 
of the City of El Centro 
and south of the com-
munity of Seely, in the 
unincorporated Mt. 
Signal area of Imperial 
County 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Comment period ended 01/10/11; Draft 
EIR December 2010. 

1,130 The project consists of 2 primary components: (1) construct 
and operate 250-MW Imperial Solar Energy Center West solar 
energy facility; and (2) construct and operate electrical 
transmission lines that would connect the solar facility to the 
existing Imperial Valley substation. 

82 Imperial Solar Energy 
Center South 
(CSOLAR 
Development, LLC) 

Imperial Co. 8 miles SW 
of the City of El Centro 
and south of the com-
munity of Seely, in the 
unincorporated Mt. 
Signal area of Imperial 
County 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Comment period ended 01/25/11; Draft 
EIR December 2010.  

946.6 The project consists of 3 primary components: (1) construct 
and operate the 200-MW Imperial Solar Energy Center South 
solar energy facility; (2) construct and operate the electrical 
transmission lines that would connect from the solar power 
facility to the existing Imperial Valley Substation; and (3) widen 
an existing access road for ingress and egress to the Solar 
facility across federal and private lands located along the west 
side of the Westside Main Canal. 

83 SDG&E Proposed 
Photovoltaic Solar 
Field (Ocotillo Sol, 
CACA-051625) 

Imperial Co. Located on 
approximately 100 acres 
of federal land directly 
adjacent to SDG&E’s 
Imperial Valley 
substation. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Application submitted for transportation 
and utility systems. A draft Plan of 
Development has been submitted as of 
December 2010. 

N/A SDG&E proposed photovoltaic solar field. Producing 12 to 14 
megawatts of renewable energy. 

84 Mount Signal Solar 
Farm (8 Minute / 
SDG&E) 

Imperial Co. Imperial 
Valley 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

In process of RFP 1,375 The proposed project is a 200-MW solar thermal generating 
station with a biomass generation component, and an 
associated 230-kV transmission line for the Imperial Irrigation 
District. 

85 Campo Wind Energy 
Project 

San Diego Co. South of 
the Tule Wind Project 
and west of the 
Boulevard Substation on 
the Campo Indian 
Reservation 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

 N/A SDG&E proposes to construct and operate approximately 106 
turbines capable of generating 160 MW of electricity on its 
reservation lands. 

86 Manzanita Wind 
Energy Project 

San Diego Co. On the 
same ridgeline as the 
existing Kumeyaay Wind 
facility on the Campo 
Indian Reservation 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

 N/A The Manzanita Tribe proposes a project capable of generating 
up to 57.5 MW, which could include up to 25 wind turbines 
depending on the turbine size selected. 

87 Jordan Wind Energy 
Project 

San Diego Co. West of 
Boulevard in unincorpo-
rated San Diego County.  

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

Construction of the project is scheduled 
to occur between February and October 
2013, and anticipated to be operational 
in November 2013. 

N/A The Jordan Wind Energy Project would construct and operate 
40 2.3MW turbines (total generating capacity of 92 MW) west 
of Boulevard in unincorporated San Diego County.  
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88 Renewergy, LLC, 
CACA 048004 

Imperial Co. Ocotillo, CA Public Facilities 
and Utilities 
(Wind) 

Meteorological Tower Environmental 
Assessment nearing completion. 
Pending Native American Consultation. 
Cultural literature started. Wind testing 
stage (Type II) 

3,912 Wind Testing Site - Meteorological Tower  

Red 
line 
on 
the 

map 

Sunrise Powerlink 
(SDG&E) 

San Diego Co. 
Traverses southeastern 
San Diego County. 

Transmission 
Line 

Under construction. Construction began 
in the Ocotillo area in late Spring 2011. 
Most tower erection is anticipated to 
complete in the vicinity of Ocotillo by the 
end of 2011, but stringing activity is 
anticipated to continue into 2012. 

N/A 150-mile transmission line from Imperial County to Sycamore 
Canyon near Poway.  

* Interstate 10 (Caltrans) San Diego Co. Linear 
project running from 
Santa Monica to Blythe  

Highway Existing N/A Interstate 10 (I-10) is a major east-west route for trucks 
delivering goods to and from California. It is a four lane divided 
highway in the Blythe region. 

* Devers-Palo Verde 
Transmission Line 
(SCE) 

Midpoint Substation to 
Devers Substation 

Transmission 
Line 

Existing N/A Existing 500 kV transmission line parallel to I-10 from Midpoint 
Substation, approximately 10 miles southwest of Blythe, to the 
SCE Devers Substation, near Palm Springs.  

* West-wide Section 368 
Energy Corridors 
(BLM, DOE, U.S. 
Forest Service) 

Riverside Co., parallel to 
DPV corridor  

Energy 
Corridors 

Approved by BLM and U.S. Forest 
Service 

N/A Designation of corridors on federal land in the 11 western 
states, including California, for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines 
and electricity transmission and distribution facilities (energy 
corridors). One of the corridors runs along the southern portion 
of Riverside County.  

* ESJ Wind Project III 
(Energia Sierra Juarez 
U.S. Transmission, 
LLC (ESJ-U.S.), a 
subsidiary of Sempra 
Generation) 

Northern Baja CA, 
Mexico. In the Sierra 
Juárez mountains 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

In Transition Cluster. Interconnection 
Study is anticipated to be completed 
July 2010. The Interconnection Agree-
ment is anticipated to be completed in 
December 2010. (Queue 215). 

N/A Development of 420 MW of wind generation. Point of 
interconnection proposed with the ECO Substation. Proposed 
to be online in February 2014 (CAISO, 2010). 

* Energy Source Solar I, 
LLC 

Imperial Co. Niland Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

N/A 480 80 MW Solar 

* Superior – Oat Pit 
Reclamation Plan 

Imperial Co. Reclamation 
Plan 

On hold for 4 months due to BLM N/A  

* Granite Reclamation 
Plan 

 Reclamation 
Plan 

Plan of operation under BLM N/A  

* Border Patrol Fence 
Project (U.S. Border 
Patrol) 

San Diego Co. Along 
U.S./Mexico border in 
eastern San Diego Co. 

Border Patrol Existing N/A Constructed in eastern San Diego County from July 2008 to 
March 2009. As of March 2009 the 18-foot-tall, 3-foot-deep 
fence has been completed in eastern San Diego County. 
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* Wind Measurement 
Towers (USDA Forest 
Service, Cleveland 
National Forest) 

San Diego Co. 
Cleveland National 
Forest. Descanso 
Ranger District. San 
Diego County. North 
side of I-8, LEGAL - T 
16 S, R 5 E, Sections 1, 
2, and 13. 

Wind Testing  U.S. Forest Service issued a permit in 
February 2010 for 3 towers in the area 
of La Posta Valley and Fred Canyon 
Road. 

N/A The Descanso Ranger District proposes to authorize temporary 
wind measurement towers. The towers would be approximately 
160 feet high and testing would be 3 years or less in duration. 

* Consolidation and 
Reissuance of SDG&E 
Permits (USDA Forest 
Service)  

San Diego Co. 
Cleveland National 
Forest  

Energy Expected decision by the Forest Service 
in March 2011. 

N/A The Forest Service is proposing a “master permit” to 
consolidate and reissue approximately 75 permits presently 
issued to SDG&E. 

* Chevron Energy 
Solutions (CES), 
Lucerne Valley Solar 
Project 

San Bernardino Co. On 
unincorporated land in 
the Mojave Desert, 
approximately 8 miles 
east of Lucerne Valley. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Final EIS was issued in August 
2010. The BLM will decide whether to 
approve, approve with modification, or 
deny issuance of a ROW grant to CES 
for the proposed solar project.  

516 Chevron Energy Solutions is proposing to develop a 45-MW 
solar photovoltaic (PV) plant and associated facilities on 516 
acres of BLM-administered lands.  

* First Solar, Desert 
Sunlight Solar Farm 
(DSSF) 

Eastern Riverside Co. 
On BLM-administered 
lands 6 miles north of 
the rural community of 
Desert Center. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Draft EIS was issued in August 
2010 with public meeting occurring 
through November 2010. The Final EIS 
has not yet been issued. 

4,410 First Solar Development, Inc. (First Solar) proposes to 
construct and operate a 550-MW solar photovoltaic (PV) power 
plant project. The DSSF would include three main components 
(1) the Solar Farm site, (2) a transmission line, and (3) a 
Southern California Edison owned and operated substation, 
Red Bluff Substation. 

* NextEra, Ford Dry 
Lake (Genesis) Solar 
Project 

Riverside Co. Approx-
imately 25 miles west of 
the City of Blythe on 
BLM-administered lands 
in an undeveloped area 
of the Sonoran Desert. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Final EIS was issued in August 
2010. Construction to begin no later 
than September 30, 2011. Construction 
is expected to take 39 months. 

4,640 The project would consist of two independent solar electric 
generating facilities with a nominal net electrical output of 125 
MW each, for a total net electrical output of 250 MW. Electrical 
power would be produced using steam turbine generators fed 
from solar steam generators. The solar steam generators 
receive heated transfer fluid from solar thermal equipment 
comprised of arrays of parabolic mirrors that collect energy 
from the sun. The project would use a wet cooling tower for 
power plant cooling, with water supplied from on-site 
groundwater wells.   

* Calico Solar Project 
(CSP) 

San Bernardino Co. In 
the Mojave Desert 
approximately 37 miles 
east of Barstow. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Final EIS was completed in August 
2010. The CPUC approved the Applica-
tion for Certification in October 2010. 
BLM authorized 663.5-MW facility on 
4,613 acres. The ROD was issued on 
October 20, 2010. Construction was 
planned to begin in late 2010 and take 
approximately 40 months to complete. 

8,230 The proposed Callico Solar project would be a nominal 850-
MW Stirling engine project, The primary equipment for the 
generating facility would include the approximately 30,000, 25-
kilowatt solar dish Stirling systems (referred to as 
SunCatchers), their associated equipment and systems, and 
their support infrastructure.  
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* Solar Millennium, 
Blythe Solar Power 
Project 

Riverside Co. 2 miles 
north of the I-10 freeway 
and 8 miles west of the 
City of Blythe within the 
Palo Verde Mesa of the 
Sonoran Desert region. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Final EIS was issued in August 
2010. 

9,400 The project is a concentrated solar thermal electric generating 
facility with four adjacent, independent, and identical solar 
plants of 250-MW nominal capacity each for a total capacity of 
about 1,000-MW nominal. The project would use solar 
parabolic trough technology to generate electricity. 

* Solar Millennium , LLC 
and Chevron Energy 
Solutions, Palen Solar 
Power Project 

Riverside Co. 10 miles 
east of Desert Center, 
along I-10 freeway 
approx. halfway 
between the cities of 
Indio and Blythe. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The CPUC approved the Application for 
Certification in December 2010. The 
Draft EIS was issued by BLM in April 
2010. The Final EIS has not yet been 
published. 

5,240 The project would be a concentrated solar thermal electric 
generating facility with two adjacent, independent, and identical 
solar plants of 250-MW capacity each for a total capacity of 
500 MW. The project would utilize solar parabolic trough 
technology to generate electricity. The project’s total footprint 
covers 5,200 acres of BLM-managed public land and one 40-
acre private parcel. 

* Solar Millennium, LLC, 
Ridgecrest Solar 
Power Project (RSPP) 

Kern Co. 5 miles 
southwest of the city of 
Ridgecrest in high 
northern Mojave Desert. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

Solar Millennium withdrew its 
Application for Certification from the 
CPUC in January 2011. In a June 30, 
2010, letter to the BLM, Solar 
Millennium requested its application be 
suspended while it conducts a two year 
Mohave Ground Squirrel study. 

3,995 The project will have a nominal output of 250 MW, consisting of 
a single power plant utilizing two solar fields. The project will 
utilize solar thermal parabolic trough technology to generate 
electricity. 

* AES Wind Generation, 
Daggett Ridge Wind 
Energy Project 
(DRWEP) 

San Bernardino Co. 11 
miles southeast of 
Barstow and 5 miles 
south-west of the town 
of Daggett. 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

In a Sept. 2, 2010, letter, AES Wind 
Generation requested a three-month 
delay for the DRWEP in order to 
address potential risks to golden eagles. 
The Draft EIS has not yet been issued. 

1,956 The wind energy project would generate up to 82.5 MW of 
electric energy. The proposed project, including the construc-
tion of new roads, turbines, and other facilities, would be con-
structed on approximately 1,576 acres of land managed by the 
BLM and 380 acres of land owned by AES Wind Generation. 
DRWEP would be comprised of 33 GE, or similar, 2.5-mega-
watt wind turbine generators, a project substation, an overhead 
transmission line, and an interconnection to the existing SCE 
115-kilovolt transmission line, along with other structures. 
Construction of the DRWEP would take nine to 11 months. 

* Granite Mountain 
Wind, LLC, Granite 
Mountain Wind Energy 
Project (GMWEP) 

San Bernardino Co. 14 
miles east of Victorville. 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Draft EIS was issued in April 2010. 
The Final EIS has not yet been 
completed. In a Sept. 7, 2010, letter, 
RES America Developments Inc. 
requested a delay for the GMWEP in 
order to address potential impacts to 
golden eagles. 

2,756 The proposed project would be a wind powered electrical gene-
rating facility designed to produce 73 MW of renewable power. 
The project’s total footprint is 2,756 acres, with 2,086 acres on 
BLM-managed public lands and 670 acres situated on private 
land. GMWEP would incorporate 28 Siemens, or similar, 2.3-
MW wind turbine generators, pad mounted transformers, and 
underground electrical collection system, a project substation, 
and an overhead transmission line. 
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Table 4.1-1.  Cumulative Projects List 

ID # Project Name & 
Ownership Location Project Type Status Acres Project Description 

* Pacific Wind 
Development, LLC, 
Tule Wind Energy 
Project (TWEP) 

San Diego Co. In 
McCain Valley in 
eastern San Diego 
County, approx. 60 
miles east of San Diego, 
near Boulevard. 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Draft EIR/EIS was issued in 
December 2010. Public meetings were 
scheduled through February 2011. The 
Final EIR/EIS has not yet been 
completed. 

15,493 This project would be a wind turbine facility capable of generat-
ing up to 200 MW of electricity. The project’s footprint would be 
15,493 acres and be situated on public lands administered by 
BLM, CA State Lands Commission, as well as lands on the 
Ewiiaapaayp Indian Reservation. TWEP would involve 1.5- to 
3-MW wind turbines, generator step up transformers, a 34.5-
kilovolt overhead and underground collector cable system 
linking turbines to the next and to a project substation.   

* Horizon Wind Energy, 
LLC, Rising Tree Wind 
Farm 

Kern Co. 3 miles from 
the town of Mojave and 
south of Highway 58. 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The environmental review process for 
this project has just begun. The NOI was 
published in January 2011. 

2,745 This project would produce 234 MW of wind energy and would 
be located on 2,745 acres, 527 of which are managed by the 
BLM. 

* Iceland America 
Energy, LLC, 
Truckhaven Proposed 
Geothermal Project 

Imperial Co. Southwest 
of the Salton Sea and 
the town of Salton City. 

Geothermal 
Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

The Record of Decision was issued in 
July 2008 for the Truckhaven 
Geothermal Leasing Area. 

3,200 49 MW of renewable geothermal energy 

* Rice Solar (WAPA) Eastern Riverside Co. Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

NOA released on 10/27/2010 
CEC approved the project on 
12/15/2010 

1,410 The project is a solar generating facility that will generate 
approximately 450,000 megawatt hours of electricity, with a 
nominal net generating capacity of 150 megawatts.  

* West Fry San Bernardino Co. 20 
miles southeast of 
Barstow, California in 
the Johnson Valley Off-
Highway Vehicle Area 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

NOI released on 5/23/2008 3,100 Project comprised of access roads ,up to 34 wind turbine 
generators, pad-mounted transformers, an underground 
electrical collection system, a new 230-kV electrical substation, 
approximately 500-ft 230-kV of overhead transmission line from 
the substation to a new switchyard where the project would 
interconnect to SCE’s existing Pisgah No.2 230-kV transmis-
sion line, an O&M building, underground communication lines, 
and two permanent meteorological towers. 

* Alta East Kern Co. About 3 miles 
NW of Mojave and 11 
miles east of the city of 
Tehachapi 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 1 

Undergoing environmental review. 3,200 The Alta East project is a proposed 300-MW wind power 
generating facility.  

* West Chocolate 
Mountains 

Imperial Co. North 
central Imperial County 
within the CDCA 
boundaries.  

Geothermal 
(Renewable) 1 

NOI released on 2/10/2010 N/A  

* Orni 21 (Wister) Imperial Co. Brawley Geothermal 
(Renewable) 

TPM (minor subdivision); Variance 
(height of transmission poles connecting 
to plant); and CUP 080023 (to drill 
geothermal) filed Imperial County 

N/A Orni 21 is a geothermal energy project proposed to 49.9 mega 
watts of geothermal power. 

N/A: Not available 
1 Located partially or entirely on BLM-administered lands in the California Desert District. 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area / BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County 

Projects/Actions/Activities 
Air Resources Six-mile radius around project site PM 2.5, PM 10, Ozone (NOx and VOC as ozone 

precursors) 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Sunrise Powerlink  
• Renewergy, LLC 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 

Global Climate Change International, global  CO2E Global Cumulative Impacts  
Cultural Resources Cultural sites, traditional use areas, 

and cultural landscapes within 
approximately a ten-mile radius of 
the project site 

Ground-disturbing activities and the cultural character of 
the site and its vicinity. Cultural resources, including 
archaeological and ethnographic resources 

• ESJ Wind Project I 
• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Ketchum Ranch 
• Elder – TPM 20981 
• Grizzle – TPM 20719 
• Pacific Bell Cell Site 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 

Environmental Justice A half-mile radius around project site Significant environmental impacts in the vicinity of the site  • Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• Renewergy, LCC 

Lands and Realty Lands in Imperial County and 
southeastern San Diego County 

Established communities, existing land uses,  designated 
utility corridors (e.g., transmission lines, cellular telephone 
towers, poles), and existing ROWs 

• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field  
• Renewergy, LLC 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• Campo Wind Energy Project 
• Manzanita Wind Energy project 
• Jordan Wind Energy Project 
• Debenham Energy – CACA 0504855 
• National Quarries – CACA 050635 
• Imperial Solar Valley Soar – Solar Two 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Geothermal Overlay 
• Hudson Ranch II (solar energy) 
• Mount Signal Solar Farm 
• Centinela Solar 
• Superstition Solar 1 (Superstition Sunpeak) 
• Energy Source Solar II, LLC 
• Salton Sea Solar Farm I & Salton Sea Solar Farm II 
• Calipat Solar Farm I & Calipat Solar Farm II 
• Midway Solar Farm I & Midway Solar Farm II 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area / BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County 

Projects/Actions/Activities 
• Chocolate Mountain 
• Black Rock Unit #123 
• IV Solar Company 
• Hudson Ranch II (geothermal energy) 
• Frink Road Solar Power 

Mineral Resources Entire Imperial County Loss of availability of mineral resources, including as a 
result of access restrictions. 

Imperial County 
All projects within Imperial County listed in Table 4.1-1 to 
result in traffic that could temporarily impede access to mineral 
resources. 

Multiple Use Classes CDCA Plan areas bearing the 
multiple use class designation 
“Limited” 

Restriction or preclusion of otherwise allowable use 
opportunities 
 

All renewable projects on BLM lands listed in Table 4.1-1; and 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field  
• Renewergy, LLC  

Noise One-mile radius around project site, 
and projects using same haul routes 

Equipment, motor vehicles  • ESJ Wind Project I 
• ESJ Wind Project II 
• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Mt. Signal 
• Centinela Solar 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Ketchum Ranch 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 

Paleontological 
Resources 

Project site itself Ground-disturbing activities; rock units with potential high 
sensitivity or known paleontological resources  

• Sunrise Powerlink 

Public Health and Safety Entire Imperial County Waste disposal facilities Imperial County 
All projects within Imperial County listed in Table 4.1-1 

Recreation Local and regional recreation 
facilities in southern Imperial County 
and southeastern San Diego County  

Dispersed recreational opportunities and experiences, 
and LTVAs  

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Centinela Solar 
• National Quarries – CACA 050635 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• La Posta Mountain Warfare Training Facility (Naval Special 

Warfare Center) 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 
• Ketchum Ranch 
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Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area / BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County 

Projects/Actions/Activities 
• Mount Signal Solar Farm 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 

Social and Economic 
Setting 

Entire Imperial County and San 
Diego County  

Flow of goods and services; impacts to local infrastruc-
ture and services; ability to meet housing demand; 
employment/labor demand; possible positive impacts to 
regional economic sectors and/or adverse community 
impacts; severance or other tax benefits; ability of 
communities to absorb impacts.  

Imperial County 
All projects within Imperial County listed in Table 4.1-1 
San Diego County 
All projects within San Diego County listed in Table 4.1-1 

Soil Resources Project site itself Erosion • Sunrise Powerlink 
Special Designations Ten-mile radius around project site Views, glint, glare, noise, recreation • ESJ Wind Project I 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Ketchum Ranch 
• Elder – TPM 20981 
• Grizzle – TPM 20719 
• Pacific Bell Cell Site 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 

Transportation and 
Public Access 

Immediate project vicinity  Construction traffic – materials and workers OHV 
recreation opportunities, changes in viewscape, 
unauthorized routes  

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  

Vegetation Resources Western Imperial County and 
southeast San Diego County. The 
following are areas of biological 
significance that have potential to be 
affected by the proposed OWEF: 
• California Desert Conservation 

Area 
• BLM Limited Use and Controlled 

Use Lands 
• ABDSP 

Ephemeral drainages and natural communities; special 
status plants; stabilized and partially stabilized dunes and 
sand transport corridors; invasive plants  

• ESJ Wind Project I 
• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Ketchum Ranch 
• Elder – TPM 20981 
• Grizzle – TPM 20719 
• Pacific Bell Cell Site 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Tule Wind Energy Project (TWEP) 



4.1 Introduction 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.1-23 February 2012 

Table 4.1-2. Cumulative Projects Within the Geographic Scope of Cumulative Analysis for Each Resource Area 
Resource Area / BLM 

Program Area 
Geographic Area of Consideration Elements to Consider BLM Authorized and Other Known County 

Projects/Actions/Activities 
Visual Resources Project viewshed and viewshed 

along I-8 corridor 
Project appearance; construction-related dust, light, glint 
and glare; views from key observation points  

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two  
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Mount Signal Solar Farm 
• Centinela Solar 

Water Resources Sole Source Aquifer Hydrology and quality, Basin balance, levels and quality • Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Sunrise Powerlink 

Wildland Fire Ecology One-mile radius around project site Mortality of plants and wildlife, loss of forage and cover; 
changes to the vegetation communities; spread of 
invasive plants; consequences of subsequent extreme 
weather events; air quality 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 

Wildlife Resources FTHL – Western Population 
Barefoot banded gecko – the extent 
of its habitat in the U.S. 
PBS – Essential Habitat in the 
Coyote, In-Ko-Pah, and Jacumba 
mountains as well as the desert floor 
to 10 miles east of the proposed 
OWEF and south to the Mexico 
border 
Burrowing owl – Western Imperial 
County 
Golden eagle and wide-ranging, 
special status species – Ten-mile 
radius around the proposed OWEF 

Migratory birds, golden eagle, big horn sheep, flat-tailed 
horned lizard, burrowing owl. 
Also, mortality and injury; special status wildlife; wildlife 
movement and connectivity; indirect impacts, including 
from lighting, collisions, and climate change. 

• ESJ Wind Project I 
• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 
• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  
• Ketchum Ranch 
• Elder – TPM 20981 
• Grizzle – TPM 20719 
• Pacific Bell Cell Site 
• Sunrise Powerlink 
• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
• Renewergy, LLC 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 
• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 
• Tule Wind Energy Project (TWEP) 
• Superstition Solar 1 (Superstition Sunpeak) 
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4.2 Air Resources 

4.2.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Potential effects on air resources from the Proposed Action and alternatives may occur as a result of 
emissions of criteria pollutants from the construction, operation and decommissioning of the Proposed 
Action and alternatives. To assess those effects quantitative emission estimates for criteria pollutants were 
prepared based on the Applicant provided construction and operation assumptions in order to evaluate the 
significance of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Additionally, qualitative analyses were performed to 
determine the significance of potential hazardous air pollutant emissions and odors from the proposed 
action and alternatives. Emissions and impacts of decommissioning of the proposed project were analyzed 
qualitatively as well.   

4.2.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine the significance of potential impacts to air resources 
under CEQA. They are based on the significance criteria for air quality listed in the CEQA 
Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the Imperial County Air Pollution 
Control District (ICAPCD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook, which state that a project would have a 
significant impact on air quality if it would: 

AR-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

AR-2 Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation; 

AR-3 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors); 

AR-4 Expose the public (especially schools, day care centers, hospitals, retirement homes, 
convalescence facilities and residences) to substantial pollutant concentrations; 

AR-5 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  

Specifically, implementation of the project would have a significant impact on air quality if it would 
exceed any of the following adopted thresholds presented in the ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 
provided below in Table 4.2-1. 

In addition, the general conformity de minimis thresholds listed in Table 4.2-2 are applicable to the project 
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and particulate matter under ten 
microns (PM10) since the proposed project site area is designated as moderate nonattainment of the 
federal ozone standard and serious nonattainment of the federal PM10 standard, and NOx and VOCs are 
precursors to atmospheric ozone generation.  
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Table 4.2-1. Air Quality Regional Thresholds  

Pollutant ICAPCD  
Construction (lbs/day) Operation (lbs/day) a 

CO 550 550 
NO2 100 55 

PM10 150 150 
PM2.5 150 b 150 b 
SO2 -- 150 
VOC 75 55 

Source: ICAPCD, 2007  
a For i ndustrial dev elopment p rojects, t he ope rations t hresholds do n ot i nclude s tationary s ource eq uipment t hat ar e s ubject t o mitigation 
according to Rule 207. 
b Significance threshold for PM10 is used for PM2.5. 
 

Table 4.2-2. General Conformity de minimis Thresholds (tons/year) 
NOx 100 
VOC 100 
PM10 70 

Source: EPA, 2011  

4.2.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.2.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Construction of the proposed project would result in emissions of the 
following air pollutants: VOCs, NOx, carbon monoxide (CO), PM10, particulate matter under 2.5 
microns (PM2.5), and sulfur oxides (SOx). 

Emissions from construction would result from fuel combustion and exhaust from construction equipment 
and vehicle traffic, grading, and use of polluting building materials (e.g., paints and lubricants). Fugitive 
dust emissions would be generated from earth moving activities such as dozing, grading and material 
loading/handling, and vehicle trips on paved/unpaved roads. Land disturbance during construction would 
also result in generation of fugitive dust due to wind erosion. Emissions are estimated based on following 
assumptions and project schedule provided by the Applicant: 

• The Proposed Action would include the construction of 155 WTGs, an O&M complex, a substation, 
and interior unpaved roads necessary to reach all project components. 

• Emissions are estimated based on the construction schedule and equipment, and operating equipment 
and activities provided by the Applicant, with an exception for off-road equipment required for 
O&M Complex and Substation. Emission estimates were based on estimates from similar projects 
and those assumptions were reviewed and where necessary edited by the Applicant. The on-road 
trips include water delivery from Pine Valley, and other raw materials required for the onsite 
concrete production (fine and coarse aggregate, and cement) from various locations within southern 
California (please see Appendix G for the specific assumptions). The on-road trip origination points 
are conservative in some cases as some of the raw materials assumed to be shipped long distances 
may be obtainable from nearby sources. The number of construction and operation employees is also 
provided by the Applicant.  
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• On a daily basis, five delivery truck trips and one heavy heavy delivery truck (HHDT) trip  are 
added to accommodate any miscellaneous deliveries, use of crew trucks, and fuel delivery. In 
addition, internal project trips, that would involve travel onsite for miscellaneous pickup truck 
activity, concrete delivery, crew movement to wind turbine generator (WTG) sites and off-road 
equipment movement, are also added to the total construction vehicle trips.    

• Construction is expected to commence in the first quarter of 2012 and the main construction elements 
are forecast to be completed within 48 weeks/11 months, or just prior to the end of 2012 

• In addition to the revisions to the construction schedule, the applicant has identified that the use 
engine-generators with two different sizes and uses are necessary during the Erection, Energization, 
and Commissioning phase of construction. The applicant has specified that ten smaller 58kW engines 
meeting USEPA/CARB Tier 3 emissions standards will be used during the full duration of this 
construction phase, while two larger 1,500 kW engines that will be registered under and comply with 
the CARB Portable Equipment Registration Program will be used during a limited portion of this 
construction phase. Appendix G has the specific use assumptions for these new engine-generators. 

• Emissions occurring within Imperial County only are presented in this section. However, it is 
acknowledged that there will be additional emissions occurring outside of the County, since some of 
the project-related raw and finished materials and equipment are expected to be delivered from 
outside of Imperial County. 

• There is the potential that the water supply source may change from what has been considered in the 
emissions calculations. The water source considered in the emissions calculations is Pine Valley 
which is a 45 mile one-way trip, only 12 miles of which are inside Imperial County. The other 
potential water sources are from Brawley or Seeley, which have 47 mile and 28 miles one-way trips, 
respectively, where the entire trip distances are within Imperial County. Therefore, if water comes 
from Brawley or Seeley the criteria pollutant emissions during construction would increase from 
what is presented in the emissions tables. Appendix G includes a comparison of the water trucking 
criteria pollutant emissions within Imperial County for these three potential water sources for all 
three project alternatives.  

Tables 4.2-3 and 4.2-4 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated construction air emissions. 
Table 4.2-2 compares the maximum mitigated daily construction emissions with the applicable ICAPCD 
thresholds of significance as shown in Table 4.2-1, while Table 4.2-4 compares the maximum mitigated 
annual construction emissions with the General Conformity de minimis thresholds (40 CFR Part 93.153) 
as shown in Table 4.2-2.  

Table 4.2-3. Maximum Mitigated Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 19.94 136.11 134.30 7.15 5.95 0.29 
Off-road Emissions 37.88 409.40 237.36 24.48 22.53 0.63 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 484.61 77.24 --- 
Total  57.76 453.83 371.66 516.24 105.71 0.86 
ICAPCD CEQA Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

Table 4.2-4. Maximum Mitigated Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.37 7.52 10.12 0.41 0.33 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 2.00 18.67 12.67 1.28 1.18 0.03 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 44.25 6.94 --- 
Total  3.36 26.19 22.78 45.94 8.45 0.05 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
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Maximum daily emissions for all criteria pollutants would occur during week 25. Mitigated maximum 
daily emissions are estimated to be below the thresholds for VOC, CO, PM2.5 and SOx as shown in 
Table 4.2-3. However, daily construction NOx and PM10 emissions are estimated to exceed the 
applicable thresholds. Since the construction of the proposed OWEF would result in substantial NOx and 
PM10 emissions and potentially substantial PM2.5 impacts, Mitigation Measures Air-1 and Air-2 are 
recommended to minimize air quality impacts to the extent feasible as required by ICAPCD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook and ICAPCD Regulation VIII.  

ICAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and Regulation VIII recommend that dirt roads within 
developments be paved. Considering the frequency of possible future use of unpaved roads within the site, 
paving is not recommended for the roads leading to the WTGs, while paving is recommended for the road 
leading to the operations and maintenance facility as early during construction as practical. The use of soil 
binders is recommended on unpaved roads leading to the WTGs for effective fugitive dust emission 
control. However, even with this mitigation measure the PM10 emissions during construction would 
exceed the ICAPCD regional significance threshold of 150 lbs/day.  

NOx emissions, as an ozone precursor, would have the potential to worsen the air quality in the region 
where the Project is proposed. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-2 would reduce NOx emissions 
by approximately 40 percent during construction. This mitigation measure would ensure that the proposed 
project’s NOx emissions would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible.  

Maximum annual construction emissions would occur in 2012. The general conformity de minimis 
thresholds for VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions shown in Table 4.2-4 are applicable to the proposed 
project annual emissions, as the project site area is designated as moderate nonattainment for ozone, and 
serious nonattainment for PM10. Maximum annual construction emissions would not exceed any of these 
thresholds.  

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Emissions of hazardous air pollutants (aka air toxics) are very 
limited for this type of project, and from a health risk perspective are primarily concerned with the 
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM would be emitted from construction equipment and 
diesel fueled construction vehicles. Mitigation Measure Air-2 would reduce DPM emissions by requiring 
the use of newer and cleaner off-road diesel engines.  

Odors. Construction equipment may create mildly objectionable odors. The specific potential minor odor 
sources during construction would include equipment and construction vehicle exhausts, and limited 
asphalt paving.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Full operation of the project is currently scheduled to start at the beginning 
of 2013. Operation of the proposed OWEF would result in substantially lower emissions than project 
construction, since the project would not have any major stationary emission sources. Operation emissions 
of the proposed OWEF would be limited to maintenance activities and vehicle trips required for 
operation/maintenance and a 100-hp propane-fueled emergency generator engine. Fugitive dust emissions 
during operation would be generated mostly from employee and maintenance vehicle trips and road 
grading activities. Roads would be re-graded as needed due to sedimentation deposit from storm water 
runoff. The Applicant provided an assumption that 10 percent of the new unpaved roads would require 
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annual re-grading. Operational emissions are estimated based on the maintenance activities and equipment 
provided by the Applicant.  

There is the potential that the water supply source may change from what has been considered in the 
emissions calculations. The water source considered in the emissions calculations is Pine Valley which 
is a 45 mile one-way trip, only 12 of which are inside Imperial County. The other potential water 
sources are from Brawley or Seeley, which have 47 mile and 28 miles one-way trips, respectively, 
where the entire trip distances are within Imperial County. Therefore, if water comes from Brawley or 
Seeley the criteria pollutant emissions during operation would increase marginally from what is presented 
in the emissions tables. Appendix G includes a comparison of the water trucking criteria pollutant 
emissions within Imperial County for these three potential water sources.  

Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated operation air emissions in 
comparison to the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance and General Conformity de minimis 
thresholds, respectively, as shown in Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2.  

Table 4.2-5. Maximum Mitigated Daily Operation Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.08 4.06 8.87 0.25 0.19 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 1.19 9.24 7.36 0.71 0.66 0.02 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.99 1.67 1.55 0.06 0.06 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- -- --- 116.43 14.35 --- 
Total  3.27 14.97 17.77 117.45 15.26 0.04 
Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

Table 4.2-6. Maximum Mitigated Annual Operation Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 0.14 0.25 1.32 0.02 0.01 0.00 
Off-road Emissions 0.05 0.36 0.32 0.03 0.03 0.00 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 8.45 1.34 --- 
Total  0.22 0.66 1.69 8.50 1.39 0.00 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 

As shown in Table 4.2-5, with mitigation, operation emissions for all criteria pollutants would be well 
below the applicable significance thresholds adopted by Imperial County.  

Mitigation Measures Air-3 and Air-4 are recommended to reduce particulate emissions to the extent 
feasible in accordance with ICAPCD rules and regulations and to ensure that the PM10 emission would 
be below the ICAPCD regional significance threshold of 150 lbs/day.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-4 would reduce NOx emissions by approximately 40 percent. 
This mitigation measure would ensure that the proposed project’s DPM and NOx emissions are 
reasonably mitigated.  

The proposed OWEF would also result in an indirect emission reduction associated with the reduction of 
fossil-fuel fired power plant electricity generation due to the proposed project displacing the need for their 
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operation. However, the exact nature and location of such reductions is not known, and would certainly 
not occur near the project area. 

The general conformity de minimis thresholds for VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions shown in Table 4.2-6 
are applicable to the proposed project annual emissions, as the project site area is designated as moderate 
nonattainment for ozone, and serious nonattainment for PM10. Maximum annual operation emissions 
would not exceed any of these thresholds.  

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. DPM is a primary hazardous air pollutant. Sources of DPM 
emissions during operation include operation/maintenance equipment, such as crane and forklift, and 
diesel fueled vehicles. DPM emissions during operation would be very limited, considering the frequency 
of the equipment use, and total vehicle miles traveled; and would also be reduced through compliance 
with proposed Mitigation Measure Air-4.  

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicle use during project operation would not be 
expected to create objectionable odors.  

Decommissioning 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Decommissioning of the proposed project would require disassembly of 
wind turbine generators, demolition of on-site buildings, and removal of perimeter fencing. After removal 
of equipment and buildings, the site would need to be re-vegetated. Equipment used for decommissioning 
would generally be similar to that used for construction, except that no grading or clearing would be 
required. Since decommissioning does not involve grading or clearing activities, the level of fugitive dust 
emissions would be less than emissions created during construction. In addition, the site is likely to be re-
vegetated, which would further reduce fugitive dust emissions. Because decommissioning would occur 
after serving at least 30 years, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and 
fuel would be cleaner. Therefore, criteria pollutant emissions during decommissioning would be 
significantly less than the emissions estimated for project construction.  

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Similar to criteria pollutant emissions, hazardous air pollutant 
emissions during decommissioning would be less than during construction due to advanced equipment 
engine technology and cleaner fuel. 

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles used during decommissioning and 
construction vehicle trips would not be expected to create objectionable odors.  

4.2.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, and Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.2.2. 

Construction 

• AR-1. The ICAPCD ozone plan includes recommendations for measures to control ROG/VOC and 
NOx emissions generated from stationary and mobile sources. It is recommended that the proposed 
OWEF implement Mitigation Measure Air-2 to mitigate NOx emissions in conformance with the 
ICAPCD ozone plan. The ICAPCD PM10 SIP focuses on the reduction of fugitive dust emissions and 
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recommends mitigation measures for project construction and operation. It is recommended that the 
proposed project implement Mitigation Measure Air-1 in conformance with the ICAPCD PM10 SIP. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures Air-1 and Air-2 would ensure that the proposed project 
conforms with the ICAPCD ozone and PM10 attainment plans and that the project would have less-
than-significant impacts after mitigation.    

• AR-2. As shown in Table 4.2-3, construction emissions of VOC, CO, PM2.5 and SOx would be 
below the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance. However, emissions of NOx and PM10 
during construction would exceed the ICAPCD thresholds even after implementing Mitigation 
Measures Air-1 and Air-2, and these emission levels could cause localized exceedances, or contribute 
significantly to existing exceedances, of the State or federal air quality standards. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have temporary significant and unavoidable NOx and PM10 impacts during 
construction.     

• AR-3. As noted in Table 3.2-3 in Section 3.2 Air Resources, the proposed project site area is 
moderate nonattainment for the State and federal ozone standards, serious nonattainment for the 
federal PM10 standard, and nonattainment of the State PM10 standard. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures Air-1 and Air-2 would reduce fugitive dust emissions and engine NOx emissions. However, 
as shown above in Table 4.2-3 the daily construction NOx and PM10 emissions would exceed the 
ICAPCD thresholds, resulting in a cumulatively considerable net increase of NOx and PM10 during 
project construction. Therefore, the proposed project would have temporary significant and 
unavoidable NOx and PM10 impacts during construction.   

• AR-4. One residence is located within the project boundary on the private lands leased by the 
Applicant; this residence is not considered a sensitive receptor as they have accepted the construction 
and operation of the project as part of agreement in leasing their lands to the Applicant. As such, the 
nearest sensitive receptor is the residence located approximately 690 feet from the closest proposed 
on-site road and 2,800 feet from the closest proposed wind turbine. The Ocotillo Community Park 
and the Jacumba Wilderness Area, located approximately 2,960 feet east of the nearest wind turbine 
and approximately 2,060 feet south of the nearest proposed wind turbine, respectively, are also 
considered to be sensitive receptors. The closest school is Jacumba Elementary School, located 
approximately 14.5 miles west southwest of the project site, and the closest hospital, El Centro 
Regional Medical Center, is located approximately 25 miles east north east of the project site. Due to 
the long distances from the project site, both the school and hospital are not considered as sensitive 
receptors for the proposed project.  

As shown above in Table 4.2-3, construction emissions of VOC, CO, PM2.5 and SOx would be 
within the applicable ICAPCD thresholds and would not affect nearby sensitive receptors. 
Construction NOx and PM10 emissions are expected to exceed the applicable significant thresholds 
even after mitigated. Based on these exceedances, it is anticipated that the proposed OWEF would 
generate high levels of localized NOx and PM10 emissions. Therefore construction NOx and PM10 
emissions would create temporary unavoidable significant impacts to the nearby residents and the 
users of the Ocotillo Community Park. These impacts on residential receptors would vary depending 
on the location, level, and type of activity, the silt content of the soil, and the prevailing weather. In 
addition, the project’s construction emissions, specifically the construction dust emissions, could also 
impact sensitive plant species and create temporary visual impacts. 
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• AR-5. Use of construction equipment and limited asphalt paving may create mild odors. Construction 
odors would be temporary, are not overly offensive, are types of odors regularly experienced by the 
public, and so would not negatively affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, the odor 
impacts from the project construction are less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• AR-1. The proposed project does not include any major stationary emission sources and only requires 
minimal operation activities. In addition, the proposed OWEF would implement Mitigation Measures 
Air-3 and Air-4 to mitigate NOx and particulate matter emissions during operation. Therefore, the 
operation of the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ICAPCD air quality 
plans.   

• AR-2. As shown in Table 4.2-5, operation emissions for all criteria pollutants would remain well 
under the applicable thresholds of significance. Such levels of emissions should not cause localized 
exceedances, or contribute significantly to existing exceedances, of the State or federal air quality 
standards. Therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on air quality 
standard attainment during operation.   

• AR-3. Operation of the proposed OWEF would result in substantially lower emissions than project 
construction and would be well below the ICAPCD thresholds of significance (see Table 4.2-5). 
Therefore, project’s operation emissions would not result in cumulatively considerable net increases 
of nonattainment pollutants and would have less-than-significant impacts to regional air quality.   

• AR-4. As shown in Table 4.2-5, the project’s operation emissions are minimal after implementation 
of mitigation measures Air-3 and Air-4, so the project would have less-than-significant impacts to 
area receptors during operation.   

• AR-5. Use of operation equipment may create mild odors. Operation odors would be minimal due to 
the low number of sources and lack of any significant odor producing source. Therefore, the odor 
impacts from the project operation are less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• AR-1. It is assumed that the decommissioning activities will be approved in a manner that would 
conform to the requirements of applicable air quality plans, if any exist, at the time of project 
decommissioning. Therefore, the project would have less-than-significant impacts. 

• AR-2. The magnitude of decommissioning emissions are expected to be significantly less than those 
estimated for project construction since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of 
operation, and it is expected that on-road and off-road equipment engine technology would be far 
more advanced and cleaner than is currently the case. Additionally, the level of activity needed to 
decommission the WTGs is less than the level of activity needed to construct the WTGs and can be 
done at a more leisurely pace than the expedited construction pace forecast for the proposed project’s 
construction. Although the ambient air quality attainment status for the project area at the time of 
project decommissioning is unknown, the proposed OWEF decommissioning emissions are not 
expected to cause or significantly contribute to any air quality violations, and would have less-than-
significant impacts on air quality standard attainment. 



4.2  Air Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.2-9 February 2012 

• AR-3. Due to the reduced activity, and expected reduced emission profile of vehicles when 
decommissioning would occur, is anticipated that decommissioning emissions of the proposed OWEF 
can be kept below the ICAPCD CEQA significance thresholds. Therefore, project’s decommissioning 
emissions would not result in cumulatively considerable net increases of nonattainment pollutants and 
would have less-than-significant impacts to regional air quality. 

• AR-4. Coyote Wells Specific Plan project, which includes limited new residential development, is 
proposed within a mile of the proposed OWEF (described in Section 4.2.9). Therefore, it is likely 
that there would be additional residential receptors located within a mile of the project site at the time 
of project decommissioning. Any receptors located near to the proposed OWEF site would have 
increased air pollutant exposures from project decommissioning; however, as noted above, the level 
of emissions during decommissioning are expected to be substantially lower than those from project 
construction, and during decommissioning the project owner would have to comply with District rules 
and regulations and recommended Mitigation Measure Air-3 that address fugitive dust control. 
Therefore, the air quality impacts resulting from project decommissioning to the public, including 
sensitive residential receptors, are expected to be less than significant.    

• AR-5. Use of decommissioning equipment may create mild odors. Odors during decommissioning 
would be temporary, are not overly offensive, are types of odors regularly experienced by the public, 
and so would not negatively affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, the odor impacts from 
the project decommissioning would be less than significant. 

4.2.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.2.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly less than the Proposed Action due 
to the reduced number of wind turbine generators to be installed. The applicant has indicated that the 
construction duration would be the same for all project alternatives, but the average daily activity would 
be reduced since there are fewer WTGs to be constructed over the 11-month construction schedule. 
Operation/maintenance activities required would be similar to the Proposed Action, but would also be 
reduced somewhat due to a reduction in the number of WTGs and associated infrastructure.  

Construction 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Total construction emissions associated with Alternative 2 would be 
slightly less than the Proposed Action due to the reduced number of wind turbine generators. Maximum 
daily construction emissions would occur during week 25. Construction elements for the WTG 
construction and O&M Complex and Substation construction would remain the same as those for the 
Proposed Action.   

Tables 4.2-7 and 4.2-8 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated construction air emissions in 
comparison to the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance and General Conformity de minimis 
thresholds, respectively, as shown in Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. Detailed assumptions are included in 
Appendix G.   
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Table 4.2-7. Maximum Mitigated Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 18.69 131.56 123.87 6.88 5.73 0.28 
Off-road Emissions 33.54 372.52 212.00 21.74 20.00 0.57 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 422.63 70.35 --- 
Total  52.17 412.40 335.86 471.24 96.07 0.78 
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

Table 4.2-8. Maximum Mitigated Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.35 7.69 9.95 0.40 0.33 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 1.74 16.29 11.06 1.12 1.03 0.03 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 41.07 6.42 --- 
Total  3.09 23.98 21.01 42.59 7.78 0.05 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Emissions of hazardous air pollutants (aka air toxics) are very 
limited for this type of project, and from a health risk perspective are primarily concerned with the 
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM would be emitted from construction equipment and 
diesel fueled construction vehicles. Mitigation Measure Air-2 would reduce DPM emissions by requiring 
the use of newer and cleaner off-road diesel engines.  

Odors. Construction equipment may create mildly objectionable odors. The specific potential minor odor 
sources during construction would include equipment and construction vehicle exhausts, and limited 
asphalt paving.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Operation of Alternative 2 would result in slightly less total criteria 
pollutant emissions compared to the Proposed Action. However, maximum daily on-road and off-road 
operation emissions would remain the same since the maximum daily operational activities are not 
assumed to change. Maximum daily fugitive dust emissions are slightly lower due to the reduced amount 
of disturbed acres subject to wind erosion. Annual maintenance efforts for WTGs and access roads are 
assumed to be reduced proportionally to the number of WTGs. The number of employees required for 
operation and maintenance and the number of maintenance vehicle trips are assumed the same as what are 
assumed for the Proposed Action.  

Tables 4.2-9 through 4.2-10 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated operation air emissions 
in comparison to the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance and General Conformity de minimis 
thresholds, respectively, as shown in Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. Detailed assumptions are included in 
Appendix G.   
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Table 4.2-9. Maximum Mitigated Daily Operation Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.08 4.06 8.87 0.25 0.19 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 1.19 9.24 7.36 0.71 0.66 0.02 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.99 1.67 1.55 0.06 0.06 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- -- --- 115.28 14.12 --- 
Total  3.27 14.97 17.77 116.30 15.03 0.04 
Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

Table 4.2-10. Maximum Mitigated Annual Operation Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 0.14 0.24 1.31 0.02 0.01 0.00 
Off-road Emissions 0.05 0.32 0.29 0.03 0.03 0.00 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 7.82 1.26 --- 
Total  0.21 0.61 1.64 7.87 1.30 0.00 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is a primary hazardous air 
pollutant. Sources of DPM emissions during operation include operation/maintenance equipment, such as 
crane and forklift, and diesel fueled vehicles. DPM emissions during operation would be very limited, 
considering the frequency of the equipment use, and total vehicle miles traveled; and would also be 
reduced through compliance with proposed Mitigation Measure Air-4.   

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicle use during project operation would not be 
expected to create objectionable odors.  

Decommissioning 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would require the same types of 
activities and equipment as described for the Proposed Action. Because decommissioning would occur 
after serving at least 30 years, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and 
fuel would be better. In addition, Alternative 2 would require disassembly of fewer wind turbine 
generators, therefore criteria pollutant emissions during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be 
slightly less than the emissions for decommissioning of the Proposed Action.   

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Similar to criteria pollutant emissions, hazardous air pollutant 
emissions during decommissioning would be less than that during construction due to advanced equipment 
engine technology and cleaner fuel. 

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles use during decommissioning and 
construction vehicle trips would not be expected to create objectionable odors.  

4.2.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA significance for Alternative 2 would be identical to that of the Proposed Action as described in 
Section 4.2.3.2 above. 
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4.2.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.2.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would be less than the Proposed Action due to the 
reduced number of wind turbine generators to be installed. The applicant has indicated that the 
construction duration would be the same for all project alternatives, but the average daily activity would 
be reduced since there are fewer WTGs to be constructed over the 11-month construction schedule. 
Operation/maintenance activities required would be similar to the Proposed Action, but would also be 
somewhat reduced due to a reduction in the number of WTGs and associated infrastructure.  

Construction 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Total construction emissions associated with Alternative 3 would be less 
than the Proposed Action due to the reduced number of wind turbine generators. Maximum daily 
construction emissions would occur during week 25. Construction elements for the WTG construction and 
O&M Complex and Substation construction would remain the same as those for the Proposed Action.   

Tables 4.2-11 and 4.2-12 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated construction air emissions 
in comparison to the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance and General Conformity de minimis 
thresholds, respectively, as shown in Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. Detailed assumptions are included in 
Appendix G.   

Table 4.2-11. Maximum Mitigated Daily Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 16.63 125.83 105.91 6.50 5.45 0.25 
Off-road Emissions 28.69 331.46 183.66 18.67 17.18 0.49 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 366.22 57.70 --- 
Total  45.26 365.61 289.57 391.39 80.33 0.67 
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

Table 4.2-12. Maximum Mitigated Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.11 6.44 8.13 0.33 0.27 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 1.43 13.21 8.09 0.84 0.77 0.02 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 33.13 5.16 --- 
Total  2.54 19.65 16.21 34.31 6.21 0.04 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Emissions of hazardous air pollutants (aka air toxics) are very 
limited for this type of project, and from a health risk perspective are primarily concerned with the 
emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM). DPM would be emitted from construction equipment and 
diesel fueled construction vehicles. Mitigation Measure Air-2 would reduce DPM emissions by requiring 
the use of newer and cleaner off-road diesel engines.  

Odors. Construction equipment may create mildly objectionable odors. The specific potential minor odor 
sources during construction would include equipment exhaust, construction vehicle exhausts, and limited 
asphalt paving.  
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Operation and Maintenance 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Annual operation emissions of Alternative 3 would be less than those of 
the Proposed Action. However, maximum daily on-road and off-road operation emissions would remain 
the same since the maximum daily operational activities are not assumed to change. Maximum daily 
fugitive dust emissions are slightly lower due to the reduced amount of disturbed acres subject to wind 
erosion. Annual maintenance efforts for WTGs and access roads are assumed to be reduced proportionally 
to the number of WTGs. The number of employees required for operation and maintenance and the 
number of maintenance vehicle trips are assumed the same as what are assumed for the Proposed Action.  

Tables 4.2-13 through 4.2-14 summarize the worst-case daily and annual mitigated operation air 
emissions in comparison to the applicable ICAPCD thresholds of significance and General Conformity de 
minimis thresholds, respectively, as shown in Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. Detailed assumptions are included 
in Appendix G.   

Table 4.2-13. Maximum Mitigated Daily Operation Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 1.08 4.06 8.87 0.25 0.19 0.02 
Off-road Emissions 1.19 9.24 7.36 0.71 0.66 0.02 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.99 1.67 1.55 0.06 0.06 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- -- --- 111.30 13.30 --- 
Total  3.27 14.97 17.77 112.33 14.21 0.04 
Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
 

 

Table 4.2-14 Maximum Mitigated Annual Operation Emissions (tons/year) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

On-road Emissions 0.14 0.22 1.29 0.02 0.01 0.00 
Off-road Emissions 0.04 0.25 0.22 0.02 0.02 0.00 
Emergency Engine Generator 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Fugitive Dust Emissions --- --- --- 6.35 1.04 --- 
Total  0.20 0.51 1.55 6.39 1.07 0.00 
General Conformity Threshold 100 100 n/a 70 n/a n/a 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is a primary hazardous air 
pollutant. Sources of DPM emissions during operation include operation/maintenance equipment, such as 
crane and forklift, and diesel-fueled vehicles. DPM emissions during operation would be very limited, 
considering the frequency of the equipment use, and total vehicle miles traveled; and would also be 
reduced through compliance with proposed Mitigation Measure Air-4.   

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicle use during project operation would not be 
expected to create objectionable odors.  

Decommissioning 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would require the same types of 
activities and equipment as described for the Proposed Action. Because decommissioning would occur 
after serving at least 30 years, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and 
fuel would be better. In addition, Alternative 3 would require disassembly of fewer wind turbine 
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generators, therefore criteria pollutant emissions during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be 
slightly less than the emissions for decommissioning of the Proposed Action.   

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions. Similar to criteria pollutant emissions, hazardous air pollutant 
emissions during decommissioning would be less than that during construction due to advanced equipment 
engine technology and cleaner fuel. 

Odors. Exhaust from off-road equipment and on-road vehicles used during decommissioning and 
construction vehicle trips would not be expected to create objectionable odors.  

4.2.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
CEQA significance for Alternative 3 would be identical to that of the Proposed Action as described in 
Section 4.2.3.2 above. 

4.2.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.2.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan. As a result, no wind energy projects would be constructed on the project site and BLM 
would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  
The results of the No Action Alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which the project is 
proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, 
including another renewable energy project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in reducing fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions from 
gas-fired generation would not occur. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of 
renewable power generation. 

If the proposed project is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in 
Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as 
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal 
mandates. Several dozen wind and solar development applications for use of BLM land have been 
submitted for approximately one million acres of the CDCA. Additional BLM land in Nevada and 
Arizona also has applications for wind and solar projects. 

4.2.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under this Alternative the air quality of the site is not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions and, as such, this No Action Alternative would not result in the air quality impacts or benefits 
described for Alternatives 1-3. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects 
may be constructed to meet State mandates at other locations, and those projects could result in impacts at 
those locations. 
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4.2.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.2.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed Project would not be approved and the BLM would amend the 
CDCA Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no 
wind energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new 
structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. 

4.2.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under this Alternative the air quality of the site is not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions and, as such, this No Project Alternative would not result in the air quality impacts or benefits 
described for Alternatives 1-3. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects 
may be constructed to meet State mandates at other locations, and those projects could have similar 
impacts as the proposed project at those locations. 

4.2.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.2.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this Alternative, the proposed project would not be approved and BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind energy projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind 
energy project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be developed with the same 
or a different wind energy technology. As a result, air pollutant emissions and impacts would result from 
the construction and operation of the wind energy technology and would likely be similar to the air quality 
impacts from the proposed project. Different wind technologies require different amounts of construction 
and operations maintenance; however, the benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired 
generation and reducing associated pollutant emissions could occur with a different wind energy 
technology at this site and therefore with this alternative. 

4.2.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
This Alternative could result in future air quality impacts and benefits similar to Alternatives 1-3. 
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4.2.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.2.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for air quality cumulative impacts is a six-mile radius for regionally based impacts 
and a one-mile radius for sensitive receptor impacts. These geographic scopes of analysis are appropriate 
for air quality due to Statewide, regional, and localized nature of air quality impacts that could occur 
cumulatively. Additionally, only projects that are scheduled concurrently in the same area as the proposed 
OWEF are considered as projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts. 

The identification of cumulative projects for air quality generally ranges from within one mile of a 
proposed project to as far as six miles or more from a proposed project because the effect of downwind 
dispersion eliminates the potential for project-level significant cumulative air quality impacts over areas 
larger than a few miles. Specifically, it has been determined that the cumulative impacts to regional 
ambient air quality concentrations from projects more than six miles apart are minimal due to the 
dispersion that would occur over that distance. The emission sources for this project are all ground-based 
with minimal exhaust plume buoyancy, so the impacts from the project emissions will be highest at the 
project fence line and will decrease rapidly with distance. The California Energy Commission typically 
applies a six-mile radius for its air quality cumulative analyses for fossil-fuel fired power plant operating 
emissions, so this standard is considered conservative for this much cleaner renewable energy project. 

For the emissions of any two or more projects to have the potential for cumulative downwind 
concentrations at any given fixed sensitive receptor location, they must both be in close proximity to limit 
the downwind dispersion from one site to the other and generally one of the projects must be able to cause 
an air quality standard exceedance on its own (conservation of mass principles generally dictate that two 
exhaust plumes of stable criteria pollutants do not add concentration, they mix concentration with the 
plume of highest concentration being diluted by the plume with the lower concentration). Therefore, only 
projects within one mile of the Proposed Action are considered projects that could, with the Proposed 
Action, cause cumulative impacts to the fixed sensitive receptor locations.   

The cumulative localized air quality emission impacts from multiple sources are not always directly 
additive as the location of the sources, the distance between sources, and actual wind direction will reduce 
the time when emissions will cumulatively impact any single receptor location. Generally, these localized 
impacts are most likely to have additive effects when the emissions from one or more of the cumulative 
sources are singularly causing adverse localized impacts. 

The regional air quality emissions impacts from cumulative projects should also consider the other 
regional efforts to improve air quality. In this case the regional area will benefit from the continued 
reduction in mobile source emissions due to ongoing federal and state on-road and off-road engine 
emission reduction and fuel improvement programs, other efforts being undertaken by ICAPCD to meet 
state and federal air quality standards, and efforts being undertaken in Mexico to reduce transport of 
emissions from border cities such as Mexicali.  

4.2.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Current area designations for criteria air pollutants represent the existing cumulative conditions for the 
project site area. The project site area within the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) is designated as non-
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attainment for the federal and state ozone and PM10 standards. The project area is designated as 
attainment or unclassified for the state and federal CO, NOx, SOx, and PM2.5 standards. Historical data 
of ozone and PM10 presented in Table 3.2-4 shows continuous exceedances over the past three years of 
available air quality data (2007-2009).   

4.2.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 provide a list of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other 
proposed or approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or 
approved projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies 
consider reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental 
review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. The reasonably foreseeable 
projects that are located within the geographic area of effect for cumulative impacts are presented in Table 
4.1-2 and listed below: 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Sunrise Powerlink 

• Renewergy, LLC proposed wind testing 

• SDG&E proposed Ocotillo Sol 
Photovoltaic Solar Field 

The Coyote Wells Specific Plan proposes to develop a 944-acre site in the southwestern Imperial County 
(Wind Zero, 2011a). It is anticipated that the Coyote Wells Specific Plan would be fully implemented in 
three phases over nine years. Phase I of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project was anticipated to begin 
construction in fall 2011 and finish in summer 2012 (Zero Wind, 2011b). The start of this project has 
been delayed, but to be conservative it is still assumed to begin construction during the OWEF 
construction period. Phase II is anticipated to begin in summer 2015 and be completed in spring 2016. 
The last phase is anticipated to begin in summer 2018 and be completed in fall 2019 (Wind Zero, 2011b). 
The Sunrise Powerlink transmission line project traverses southeastern San Diego County and 
southwestern Imperial County, passing through the project site area, within the one- and six-mile radius 
from the project, as well. Sunrise Powerlink started construction in September 2010 (CPUC, 2011) and 
construction in the Ocotillo area was recently completed. However, construction of the Sunrise Powerlink 
continues along other portions of the transmission line alignment.  

The Renewergy LLC project is a proposed wind testing project to construct meteorological towers on a 
3,912-acre site, near the proposed OWEF project site. Future wind energy development at this site could 
occur but it is not currently proposed and would not occur prior to OWEF operation. The construction 
schedule for this project is not currently available. SDG&E’s proposed Ocotillo Sol Photovoltaic Solar 
Field project would produce 15 to 18 MW of solar energy occupying 100 acres of federal land directly 
adjacent to the SDG&E Imperial Valley substation, approximately 15 miles east of the proposed OWEF 
project site. Construction of this project is expected to start in early 2013 and last approximately six 
months.    

4.2.9.4 Construction 
Construction of the OWEF and construction of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project may occur 
concurrently, and emissions from these projects would cumulatively affect local and regional air quality.  

Phase I of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project was anticipated to begin construction in fall 2011 and 
finish in summer 2012 (Wind Zero, 2011b). The start of this project has been delayed, but to be 
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conservative it is still assumed to begin construction during the OWEF construction period. Any 
construction activities associated with the Coyote Wells Specific Plan in 2012 would overlap with the 
proposed OWEF construction. Table 4.2-15 provides the Phase 1 construction emissions estimated for the 
Coyote Wells Specific Plan. Emissions presented in this table do not specifically represent emissions from 
the activities that would occur concurrently with the OWEF, but represents the overall construction 
emissions from the Coyote Wells Specific Plan.   

Table 4.2-16.  Coyote Wells Specific Plan – Mitigated Daily Emissions from Phase 1 (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Fine Grading 4 28 16 4 2 0 
Trenching 3 15 11 1 1 0 
Paving 9 21 11 2 1 0 
Construction 7 30 74 2 2 0 
Coating 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total  23 94 112 9 6 0 
Source: Wind Zero 2011a, Total emissions calculated by Staff. 

Due to the lack of available information and the complexity of emission estimates, it is difficult to 
estimate emissions from the Coyote Wells Specific Plan that would cumulatively affect local and regional 
air quality with the OWEF. However, based on the magnitude of available emissions estimates and that 
the daily construction PM10 and NOx emissions of the proposed project would exceed the ICAPCD 
CEQA significance thresholds and create temporary adverse regional and localized impacts, the OWEF 
and Coyote Wells Specific Plan would have cumulatively significant unavoidable air quality impacts. The 
proposed OWEF area is currently non-attainment of the federal and state PM10 and ozone standards and 
is projected to remain so through completion of the proposed OWEF construction. Therefore, the 
proposed OWEF’s construction emissions along with the addition of the other cumulative project 
emissions during OWEF construction would only exacerbate these adverse ambient air quality impacts. 

4.2.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed OWEF would start full operation in 2013. Operation of the project would not have any 
major stationary emission sources, and would only require minor maintenance activities and vehicles trips 
for operation/maintenance. The Coyote Wells Specific Plan project would begin partial “operation” after 
completion of its Phase I construction, which was originally anticipated to be in summer of 2012. The 
Final EIR for the Coyote Wells Specific Plan does not identify any major stationary emission sources in 
Phase I; however, it includes stationary air emission sources such as wastewater treatment and 
reclamation plant in Phase 3.  Construction of Phase 3 would be completed by fall 2019. The Final EIR 
for the Coyote Wells Specific Plan indicates that the long-term unmitigated operating emissions would 
have significant VOC, NOx, and CO impacts as shown in Table 4.2-17. Most on-road vehicle emissions 
would occur outside of the proposed OWEF project site area, therefore only a small portion of estimated 
on-road vehicle emissions would have cumulative impacts combined with the proposed OWEF operation 
emissions. The Final EIR for the Coyote Wells Specific Plan includes mitigation measures to reduce 
operation emissions to the extent feasible, but does not provide mitigated operation emission estimates. 
However, according to the Final EIR, operation impacts would be less than significant after proposed 
mitigation.  
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Table 4.2-17.  Coyote Wells Specific Plan – Unmitigated Daily Operation Emissions (lbs/day) 
 VOC NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Stationary Sources 24 11 43 4 3 0 
On-road vehicles 68 342 911 36 23 0 
Atypical Sources 11 20 n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Total * 103 373 954 40 74 0 

Source: Wind Zero 2011a 
* Includes emissions from weekend peak activity scenario 

The Sunrise Powerlink operations would consist of very minor inspection and maintenance activities with 
minimal air pollutant emissions. Since operation emissions for the Sunrise Powerlink are anticipated to be 
minimal, the Final EIR/EIS for this project does not discuss operation impacts of the project 
quantitatively. Although operation emission estimates for the Renewergy LLC project and the SDG&E 
Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field project are not available, it is foreseeable that these two projects would 
only generate a minimal level of operation emissions, considering that both projects would only require 
very minor inspection and maintenance activities. Both projects are expected to have no stationary 
emission sources.  

Considering that the operation emissions of the proposed OWEF are minimal, and the emissions from the 
cumulative projects do not have significant impacts, it is anticipated that cumulative emissions during 
OWEF operation would not adversely affect regional or local air quality.  

4.2.9.6 Decommissioning 
The magnitude of decommissioning emissions are expected to be significantly less than those estimated for 
project construction since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of operation, and it is 
expected that on-road and off-road equipment engine technology would be more advanced and cleaner 
than is currently the case. Additionally, the level of activity needed to decommission the WTGs is less 
than the level of activity needed to construct the WTGs, it would not involve grading or clearing activities 
required during project construction, and can be done at a more leisurely pace than the expedited 
construction pace forecast for the proposed project’s construction. Therefore, the proposed OWEF 
decommissioning emissions, along with the other cumulative project emissions would not adversely affect 
regional or local air quality. 

4.2.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the cumulative impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, and Decommissioning) are presented below, based on the CEQA 
Significance Criteria presented Section 4.2.2.  

Construction 

• AR-1. As concluded above, the proposed OWEF would not conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan. In addition, the FEIR of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project 
indicates that that the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project would have a less than significant impact. 
These two projects would not have any collective impacts that will conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plans. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant.   
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• AR-2. The proposed OWEF would have significant and avoidable impacts NOx and PM10 impacts 
related to air quality standards during construction, and the addition of emissions from the cumulative 
projects would only worsen the air quality impacts. Therefore, the cumulative NOx and PM10 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable, and the contribution of the proposed OWEF would also 
be significant and unavoidable.       

• AR-3. The proposed OWEF exceeds the ICAPCD CEQA significance thresholds for NOx and 
PM10, and the addition of emission from cumulative projects would only increase those exceedances. 
Therefore, the cumulative NOx and PM10 impacts would be significant and unavoidable, and the 
contribution of the proposed OWEF would also be significant and unavoidable.  

• AR-4. It is anticipated that the proposed OWEF would periodically generate a high level of localized 
NOx and PM10 emissions and the overlapping construction activities of the two identified cumulative 
projects would only increase the potential for localized air quality impacts. Therefore, there would be 
significant and unavoidable cumulative construction impacts to the local residents and other local 
public receptors.  

• AR-5. The proposed OWEF and the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project would have less than 
significant odor impacts. Therefore, the cumulative odor impacts during OWEF construction would 
be less than significant.  

Operation and Maintenance 

• AR-1. Neither operation of the OWEF nor the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project would conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. In addition, contribution of Sunrise 
Powerlink would be minimal under Criterion AR-1. Therefore, the cumulative impacts would be less 
than significant.  

• AR-2. Early operation of the proposed OWEF would occur concurrently with Phase 2 and Phase 3 
construction of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project and the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project and 
operation of the Sunrise Powerlink. Later OWEF operation would occur concurrently with the 
completed Coyote Wells Specific Plan project’s operation. It was determined that OWEF operations 
would not cause significant impacts related to air quality standard violations, nor were such impacts 
determined for the other cumulative projects. Therefore, it is anticipated that cumulative operating 
emissions of the proposed OWEF, along with the other cumulative projects’ emissions, would not 
violate air quality standards or substantially contribute to existing violations, and so would have less-
than-significant impacts.  

• AR-3. Early operation of the proposed OWEF would occur concurrently with Phase 2 and Phase 3 
construction of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project and the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project was 
determined to exceed the ICAPCD VOC significance threshold during its Phase 2 and Phase 3 
construction according to the Final EIR. No other exceedances of the ICAPCD thresholds, after 
mitigation, were identified for the cumulative projects during the period of OWEF’s proposed 
operation.  Therefore, there would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts for VOC 
during early OWEF operation, and no other significant impacts related to regional air quality. 
Additionally, OWEF’s contribution to this significant impact would be negligible.    
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• AR-4. As shown in Table 4.2-5, the project’s operation emissions are minimal after implementation 
of Mitigation Measures Air-3 and Air-4. The Coyote Wells Specific Plan project’s EIR did identify 
significant VOC impacts during its Phase 2 and Phase 3 construction; however, it did not identify 
significant impacts of pollutants that have direct air quality standards or significant air toxics impacts 
during construction or operation. Therefore, it is assumed that there would be less than significant 
cumulative impacts to area receptors during OWEF operation.  

• AR-5. The proposed OWEF, as well as, the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project and Sunrise 
Powerlink project would have less than significant odor impacts. Therefore, the cumulative odor 
impacts during OWEF operation would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• AR-1. It is assumed that the decommissioning activities and any cumulative projects will be approved 
in a manner that would conform to the requirements of applicable air quality plans, if any exist, at the 
time of project decommissioning. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts are expected. 

• AR-2. As described above in Section 4.2.3.2., decommissioning of the project would have much 
lower emission than that of the project construction. Although the local attainment status for the air 
quality standards at the time of project decommissioning is unknown, it is anticipated that cumulative 
decommissioning emissions of the proposed OWEF, along with the other cumulative projects’ 
emissions, would not violate air quality standards or substantially contribute to existing violations, and 
so would have less-than-significant impacts.  

• AR-3. Neither OWEF’s decommissioning emissions nor the other cumulative projects’ emissions 
were determined to have significant air quality impacts related to the ICAPCD CEQA thresholds. The 
actual emissions from these cumulative projects decades in the future when OWEF would undergo 
decommissioning is unknown; however, it is expected the operating emissions from the Coyote Wells 
Specific Plan project will be well mitigated and reduced over time as technology improves and 
emissions from vehicles and other emission sources related to that project are reduced and that the 
operating emission of the Sunrise Powerlink project will be negligible. Therefore, it is determined that 
the cumulative projects’ emissions during OWEF decommissioning would not result in cumulatively 
considerable net increases of nonattainment pollutants and would have less-than-significant impacts to 
regional air quality.   

• AR-4. Coyote Wells Specific Plan project, which includes limited new residential development, is 
proposed within a mile of the proposed OWEF (described in Section 4.2.9). Therefore, it is likely 
that there would be additional residential receptors located within a mile of the project site at the time 
of project decommissioning. Any receptors located near to the proposed OWEF site would have 
increased air pollutant exposures from project decommissioning and the emissions from the other 
cumulative projects; however, as noted above the level of emissions during decommissioning are 
expected to be substantially lower than those from project construction. Therefore, the cumulative 
local air quality impacts to the public, including sensitive residential receptors, are expected to be 
less-than-significant.    
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• AR-5. The proposed OWEF, as well as, the Coyote Wells Specific Plan project and Sunrise 
Powerlink project would have less than significant odor impacts. Therefore, the cumulative odor 
impacts during OWEF decommissioning would be less than significant. 

4.2.10 Mitigation Measures 
Air-1 The Applicant shall develop a Fugitive Dust Control Plan in compliance with Imperial County 

Air Pollution Control Regulation VIII to reduce Particulate Matter 10 and Fine Particulate 
Matter 2.5 emissions during construction. The Fugitive Dust Control Plan shall include: 

• Name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of person(s) responsible for the preparation, 
submission, and implementation of the plan; 

• Description and location of operation(s); and 

• Listing of all fugitive dust emissions sources included in the operation. 

• The following dust control measures shall be implemented: 

1. The road leading to the operations and maintenance facility shall be paved as early as 
practical during construction.  

2. All other onsite unpaved roads shall be effectively stabilized using non-toxic soil 
stabilizers that can be determined to be as efficient as or more efficient for fugitive 
dust control than California Air Resources Board approved soil stabilizers, and that 
shall not increase any other environmental impacts including loss of vegetation. The 
proposed soil stabilizer(s) MSDS sheet and application strategy (method, frequency, 
and quantity) shall be provided to the BLM for approval prior to use. 

3. All material excavated or graded will be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive 
dust. Watering will occur as needed with complete coverage of disturbed areas. The 
excavated soil piles are watered hourly for the duration of construction or covered 
with temporary coverings. 

4. Construction activities that occur on unpaved surfaces will be discontinued during 
windy conditions when those activities cause visible dust plumes that are transported 
beyond the site boundary or that remain visible within 400 feet of any occupied 
residence, school, or public recreation area.  

5. Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation and track-out 
shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday. 

6. A wheel-washing system shall be installed and used to remove bulk material from 
tires and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the proposed project property. 

7. All hauling materials should be moist while being loaded into dump trucks. All haul 
trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., with tarps 
or other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions).  

8. Soil loads should be kept below 18 inches or the freeboard of the truck. 

9. Drop heights should be minimized when loaders dump soil into trucks. 

10. Gate seals should be tight on dump trucks. 

11. Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

12. Other fugitive dust control measures as necessary to comply with Imperial County 
Air Pollution Control District Rules and Regulations. 

13. Disturbed areas should be minimized. 
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14. Disturbed areas, after active construction activity has ceased, shall be stabilized using 
non-toxic soil stabilizers approved for project use and should be revegetated as soon 
as possible after disturbance. 

Air-2 The Applicant shall control emissions from the on-site off-road construction equipment by 
implementing the following:  

• All off-road construction diesel engines not registered under California Air Resources 
Board’s Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program, which have a rating of 50 
horsepower to 750 horsepower, shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 3 California Emission 
Standards for Off-road Compression-Ignition Engines as specified in California Code of 
Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1) unless that such engine is not available for a 
particular item of equipment. In the event a Tier 3 engine is not available for any off-road 
engine larger than 50 horsepower and smaller than 750 horsepower, that engine shall be 
equipped with retrofit controls that would provide nitrogen oxides and particulate matter 
emissions that are equivalent to Tier 3 engine. Off-road equipment with diesel engines larger 
than 750 horsepower shall meet Tier 2 California Emission Standards, or be registered under 
and comply with the California Air Resources Board’s Statewide Portable Equipment 
Registration Program.   

• All equipment shall be turned off when not in use. Engine idling of all equipment shall be 
minimized.  

• All equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating condition and in proposed tune 
per manufacturers’ specification. 

Air-3 The Applicant shall control fugitive dust from the unpaved roads on the site during operation 
using the following methods: 

• Disturbed areas that have been stabilized after active construction activity has ceased, shall 
be maintained as stabilized surfaces throughout the project’s life. 

• Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to no more than 15 miles per hour. Traffic 
speed signs shall be displayed prominently at all site entrances and at egress point(s) from 
the central maintenance complex. 

Air-4 The Applicant shall control emissions from the on-site dedicated equipment (i.e. equipment 
that would remain on site each day) by implementing the following:  

• All on-site off-road equipment and on-road vehicles for operation/maintenance shall be new 
equipment that meets the recent California Air Resources Board engine emission standards or 
alternatively fueled construction equipment, such as compressed natural gas, liquefied 
natural gas, or electric, as appropriate.  

• All equipment shall be turned off when not in use. Engine idling of all equipment shall be 
minimized.  

• All equipment engines shall be maintained in good operating condition and in proposed tune 
per manufacturers’ specification. 

Mitigation Measures Air-1 and Air-2 would reduce Particulate Matter and Nitrogen Oxides emissions, 
respectively, during construction to the maximum extent feasible. The Applicant proposed magnesium 
chloride as their soil binder for the proposed project, but BLM may require other soil binders that are 
equivalent. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-1 is expected to reduce fugitive dust emissions by 
50 to 85 percent, or more, depending on the emissions source and the related emission control measure. 
Specifically, proper use of soil binders can reduce fugitive dust from unpaved road travel, the single 
largest project source of construction fugitive dust emissions, by 85 percent or more. Implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure Air-2 could reduce NOx, VOC, and PM emissions from the off-road equipment by as 
much as 78 percent, 91 percent, and 73 percent, respectively, when compared to old uncontrolled 
equipment that predates the USEPA Nonroad Diesel Engine Emission Standards for off-road equipment. 
Specific emission reductions based on comparison with lower Tier levels vary by equipment size range 
and the specific Tier to Tier level comparison, but range from 28 to 85 percent depending on pollutant 
(with the exception of PM where there is not additional control between Tier 2 and Tier 3) when 
compared to the Air-2 required Tier 3 level (SCAQMD 2011). For emissions calculation purposes it was 
assumed that a 38 percent reduction for VOC and NOx emissions, based on conservative assumption of 
the current fleet average being equivalent to Tier 2 emissions, would occur through the requirement to use 
Tier 3 or higher off-road engines.   

Mitigation Measures Air-3 and Air-4 would reduce Particulate Matter and Nitrogen Oxides emissions, 
respectively during operation, and Mitigation Measure Air-4 would also reduce NOx emissions in a 
reasonable manner for this ozone non-attainment area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-3 is 
expected to reduce fugitive dust emissions by 85 percent, or more, depending on the emissions source and 
the related emission control measure. Specifically, paving should reduce fugitive dust emissions by over 
95 percent versus controlled unpaved roads, and the proper use of soil binders can reduce fugitive dust 
from unpaved road travel, the single largest project source of operation fugitive dust emissions, by 85 
percent or more. Mitigation Measure Air-4 could reduce NOx, VOC, and PM emissions from the 
dedicated on-site off-road and on-road equipment by amounts similar to those described above for 
Mitigation Measure Air-2.  

Mitigation Measures Air-1 and Air-3 would have secondary impacts from the equipment and travel trips 
necessary to implement all of the fugitive dust control measures contained in these two conditions. 
Exhaust emissions will occur from the truck trips needed for delivery of water, soil binder concentrate, 
wind fences, and wheel washing equipment. However, fugitive dust control using water or soil binders is 
required by ICAPCD rules and regulations, so the specific provisions requiring the use of soil binders 
rather than water, which would reduce the application frequency and overall water consumption by orders 
of magnitude, will reduce the impacts from water use and water trucking. The equipment exhaust 
Mitigation Measures Air-2 and Air-4 would not cause any new, or affect any existing, environmental 
impacts. 

4.2.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The proposed project would have temporary and unavoidable adverse NOx and PM10 impacts during 
construction. However, the project would not cause emission rates that could exceed the applicable 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds (40 CFR 93.153) during construction or operation, so a formal 
conformity analysis and determination are not required for this project. Unlike construction, project 
operation would not have any adverse impacts since the operation/maintenance activities required for the 
proposed project are minimal. For all other criteria pollutants, the impacts would not be substantial during 
either construction or operation. Mitigation Measures Air-1 and Air-3 would mitigate particulate matter 
emissions during construction and operation to the maximum extent feasible. Mitigation Measures Air-2 
and Air-4 would mitigate DPM and NOx emissions to the extent feasible. 
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4.3 Climate Change 

4.3.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section addresses the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from the proposed OWEF, as 
well as the consistency of the Proposed Action with the applicable plans and programs that have been 
implemented by various federal, state and local agencies with jurisdiction over the OWEF project area. 
Potential GHG emissions from construction and operation, as well as potential emission reductions from 
fossil-fuel fired electricity generation displacement, are estimated quantitatively to evaluate the impact on 
GHG emissions due to the Proposed Action and alternatives. Climate change impacts are long-term, 
global, and cumulative in nature. So the GHG emissions impacts described in this section analyze the 
potential for long-term cumulative impacts.  

4.3.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine whether the OWEF’s GHG emissions would be 
significant under CEQA. These indicators are based on the significance criteria for air quality listed in the 
CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Under CEQA, the proposed 
project would have a significant impact on climate change if it would: 

CC-1 Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment 

CC-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of GHGs 

CARB published interim significance thresholds for GHG in 2008. The thresholds consist of the 
performance standards and a quantitative threshold of 7,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
emissions per year (MTCO2e/year) from non-transportation related GHG sources, which include 
combustion-related components/equipment, process losses, purchased electricity, and water usage and 
wastewater discharge (CARB, 2008). While the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 
(ICAPCD) has not adopted quantitative GHG emission significance criteria, the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), has adopted an interim GHG significance threshold of 10,000 
MTCO2e/year for industrial projects, with a project’s construction emissions added after being amortized 
over 30 years or the project life (SCAQMD, 2008). Those thresholds are relevant for purposes of this 
analysis because the SCAQMD CEQA regional emissions significance thresholds for criteria pollutants 
have been adopted by ICAPCD as part of their guidelines.  

4.3.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.3.3.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
The proposed OWEF would generate direct GHG emissions during construction and operation. Direct 
GHG emissions during construction would be generated from use of off-road equipment (such as graders, 
cranes, and excavators) and from on-road construction vehicle trips (such as heavy haul trips for WTGs 
and other construction materials like water and aggregate and cement for concrete production, as well, as 
construction employee commuting). As a wind energy project, the proposed project would have no 
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primary direct CO2 emissions from electricity production during operation, but direct GHG emissions 
during operation would result from the use of off-road equipment and on-road vehicles used for inspection 
and maintenance and minor leakage from SF6 containing electrical equipment. The proposed project is 
likely to result in a large reduction in GHG emissions due to the displacement of electricity generated by 
fossil fuel-fired power plants, offset by a small increase in GHG emissions due to the loss of carbon 
uptake from the removal of vegetation associated with Project construction. 

There is the potential that the water supply source for the Proposed Action may change from what has 
considered as part of the DEIS/EIR. The water source considered in the DEIS/EIR’s emissions 
calculations is Pine Valley which is a 45 mile one-way trip. The other potential water sources are from 
Brawley or Seeley, which have 47 mile and 28 miles one-way trips, respectively. Therefore, if water 
comes from Brawley the CO2 emissions will increase marginally from what is presented in the 
emissions tables, and if water comes from Seeley then the CO2 emissions will decrease marginally from 
what is shown in the emissions tables. Appendix G includes a comparison of the water trucking CO2 
emissions for these three potential water sources for all three OWEF alternatives.  

Construction 

The estimated direct construction GHG emissions for the proposed project, including the secondary direct 
emissions from offsite construction trips, are presented in Table 4.3-1. Detailed assumptions are included 
in Appendix G. 

Table 4.3-1. Total Construction Period CO2 Emissions a 
 MTCO2e b 

On-road Vehicle Emissions c 12,192 
Off-road Construction Equipment Emissions 2,682 
Total  14,874.1 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a The total emissions are for the entire 11 month construction period and include al l revisions to the construction schedule 
and equipment assumptions that have been provided by the applicant. 
b For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
c On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County. 

The total construction GHG emissions when amortized over the 30-year project life would be 495.8 
MTCO2e/year. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The estimated direct operation GHG emissions related to the proposed project, including the emissions 
from employee and delivery traffic trips, other maintenance and operation activities, the emergency 
generator, and leakage from SF6-containing electrical equipment, are presented in Table 4.3-2. Also 
presented in this table is the project life amortized construction GHG emissions and an estimate of the 
GHG emissions displaced from the project’s electricity generation. 
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Table 4.3-2. Annual Operation Emissions 
 MTCO2e/Year a 

On-road Vehicle Emissions b 526.7 
Off-road Maintenance Equipment Emissions 61.2 
Emergency Generator Engine 3.6 
SF6-Containing Equipment Leakage 56.4 
Total Operation Emissions 647.8 
Amortized Construction Emissions 495.8 
Total Annualized Direct Emissions 1,143.6 
Displaced Annual GHG Emissions (289,755) 
Net Project Annual GHG Emissions (288,611) 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
b On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County.  

Assuming a minimum project design hourly generating capacity of 315 MW1 and an annual capacity 
factor of 34 percent and a system-wide GHG emission factor of 681 lbs CO2/MWh for electricity 
provided by California utilities (EPA, 2011) including SDG&E, the energy produced by the project would 
currently displace approximately 289,800 MTCO2/year that would otherwise be emitted by fossil fuel-
fired power plants. This is more than enough, by orders of magnitude, to offset the project’s construction 
and operation GHG emissions, so the proposed project would have negative net GHG emissions. 
However, the exact nature and location of such reductions is not known, and they would drop over time 
as SDG&E changes its generation profile over time as necessary to comply with State regulations. 
Regardless, this renewable energy project would provide a net reduction in GHG emissions for the 
electricity generating sector. 

The proposed project would cause the clearing of land and removal of vegetation, which would reduce the 
ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation. A study of the Mojave Desert indicated that the desert may 
uptake carbon in amounts as high as 100 grams per square meter per year (Stone, 2008). This would 
equate to a maximum reduction in carbon uptake, calculated as CO2, of 1.48 MT tons of CO2 per acre per 
year for areas with complete vegetation removal. For this proposed project, which would require 
approximately 155.49 acres of permanently disturbed areas of vegetation removal, the equivalent loss in 
carbon uptake would be 230 MTCO2e/year, which would correspond to 0.000245 MTCO2e/MWh 
generated. Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss would be negligible in comparison to the reduction in 
fossil fuel CO2 emissions, which can range from 0.38 ton to 1.1 tons of CO2 per MWh depending on the 
fuel and technology of the generation displaced by the proposed project. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed project would require removal of the rotors, nacelle, towers, and 
electrical collection system and transporting all components off site. After removal of equipment and 
facilities, the site would need to be re-vegetated. Equipment used for decommissioning would generally be 
similar to that used for construction, but the overall activity necessary during decommissioning would be 
much less than that of construction. Since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of 

                                              
1  The total MW production of this alternative will be a function of the size of the wind turbine ultimately 

selected (see Chapter 2). At a minimum, the total production capacity will be 315 MW, but could be as high 
as 465 MW if 3.0 MW turbines are used. For the purposes of the GHG emissions displacement calculations 
the minimum generation size of 315 MW is used for all Project alternatives. 
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operation, it is likely that equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuels would be 
cleaner. Therefore, it is anticipated that GHG emissions generated from decommissioning would be equal 
to, or more likely less than, those from construction that are estimated above. 

4.3.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Construction/Operation and Maintenance/Decommissioning 

Evaluation of CEQA significance for GHG/Climate Change, which is both a long-term and global impact, 
is based on the effects of the entire project from construction through decommissioning. 

• CC-1. The proposed OWEF would emit an annualized average of 1,144 MTCO2e/year as presented 
in Table 4.3-2 above. These direct GHG emissions are well below the interim draft CARB 
significance threshold of 7,000 MTCO2e/year for industrial projects, not including the emission 
reductions from the electrical sector that will be enabled by the project’s operation. The project as a 
whole will enable GHG emission reductions within the electricity generation sector; therefore, the 
impacts of the proposed project would not only be less than significant but also beneficial. 

• CC-2. As a wind power project, the project would fulfill a portion of the renewable portfolio that is 
mandated for California and reflected in the CARB AB32 Scoping Plan and the recently approved SB 
X1-2, partially satisfying the goals of the California Renewable Energy Programs (as described above 
in Climate Change Policies and Regulations). Additionally, the emission reductions enabled by this 
project would help reach the AB32 emission reduction goals for the electricity generation sector. 
Therefore, the project would conform to applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to GHG 
emission reductions and would have less-than-significant impacts.  

4.3.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.3.4.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would be slightly less than the Proposed Action due 
to the reduced number of wind turbine generators to be installed. The applicant has indicated that the 
construction duration would be the same for all project alternatives, but the average daily activity would 
be reduced since there are fewer WTGs to be constructed over the 11-month construction schedule.. 
Operation/maintenance activities required would be similar to the proposed project, but would also be 
reduced somewhat due to the reduction in the number of WTGs and related infrastructure. 

Construction 

Total construction GHG emissions for Alternative 2 would be less than Alternative 1 due to the reduced 
number of wind turbine generators. Construction elements for O&M Complex and Substation would 
remain the same as those for the Proposed Action.   

Table 4.3-3 summarizes total construction GHG emissions. Detailed assumptions are included in 
Appendix G.   



4.3  Climate Change 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.3-5 February 2012 

Table 4.3-3. Total Construction Period CO2 Emissions a 
 MTCO2e b 

On-road Vehicle Emissions c 10,754 
Off-road Construction Equipment Emissions 2,340 
Total  13,094 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a The total emissions are for the entire 11 month construction period. 
b For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
c On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County. 

The total construction GHG emissions when amortized over the 30-year project life would be 436.5 
MTCO2e/year.   

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation of Alternative 2 would result in slightly lower annual greenhouse gas emissions compared to 
the Proposed Action. It is likely that Alternative 2 would require the same level of maintenance for most 
of operation/maintenance elements, but it would require slightly less operating hours of equipment used 
for wind turbine generator and access road maintenance. Emission reductions could be less than that 
under the Proposed Action, since the capacity and associated generation of Alternative 2 would likely be 
less than the Proposed Action.  

Table 4.3-4 summarizes annual operation GHG emissions. Detailed assumptions are included in Appendix 
G. 

Table 4.3-4. Annual Operation Emissions 
 MTCO2e/Year a 

On-road Vehicle Emissions b 524.5 
Off-road Maintenance Equipment Emissions 54.1 
Emergency Generator Engine 3.6 
SF6-Containing Equipment Leakage c 56.4 
Total Operation Emissions 638.5 
Amortized Construction Emissions 436.5 
Total Annualized Direct Emissions 1,075.0 
Displaced Annual GHG Emissions (289,755) 
Net Project Annual GHG Emissions (288,680) 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
b On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County.  
c In lieu of available information, the same number and size of circuit breakers that are assumed in the Proposed Action are 
assumed for Alternative 2.    

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would require the same types of activities and equipment as described 
for construction above. Because decommissioning would occur 30 years in the future, it is likely that 
equipment engine technology would be more advanced and fuel would be better, and therefore emissions 
are likely to be less than those estimated above.  

4.3.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
While the GHG beneficial effects are reduced, the CEQA significance determinations for Alternative 2 
would be identical to that for Alternative 1 Action as described in Section 4.3.3.2 above. 
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4.3.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.3.5.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would be less than the Proposed Action due to the 
reduced number of wind turbine generators to be installed. The applicant has indicated that the 
construction duration would be the same for all project alternatives, but the average daily activity would 
be reduced since there are fewer WTGs to be constructed over the 11-month construction schedule. 
Operation and maintenance activities required would be similar to the proposed project, but would also be 
reduced somewhat due to the reduction in the number of WTGs and related infrastructure.  

Construction 

Total construction GHG emissions for Alternative 3 would be less than the Proposed Action due to the 
reduced number of wind turbine generators. Construction elements for O&M Complex and Substation 
would remain the same as those for the Proposed Action.  

Table 4.3-5 summarizes total construction GHG emissions. Detailed assumptions are included in 
Appendix G.   

Table 4.3-5. Total Construction Period CO2 Emissions a 
 MTCO2e b 

On-road Vehicle Emissions c 8,551 
Off-road Construction Equipment Emissions 1,742 
Total  10,294 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a The total emissions are for the entire 11 month construction period. 
b For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
c On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County. 

The total construction GHG emissions when amortized over the 30-year project life would be 343.1 
MTCO2e/year. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Annual operation GHG emissions of Alternative 3 would be less than those of the Proposed Action. It is 
likely that Alternative 3 would require the same level of maintenance for most of the operation and 
maintenance elements, but it would require less operating hours of equipment used for wind turbine 
generator and access road maintenance. Emission reductions could be less than that under the Proposed 
Action, since the capacity and associated generation of Alternative 3 would likely be less than the 
Proposed Action. 

Table 4.3-6 summarizes annual operation GHG emissions. Detailed assumptions are included in Appendix 
G.   
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Table 4.3-6. Annual Operation Emissions 
 MTCO2e/Year a 

On-road Vehicle Emissions b 520.7 
Off-road Maintenance Equipment Emissions 41.5 
Emergency Generator Engine 3.6 
SF6-Containing Equipment Leakage c 56.4 
Total Operation Emissions 622.1 
Amortized Construction Emissions 343.1 

Total Annualized Direct Emissions 965.2 
Displaced Annual GHG Emissions (289,755) 
Net Project Annual GHG Emissions (288,790) 

Source: Staff Analysis, Appendix G 
a For these emission sources the CO2 emissions, which were calculated, are essentially the same as the CO2e emissions. 
b On-road emissions include the entire on-road vehicle trip emissions inside and outside of Imperial County. 
c In lieu of available information, the same number and size of circuit breakers that are assumed in the Proposed Action are 
assumed for Alternative 3.    

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would require the same types of activities and equipment as described 
for construction above. Because decommissioning would occur 30 years in the future, it is likely that 
equipment engine technology would be different and more efficient, and therefore emissions are likely to 
be less than those estimated above.  

4.3.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
While the GHG beneficial effects are reduced, the CEQA significance determinations for Alternative 3 
would be identical to that for the Proposed Action as described in Section 4.3.3.2 above. 

4.3.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.3.6.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be approved and BLM would not amend the 
CDCA Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

The results of this alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which the project is 
proposed would become available to other potential uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use 
plan, including another renewable energy project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel-fired generation and reducing associated 
GHG emissions from gas-fired generation would not occur. Both State and Federal law support the 
increased use of renewable power generation. 

4.3.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under this Alternative, the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions. As such, this No Action Alternative would not result in direct GHG emission impacts 
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generated by the Proposed Action nor would it result in the GHG emission benefits associated with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action. In the absence of the OWEF, other renewable energy projects 
may be constructed to meet State mandates, and those projects could result in impacts at other locations. 

4.3.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.3.7.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
Under this alternative, the proposed Project would not be approved and the BLM would amend the 
CDCA Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no 
wind energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new 
structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. 

4.3.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Under this Alternative, the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions. As such, this No Project Alternative would not result in direct GHG emission impacts 
generated by the Proposed Action nor would it result in the GHG emission benefits associated with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action.   

4.3.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.3.8.1 GHG Emissions Impacts 
Under this Alternative, the proposed project would not be approved and BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind energy projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind 
energy project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be developed with the same 
or a different wind energy technology. The GHG emissions and impacts associated with the construction 
and operation of such a project would likely be similar to the GHG impacts from the Proposed Action. 

4.3.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
This Alternative could result in future GHG impacts and benefits similar to those of the Proposed Action. 

4.3.9 Cumulative Impacts 
It is generally agreed within the scientific community that increases in global GHG emission concentration 
can cause changes to current global climate conditions, which could include changes to the local climate at 
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the project site. The specific nature of any localized climate change cannot be reasonably predicted but it 
could result in increases or decreases in temperature and rainfall, increases in severe weather events, or 
otherwise cause changes to the local climatology that could be disruptive to the existing flora and fauna, 
could increase surface soil loss, and/or could decrease agricultural productivity. 

This entire GHG impact assessment presents a cumulative impact assessment; there are no direct localized 
impacts from project-level GHG emissions. The proposed OWEF alone, or any of the project alternatives, 
would not be sufficient to effect global climate change. However, because the OWEF would emit GHGs it 
has been analyzed as a source of potential cumulative impacts in the context of long term global impacts 
and existing GHG regulatory requirements and energy policies. As noted above, the construction and 
operation of the project along with the integration of renewable energy generation projects into the grid 
could result in a sizable reduction in current GHG emission rates given that those projects could offset 
energy production from conventional sources. This offset could have long-term beneficial impacts with 
respect to climate change.   

4.3.9.1 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The proposed project’s net GHG impacts would be beneficial. As a result, the project would have no 
unavoidable adverse impacts related to climate change and the proposed projects incremental contribution 
to cumulative impacts to Climate Change would not be significant. 

4.3.10 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed project would result in net GHG emission reductions. And, therefore, would have 
beneficial impact from a climate change perspective, so no climate change/GHG emissions mitigation 
measures are recommended.  

4.3.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
No climate change/GHG emissions mitigation is recommended as the project’s net GHG impacts would 
be beneficial. As a result, the project would have no unavoidable adverse impacts related to climate 
change. 
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4.4 Cultural Resources 

4.4.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on cultural resources that would be caused by implementation of the 
proposed OWEF and alternatives. The following discussion addresses potential environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and recommends measures to reduce or avoid 
adverse impacts anticipated from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF 
and alternatives. A discussion of cumulative impacts related to cultural resources is also included in this 
section. 

The purpose of this section is to provide evidence of the ongoing public process by which the BLM and 
Imperial County are jointly complying with Federal, State, and local regulations to which each agency is 
variously subject. Imperial County is the lead agency for the purpose of complying with CEQA. The 
BLM is the lead agency for the purpose of complying with NEPA and has further obligations to comply 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 USC 470(f)) 
(NHPA), and other Federal historic preservation programs. 

The structure of the cultural resources analysis for the proposed action accommodates both the primary 
need of Imperial County to demonstrate, under CEQA, a consideration of the potential for the project to 
affect cultural resources and the primary needs of the BLM to conduct similar analyses under NEPA and 
Section 106. (Each of these three regulatory programs uses slightly different terminology to refer to the 
Proposed Action. Clarifications on the use of “proposed action,” “proposed project,” and “undertaking” 
may be found in Chapter 7, Glossary.) The present analysis is intended to fulfill the largely parallel goals 
of the three regulatory programs through the execution of five basic analytic phases. The initial phase is 
the determination of the appropriate geographic extent of the analysis for the proposed action and for each 
alternative action under consideration. The second phase is to produce an inventory of the cultural 
resources in each such geographic area. The third phase is to determine whether particular cultural 
resources in an inventory are historically significant, unless resources can be avoided by construction. The 
fourth phase is to assess the character and the severity of the impacts of the proposed or alternative actions 
on the historically significant cultural resources that cannot be avoided in each respective inventory. And 
the final phase is to propose measures that would resolve significant impacts. The details of each of these 
phases follow below and provide the parameters of the present analysis. 

4.4.2 Cultural Resources Analysis under CEQA, NEPA, and the NHPA 
A key part of a cultural resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 is to determine which of 
those cultural resources that a proposed or alternative action may affect are important or historically 
significant (each of these three regulatory programs uses slightly different terminology to refer to 
historically significant cultural resources; clarifications on the use of the terms “historical resource,” 
“important historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage,” and “historic property” may be found in 
the Chapter 7, Glossary). Subsequent impacts assessments are only made for those cultural resources that 
are determined to be historically significant. Cultural resources that can be avoided by construction or 
protected from other effects may remain unevaluated under certain circumstances. Unevaluated cultural 
resources that cannot be avoided are treated as eligible when determining impacts. The criteria for 
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evaluation and the requisite thresholds of resource integrity that are, taken together, the measures of 
historical significance, vary among the regulatory programs. 

As indicated above, different terminology is used by CEQA, NEPA, and NHPA to refer to important 
cultural resources. This section primarily uses the term “historic property” when referring to historically 
significant cultural resources, but the use of other terms such as “historical resource” is intended to have 
similar meaning. 

Evaluation of Historical Significance under CEQA 

CEQA requires Imperial County, as a lead agency, to evaluate the historical significance of cultural 
resources by determining whether or not they meet several sets of specified criteria. Under CEQA, the 
definition of a historically significant cultural resource is that it is eligible for listing in the CRHR, and 
such a cultural resource is referred to as a “historical resource,” which is a “resource listed in, or 
determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the CRHR”, or “a 
resource listed in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in a historical resource 
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,” or “any object, 
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be 
historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided the agency’s 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 
§ 15064.5(a)). The term, “historical resource,” therefore, indicates a cultural resource that is historically 
significant and/or eligible for listing in the CRHR. A resource may also be considered a unique 
archaeological resource under CEQA. 

CEQA Significance Criteria 

Under CEQA, the proposed project would have a significant impact on cultural resources if it would: 

CR-1 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource; 

CR-2 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource; or 

CR-3 Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

Under all of these criteria, adverse changes and impacts include the following: 

• Physical, visual, or audible disturbance resulting from construction, operation, and  development that 
would affect the integrity of a resource or the qualities that make it eligible for the CRHR or NRHP; 

• Exposure of cultural resources to vandalism or unauthorized collecting; 

• A substantial increase in the potential for erosion or other natural processes that could affect cultural 
resources; 

• Neglect of a cultural resource that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and 
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to a Native 
American tribe; or 

• Transfer, lease, or sale of a cultural resource out of federal ownership or control without adequate 
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the resource’s 
historic significance. 
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Evaluation of Historical Significance under NEPA 

NEPA establishes national policy for the protection and enhancement of the environment. Part of the 
function of the Federal Government in protecting the environment is to “preserve important historic, 
cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage.” Cultural resources need not be determined eligible 
for the NRHP as stated in the NHPA to receive consideration under NEPA. NEPA is implemented by 
regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR 1500-1508. NEPA provides for public 
participation in the consideration of cultural resources issues, among others, during agency decision-
making. 

Evaluation of Historical Significance under Section 106 (Eligibility of Cultural Resources for 
Inclusion in the NRHP) 

Section 106 of NHPA (16 USC 470f) requires federal agencies to consider, in consultation with SHPO, 
Indian tribes, local governments, and other interested parties, the impacts of their undertakings on historic 
properties, which includes any historic district, site, building, structure, object, or properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to Native American that are included in or eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP. Section 106 also affords the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings (36 CFR Part 800.1). Under Section 106, federal agencies 
are required to assess the effects of an undertaking on historic properties to determine if they are adverse, 
and if so to propose and try to reach consensus on mitigation measures to avoid, reduce or resolve such 
impacts. Historic properties are those resources that are listed in or are eligible for listing in the NRHP 
per the criteria listed at 36 CFR 60.4 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 2000) and are 
presented in the next subsection below. 

The NHPA established the ACHP and State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) to assist federal and 
State officials regarding matters related to historic preservation. As previously mentioned above, the 
administering agency, the ACHP, has authored regulations implementing Section 106 that are located in 
36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties (recently revised, effective January 11, 2001). 36 
CFR Part 800 provides detailed procedures, called the Section 106 process, by which the assessment of 
impacts on archaeological and historical resources, as required by the Act, is implemented. 

Given that the proposed project is located on lands managed by BLM and requires authorization by the 
BLM, the proposed action is considered an undertaking, and therefore must comply with the NHPA and 
implementing regulations. NEPA addresses compliance with the NHPA, and the required environmental 
documentation, whether it is an Environmental Assessment (EA) or an EIS, must discuss cultural 
resources. It is important to recognize, however, that project compliance with NEPA does not mean the 
project is in compliance with the NHPA.   

Under the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800), three steps are required to demonstrate compliance with Section 
106: (1) identification of historic properties that may be affected by an undertaking; (2) assessment of 
project effects on those resources; and (3) development and implementation of mitigation measures to 
resolve any adverse effects. All three steps require consultation with SHPO, interested Native American 
tribes, local governments, and other interested parties. 



4.4  Cultural Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.4-4 Final EIS/EIR 

Identification and National Register of Historic Places Evaluation 

36 CFR Part 800.3 discusses the consultation process. Section 800.4 sets out the steps the agency must 
follow to identify historic properties. 36 CFR Part 800.4(c)(1) outlines the process for NRHP eligibility 
determinations. 

The Historic Sites, Buildings and Antiquities Act of 1935 required the survey, documentation, and 
maintenance of historic and archaeological sites in an effort to determine which resources commemorate 
and illustrate the history and prehistory of the United States. The NHPA expanded on this legislation and 
assigned the responsibility for carrying out this policy to the United States Department of the Interior, 
National Park Service (NPS). Per NPS regulations, 36 CFR Part 60.4, and guidance published by the 
NPS, National Register Bulletin, Number 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation, different types of values embodied in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects are 
recognized. These values fall into the following categories: 

1. Associate Value (Criteria A and B): Properties significant for their association with or linkage to 
events (Criterion A) or persons (Criterion B) important in the past. 

2. Design or Construction Value (Criterion C): Properties significant as representatives of the man-made 
expression of culture or technology. 

3. Information Value (Criterion D): Properties significant for their ability to yield important information 
about prehistory or history. 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture is 
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. Cultural resources that are determined eligible 
for listing in the NRHP, along with SHPO concurrence, are termed “historic properties” under Section 
106, and are afforded the same protection as sites listed in the NRHP. Sites that have not been evaluated 
for eligibility to the NRHP are assumed eligible for project purposes, until a formal evaluation can be 
completed. 

The Project Area of Potential Effect 

A useful precursor to a cultural resources analysis under CEQA and NEPA and a requisite part of the 
Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800) is to define the appropriate geographic limits for an analysis. For 
the purpose of the present discussion and analysis, the project area of analysis for direct and indirect 
effects under NEPA and CEQA is equivalent to the Area of Potential Effects (APE)as described in 
Chapter 3.4 of this EIS/EIR.  

Inventory of Cultural Resources in Project Area of Analysis 

A cultural resources inventory specific to each proposed or alternative action under consideration is a 
necessary step in the effort to determine whether each such action may cause, under CEQA, a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of historical or unique archaeological resources;  may, under NEPA, 
affect important historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage; or may, under Section 106, 
adversely affect any cultural resources that are listed in or would qualify for listing in the NRHP. 

The development of a cultural resources inventory entails working through a sequence of investigatory 
phases to establish the universe of cultural resources that will be the focus of the analyses of each 
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proposed or alternative action. Generally, the research process proceeds from the known to the unknown. 
These phases typically involve doing background research to identify known cultural resources, 
conducting fieldwork to collect requisite primary data on not-yet-identified cultural resources in the 
vicinity of an action, and assessing the results of any geotechnical studies or environmental assessments 
completed for a project site. The results of this research then support the development of determinations 
of significance for the cultural resources that are found. The cultural resources studies conducted for this 
project are detailed in Chapter 3.4 of this EIR/EIS. 

Assessing Action Impacts 

The core of a cultural resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, or Section 106 is to assess the character of 
the impacts that a proposed or alternative action may have on cultural resources. The analysis takes into 
account three primary types of potential impacts which each of the three above regulatory programs 
defines and handles in slightly different ways. The three types of potential impacts include direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts. Once the character of each potential effect of a proposed or alternative action has 
been assessed, CEQA requires of further assessment of whether such impact is significant (see CEQA 
Significance Criteria, above). 

Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Direct and indirect impacts are those that are more clearly and immediately attributable to the 
implementation of proposed or alternative actions. Direct and indirect impacts are conceptually similar 
under CEQA and NEPA. The uses of the concepts vary under Section 106 relative to their uses under 
CEQA and NEPA as discussed below. 

Direct and Indirect Impacts under CEQA and NEPA 

As defined in the NEPA Regulations at 40 CFR 1508.8, impacts under NEPA include: 

(a) Direct effects, which are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 

(b) Indirect effects, which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects 
and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or 
growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 

The definitions of effects under CEQA are virtually identical to those under NEPA, and are provided in 
§15358 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Impacts to cultural resources are those associated with project development, construction, and co-
existence. Construction usually entails surface and subsurface disturbance of the ground, and impacts to 
archaeological resources may result from the immediate disturbance of the deposits, whether from 
vegetation removal, vehicle travel over the surface, earth-moving activities, excavation, or demolition of 
overlying structures. Construction can have impacts on historic built-environment resources when those 
structures must be removed to make way for new structures or when the vibrations of construction impair 
the stability of historic structures nearby. New structures can have impacts on historic structures when the 
new structures are stylistically incompatible with their neighbors and the setting, and when the new 
structures produce a harmful effect to the materials or structural integrity of the historic structures, such 
as emissions or vibrations. Placing the proposed plant into this particular setting could have an impact on 
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the integrity of association, setting, and feeling of nearby standing historic structures or other cultural 
resources. 

Other impacts to archaeological resources are those which may result from increased erosion due to site 
clearance and preparation, or from inadvertent damage or outright vandalism to exposed resource 
components due to improved accessibility. Similarly, historic structures can suffer impacts when project 
construction creates potentially damaging noise and vibration, improved accessibility and vandalism, or 
greater weather exposure. 

Ground disturbance accompanying construction at a proposed plant site, along proposed linear facilities, 
and at a proposed laydown area has the potential to impact subsurface archaeological resources that are 
unidentified at this time. The potential physical impacts of the proposed construction on unknown 
archaeological resources are commensurate with the extent of ground disturbance entailed in the particular 
mode of construction. This varies with each component of the proposed project.  

Direct and Indirect Impacts under Section 106 

Both direct and indirect impacts may be considered adverse effects under Section 106. The regulatory 
definition of “adverse effect,” pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.3(1)(a), is “when an undertaking may alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for 
inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association…Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance 
or be cumulative.”  

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative Impacts are slightly different concepts under CEQA and NEPA, and are, under Section 106, 
undifferentiated as an aspect of the potential impacts of an undertaking, or a proposed or alternative 
action.  

Cumulative Impacts under CEQA 

A cumulative impact under CEQA refers to a proposed project’s incremental impacts considered over 
time and taken together with those of other, nearby, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental effect of the proposed project (Pub. 
Resources Code sec. 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, secs. 15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15130, and 15355). 
Cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the project vicinity could occur if any other existing or 
proposed projects, in conjunction with the proposed project, had or would have impacts on cultural 
resources that, considered together, would be significant. The previous ground disturbance from prior 
projects and the ground disturbance related to the future construction of a proposed project and other 
proposed projects in the vicinity could have a cumulatively considerable effect on archaeological deposits, 
both prehistoric and historic. The alteration of the natural or cultural setting which could be caused by the 
construction and operation of a proposed project and other proposed projects in the vicinity could be 
cumulatively considerable, but may or may not be a significant impact to cultural resources. 
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Cumulative Impacts under NEPA 

Cumulative actions are those that when viewed with the proposed actions have cumulatively significant 
impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact statement (40 CFR 1508,25(a)(2)). 
According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations as “Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 
1508.7). As such, an individual action when considered alone may not have a significant effect, but when 
its effects are considered in sum with the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, the effects may be significant. 

Cumulative Impacts under Section 106 

The Section 106 regulation makes explicit reference to cumulative impacts only in the context of a 
discussion of the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)). Cumulative impacts are largely 
undifferentiated as an aspect of the potential impacts of an undertaking. Such impacts are enumerated and 
resolved in conjunction with the consideration of direct and indirect impacts. 

Assessing the Level of Severity of Action Impacts 

Once the character of the impacts that proposed or alternative actions may have on historically significant 
cultural resources has been determined, the severity of those impacts needs to be assessed. CEQA, 
NEPA, and Section 106 each have different definitions and tests that factor into decisions about how 
severe or how significant the impacts of particular actions may be. 

While NEPA must assess effects to NRHP-eligible cultural resources (identified through the Section 106 
process), it must also consider effects to other cultural resources that may not be subject to NRHP 
evaluation. Assessing effects to NRHP-eligible resources and cultural resources is typically accomplished 
through the consultation process and the impacts identified through the consultation process are discussed 
in this EIS/EIR.  

Significant Impacts under CEQA 

Under CEQA, “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21084.1). Thus, staff analyzes whether a proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the subset of the historical resources in the cultural resources inventory for a project area 
that the proposed project demonstrably has the potential to effect. The degree of significance of an impact 
depends on: 

• The cultural resource impacted; 

• The nature of the resource’s historical significance; 

• How the resource’s historical significance is manifested physically and perceptually; 

• Appraisals of those aspects of the resource’s integrity that figure importantly in the manifestation of 
the resource’s historical significance; and how much the impact will change those integrity 
appraisals. 

As stated in Section 3.4.2, the County has determined that the project site, consisting of the APE, is not a 
historic resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis of impacts. The County further has determined that 
the project site is not an archaeological resource for purpose of the CEQA analysis of impacts.  
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Therefore, based upon such determinations, the current draft MOA has not been included by the County 
in its mitigation measures. 

 Adverse Effects under Section 106 

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5 of the ACHP’s implementing regulations, which describes criteria 
for adverse effects, impacts on historic properties are considered significant if one or more of the 
following conditions would result from implementation of the proposed action: 

An undertaking has an effect on a historic property when the undertaking may alter characteristics of the 
property that may qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP. For the purpose of determining the 
type of effect, alteration to features of a property’s location, setting, or use may be relevant, depending on 
the property’s significant characteristics, and should be considered. 

An undertaking is considered to have an adverse effect when the effect on a historic property may 
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or 
association. Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

1. Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property 

2. Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that 
character contributes to the property’s qualification for the NRHP 

3. Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the 
property or that alter its setting 

4. Neglect of the property, resulting in its deterioration or destruction 

5. Transfer, lease, or sale of the property 

Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that 
may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. 
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later 
in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. 

Resolving Significant/Adverse Impacts 

The final phase of a cultural resources analysis is the resolution of those impacts of a proposed or 
alternative action that have been found to be significant or adverse. The terminology used to describe the 
process of impacts resolution differs among the three regulatory programs. The resolution of significant 
impacts under CEQA involves the development and implementation of “mitigation measures,” which 
would minimize any such impacts (14 CCR § 15126.4). Mitigation under NEPA includes proposals that 
avoid or minimize any potential adverse impacts on the quality of the human environment from a 
proposed or alternative action (40 CFR § 1502.14(f); 1502.16(h)). The definition of mitigation in the 
NEPA regulation includes the development of measures that would avoid, minimize, or rectify significant 
effects, progressively reduce or eliminate such impacts over time, or provide compensation for such 
impacts (40 CFR § 1508.20). The Section 106 process directs the “resolution of adverse effects” through 
the development of proposals to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate such effects (36 CFR § 800.6(a)). 
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4.4.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action  

4.4.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Construction of Alternative 1 would require clearing and grading of the temporary and permanent 
disturbance areas and could result in impacts to previously recorded and unanticipated cultural resources 
including adverse changes in the setting of resources  and damage and/or displacement of resources 
resulting in the loss of information about history and prehistory. NRHP eligibility recommendations 
and/or assumptions have been made for identified ethnographic, archaeological, and built environment 
resources (Tierra, 2012; Moomjian, 2012). The NRHP eligibility recommendations are presented in 
Table 3.4-1 in Section 3.4.1.4.  

A total of 287 archaeological sites have been documented within the APE. Of these 287 sites, 229 are 
prehistoric sites, 29 are historic-era sites, and 29 are multi-component sites (sites containing both 
prehistoric and historic-era components). All of these sites are being treated as eligible by the agency for 
project management purposes however contractor eligibility recommendations have been provided below 
for each in Table 4.4-1. As explained in Sections 3.4.1.3, 5.2.2, and 5.2.3, through government–to-
government and Section 106 consultation, various Indian tribes have identified a traditional cultural 
property (TCP) in the area of the project. Those tribes have provided some information about the 
characteristics of some portions, but not all, of the TCP that make it eligible for the NRHP (see Section 
3.4.1.2). As stated in Section 3.4.1.2, the BLM has carefully reviewed this information and will 
conservatively assume the portion of the TCP within the project footprint and some of the resources 
identified in Table 4.4-1 (see below) are contributors to the TCP. 

Three built environment resources (Desert View Tower [P-13-008044], Old Highway 80 [P-13-008418], 
and the San Diego Eastern & Arizona Railroad, Desert Line [P-13-00-9302]), are listed on or have 
already been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and/or CRHR and are considered significant 
historical resources.  

Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 

CA-IMP-008/H        
Camp Site, Agave Processing Area, 
Rock Features & Historic Refuse 
Scatter 

Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-055 Artifact Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-103/H         Artifact Scatter,  Historic Mining Site & 
Refuse Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
CA-IMP-443 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
CA-IMP-1427 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
CA-IMP-1431/H Artifact Scatter, Rock Features & 

Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
CA-IMP-2430 Camp Site Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 

CA-IMP-2471/H Camp, Cremation, Trail & Historic 
Refuse Scatter 

Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-2488  Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-3705/H             Artifact Scatter & Historic Refuse 
Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
CA-IMP-3712 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
CA-IMP-3720H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible No Avoid 
CA-IMP-6508/H Artifact Scatter, Rock Features & 

Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6915 Camp Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6919 Artifact Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 

CA-IMP-6920 Lithic Scatter &Trail/ Geoglyph 
Eligible (Criteria C & D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6921/H Lithic Scatter, Rock Features, Historic 
Foundations & Refuse Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 

CA-IMP-6922 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6923/H Lithic Scatter, Historic Refuse & Road Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6924 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-6988 Artifact Scatter, Agave Processing Area 
& Geoglyph 

Listed (Criteria C & D); 
Eligible contributor to the 
identified TCP (Criterion 
A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

CA-IMP-10885/H Artifact Scatter & Mining Site Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-003 Camp Site, Rock Feature &  Modern 

Geoglyph Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-008 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-011 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-012 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-014 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-019 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-021 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-023 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 
Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-024 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-025 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-026 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-001/H Lithic Scatter, Rock Feature & Historic 

Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-003 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-AMC-004 Ceramic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-005H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-006 Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-010H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-027H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-028 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-032 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-035 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-042 Lithic Scatter& Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-044/H Artifact Scatter, Agave Processing Area 

& Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-052 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-053H Historic Survey Marker & Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-054 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-064 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-065 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-066 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-067 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-068/H Lithic scatter, Rock Features & Historic 

Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-069 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-070 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-072 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-076/H Lithic Scatter, Historic Mining Site & 

Road Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-078 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-083 Modern Redeposited Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-086 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-088 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-090 Artifact Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-091 Artifact Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-094 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-AMC-097 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 
Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 



4.4  Cultural Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.4-12 Final EIS/EIR 

Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-AMC-100 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-102 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-125 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-126 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-AMC-129 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-AMC-130 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-AMC-500T Trail & Rock Features 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-AMC-501T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-BF-001 Camp Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-004H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-005 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-008 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-009H  Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-012 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-013/H Lithic Scatter, Rock Features & Survey 
Markers Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-017 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-018/H Lithic Scatter & Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-019/H Lithic Scatter & Historic  Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-020 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-026/H   Lithic Scatter & Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-034 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-035 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-040 Artifact Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-041 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-042T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-044 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-BF-048 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-BF-049 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-BF-050 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-BF-054 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-BF-055 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-BF-056 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-BF-057 Ceramic Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-059 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-BF-060 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-BF-061 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 

OCO-CWB-001T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-CWB-002T   Trail & Rock Feature 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-CWB-003T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-CWB-004T Trail & Rock Features 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-EAM-001 Camp Site Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-002 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-005 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-010 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-011 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-012 Camp Site, Trail & Rock Features 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-013 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-014 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-015 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-017 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-018H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-019 Camp Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-020 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-023 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-024 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-025 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-026 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-027 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-EAM-028 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-030 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-031 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-032 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-033H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-034 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-035 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-036 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-037 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-038 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-039 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-040 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-042 Camp Site & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-043   Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-044 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-046 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-047 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-048H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-049 Agave Processing Area Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-050 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-052 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-053 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-054 Artifact  Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-055 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-056T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-057 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-058 Camp Site & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-061 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-062 Lithic Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-064 Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-065 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-EAM-067/H Lithic Scatter, Rock Features & Historic 

Mining Site Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-EAM-068 Agave Processing Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-069 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-070 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-071 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-072 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-074 Camp Site & Rock Feature Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-075/H Artifact Scatter, Rock Features & 

Historic Refuse Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-076 Lithic Scatter & Rock Feature Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-077 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-078 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-079 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-081 Lithic Scatter & Cremation Site 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-EAM-082 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-083 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-084 Artifact Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-085 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-087 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-088 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-089 Agave Processing Area Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-100 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-101 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-102 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-103 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-104 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-106 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-107 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-EAM-108 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-109 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-EAM-110 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-111 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 
Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-EAM-112 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-113 Lithic Scatter & Geoglyph 
Eligible (Criteria C & D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-EAM-114 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-151 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-152 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-200T   Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-EAM-300H  Historic Mining Site & Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-JLU-173/H Artifact Scatter & Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KAM-001T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-KRM-001 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-003 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-004 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-005 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-KRM-006 Artifact Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-007 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-008 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-009   Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-020 Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-022 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-023 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-024 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-025 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-KRM-026 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-032 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-KRM-033 Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-KRM-037 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-KRM-044 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-KRM-048T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-051 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-052/H Lithic & Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-053 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-059/H Artifact Scatter, Rock Features & 
Survey Markers Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-KRM-065T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-KRM-066T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-KRM-067 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-001 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-LPM-002 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-LPM-004 Lithic Scatter & Agave Processing Area Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-LPM-006 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-007 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-008 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-009 Camp Site & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-010 Camp Site & Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-011T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-012 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-LPM-013 Agave Processing Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MD-001T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-MD-002T   Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-MD-003T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-MHN-001T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 
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Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-MOW-001H Historic Refuse  Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-002 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-004H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-005 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-010 Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-011 Ceramic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-012/H Artifact Scatter& Historic Mining Site & 

Refuse Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-MOW-013/H Lithic Scatter, Rock Feature, Historic 
Refuse Scatter & Survey Marker Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-MOW-014 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-016 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-022/H Artifact Scatter & Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-026H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-027H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-028 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-029H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-032 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-037H Historic Mining Site & Survey Marker Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-038 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-039 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-040H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-042 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-043/H Ceramic & Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-045H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-046H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-047H Historic Mining Site & Survey Marker Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-048H Historic Mining Site & Survey Marker Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-049H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-050H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-051 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-052/H Ceramic Scatter & Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 



4.4  Cultural Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.4-19 February 2012 

Table 4.4-1.  Archaeological Resources Eligibility and Management Summary 

Resource 
Designation Site Type Recommended Eligibility 

Within 150’ 
of Project 

Component 

Construction 
Management 

Strategy 
OCO-MOW-054 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-055 Camp Site & Rock Features Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-059H Historic Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 

Fencing/Monitoring 
OCO-MOW-064/H Artifact Scatter & Historic Mining Site & 

Refuse Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-065H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-066 Artifact Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-067H Historic Mining Site & Survey Marker Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-068 Lithic Scatter & Rock Features Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-069 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-070 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MOW-071 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-072 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-073H Historic Mining Site Not Eligible No Avoid 
OCO-MOW-074 Lithic Scatter Not Eligible No Avoid 

OCO-MOW-200T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-MOW-201T Trail 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-MTE-006/H Camp Site & Historic Mining Site Eligible (Criterion D) No Avoid 
OCO-SAC-003 Artifact Scatter & Agave Processing 

Area Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-SAC-100T Trail & Rock Features 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

No Avoid 

OCO-VAP-023 Artifact Scatter & Cremation Site 
Eligible (Criterion D); 
contributor to the identified 
TCP (Criterion A) 

Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

OCO-VAP-025 Artifact Scatter Eligible (Criterion D) Yes Avoid; Temporary 
Fencing/Monitoring 

P-13-012210  Road (Dos Cabezas) Not Eligible Yes None 
 

Archaeological Resources and the TCP 

Design modifications to the OWEF project and the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures 
are expected to avoid or reduce most impacts to cultural resources within the footprint of the project as it 
has been designed to avoid physically impacting all of the identified archaeological sites regardless of 
eligibility. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 (Identify and evaluate cultural resources in final APE), CUL-2 
(Avoid and protect potentially significant resources), and CUL-3 (Develop and Implement a Management 
Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects) have been 
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formulated to ensure that project construction effects on historic and archaeological resources would be 
mitigated by ensuring identification, evaluation, avoidance, and protection of resources. Construction of 
the proposed OWEF would occur in full compliance with BLM BMPs (see Section 4.4.10, Mitigation 
Measures). 

Due to various surface conditions or changes over time, not all cultural resources are expressed on the 
surface. Any project with ground disturbing components has the potential to impact unanticipated cultural 
resources. The concentration of archaeological sites in the project area suggests that this potential exists in 
the APE. Construction of Alternative 1 may result in inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-3 (Develop and Implement a Management Plan for 
Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects), CUL-6 (Train 
construction personnel), CUL-8 (Monitor construction in areas of high sensitivity for buried resources), 
and CUL-11 (Control unauthorized access), would ensure that the worker training program, use of 
environmental monitoring, and clear demarcation of designated access roads reduce the risk of physical 
impacts to cultural resources within the project APE.  

The road network required for Alternative 1 could lead to increased public access to otherwise remote 
archaeological sites (raising the potential for unauthorized artifact collection and vandalism), as well as 
leading to physical damage to the sites through erosion caused by the concentration of site run-off or soil 
disturbance. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-10 (Protect and monitor NRHP-
eligible and/or CRHR-eligible properties) through the development of a long-term monitoring plan, and 
CUL-11 (Control unauthorized access) would minimize these potential impacts. 

However, impacts would still occur to the TCP that exists within the APE and surrounding area and the 
contributing elements to this TCP, such as the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph (CA-IMP-6988). As explained in 
Section 3.4.1.3, the BLM is assuming for purposes of analysis that the characteristics that make up this 
TCP, based on the information obtained during consultation, include:  

• Viewsheds towards portions of the natural landscape that surrounds the project site, including 
Coyote, Signal, and Sugarloaf Mountains (all of which are outside the APE). These mountains 
have been identified as sacred corner markers in several Native American belief systems, 
corridors between the mountains and the proposed project area were part of a corridor used by 
native peoples in the past, and that these mountains form a key part of their strong connection to 
the land and the power received from the land. 

• Many of the identified archaeological resources within the APE including the other geoglyphs, 
trails, cremations and other habitation and rock features sites (see notations in Table 3.4-3).  

Together these resources have a connection which allows them to be considered part of the TCP under 
Section 106. This TCP is assumed eligible under Criterion A, for its local significance and association 
with events that have made a significant contribution to broad patterns of our history. Tribes have 
explained that the TCP draws its significance as a location where: the origin stories of several nearby 
federally recognized Native American Tribes took place; ceremonial activities were and are performed in 
accordance with traditional cultural rules of practice: and economic, artistic, or other cultural practices 
important in maintaining their historic identity were and are conducted. 

While the proposed project has been designed to avoid physical impacts to the archaeological resources, 
the construction and operation of wind turbines within the TCP would result in visual and auditory effects 
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that have the potential to impact the use of these locations for religious purposes. Inasmuch as the ritual 
landscape extends beyond the project ROW and visual and auditory effects cannot be limited to the project 
boundaries, adverse effects may also occur to additional ritual sites and traditional uses of the landscape as 
a whole. Tribes have discussed the impact the OWEF would have to their ability to practice traditional 
ceremonial activities at locations within the APE, including the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph due to the loss of 
privacy caused by the introduction of additional access roads on the project site and the introduction of 
visual, auditory, and atmospheric intrusions associated with the placement of project turbines within 
proximity of features on the project site. As noted above, because specific information about the use of 
the project site was not provided, the BLM was not able to analyze in detail the impacts the project might 
have on those ceremonial uses from an access or visual, auditory, and atmospheric intrusion perspective. 

Visual impacts from the project to the TCP would include changes to views and setting that has been 
identified as important to tribes resulting from the introduction of wind turbines and associated 
infrastructure. Because the wind turbines are visually prominent structures, they would be visible from 
view points throughout the project area and from many surrounding areas. As a result, views of Coyote, 
Signal, and Sugarloaf Mountains would be altered by the placement of wind turbines in the project area, 
including views from the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph and other culturally important archaeological resources. 
The proposed wind turbines would also change the general character of the project area, changing it from 
a generally rural and sparsely developed landscape to one that is much more industrialized in nature. As 
discussed in Section 4.18 (Visual Resources), the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of 
visually prominent structures into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of an industrial or 
technological character. Although the Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) and Sunrise Powerlink (SRPL) 
transmission lines are visible in the project area, they do not appear as prominent as the proposed wind 
turbines. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.9 (Noise), construction activities would produce a short-
term increase over the existing ambient noise levels. During the operation and maintenance period of the 
project, noise levels generated by the wind turbines under the worst-case scenario (low temperature and 
high relative humidity) would be considered acceptable would meet the Imperial County daytime and 
nighttime noise limits. Nonetheless, the prediction for community reaction would be just above the “high 
annoyance threshold for wind turbine noise” and could result in local complaints about noise.  

Based on the information obtained to date through the Section 106 Consultation process and the 
assumptions noted above, the BLM has found under Section 106 that the TCP would be adversely affected 
by the implementation of the proposed project due to the introduction of wind turbines. In particular, the 
project would alter the character of the property from rural to industrial, through the introduction of 
visual and auditory intrusions in the form of the wind turbines. Impacts are expected to be especially 
severe between the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph and Coyote Mountain, as well as in the vicinity of any 
cremation or other culturally and traditionally significant sites including trails, rock features or habitation 
sites. The adverse visual effect on the resources’ viewshed toward Coyote Mountain would be reduced by 
the elimination of turbine locations between the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph and Coyote Mountain; however, 
adverse effects would still remain in particular towards views of the other significant geologic features, 
including Signal and Sugarloaf Mountains. In addition to these natural features, the BLM has also 
assumed that the ethnographic and archaeological sites identified in Table 4.5-1 contribute to the identified 
TCP. With respect to these resources, as explained above, while the OWEF has been designed to avoid 
direct physical impacts to them and all the others the potential for the OWEF to impact them in other 
ways is as described above. Moreover, to the extent these particular archaeological and ethnographic 
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resources are considered collectively, impacts due to the industrial character of the OWEF would be the 
same as those describe to the viewshed more broadly.   

As indicated above, tribes have told the BLM that they view the cremation areas as sacred and are 
concerned that additional unknown cremations may be located within the project area. The Archaeological 
Survey Report (ASR) concluded that the project area contains three prehistoric human cremations. 
Although physical impacts to all of the archaeological sites and any cremation areas within them have 
been avoided in the design of the proposed project, some tribes have stated that they feel there is still an 
impact to the sacred values they attribute to these cremations. As noted above, all of these cremations are 
assumed to be characteristics of the identified TCP, the impacts to which are discussed above. 

Built Environment Resources 

Three built environment resources are listed on or have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP 
and/or CRHR and are considered significant historical resources.  

The Desert View Tower has been determined to be significant under NRHP Criterion C 
(Design/Construction) as an example of twentieth century environmental folk art, with a period of 
significance extending from the 1920s-1950s. Both the Tower and the surrounding rock sculptures 
comprise the resource and convey its significance. Its significance is not derived from, or by, providing 
views of the Imperial Valley.  The project, which is located along the valley floor at a lower elevation 
than the Tower, will be visible at the Tower location. However, the project will not introduce any visual 
elements that will diminish the integrity of the resource’s significant historic features. In particular, the 
project will not cause an adverse visual effect upon the location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, or association elements of the resource’s integrity. Most importantly, the project’s visual effect 
will not adversely affect, or otherwise impair, the environmental folk art quality of the resource. As such, 
the significance of the resource will not be impaired and the project will not cause an adverse visual 
impact to this resource.   

The second resource, Old Highway 80, has been determined as significant under National Register 
Criterion A (Event) for its association with early transcontinental highway development, and for its early 
designation and continued use, providing Imperial Valley’s essential east and west vehicular connections, 
with a period of significance extending from 1926-1972. The project, which is located at a valley floor 
elevation consistent with that of the resource, will be visible from all points along the highway location.  
However, the project will not introduce visual elements that will diminish the integrity of the resource’s 
significant historic features, or an adverse visual effect upon the location, design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association elements of the resource’s integrity. In terms of setting, although the 
project will change the visual appearance of the overall area, the impact to the resource’s setting element 
will be slight due to the fact that the project will be located at a sufficient distance away from the resource 
(approximately 2,150 feet), such that the physical environment in and around the resource will not be 
sufficiently impaired.  Most importantly, the project’s visual effect will not adversely affect, or otherwise 
impair, the historic event association for which the resource is recognized as significant. The project’s 
visual effect will not adversely affect, or otherwise impair, the early transcontinental highway 
development association embodied in the resource. As such, the significance of the resource will not be 
impaired and the project will not cause an adverse visual impact to this resource. 
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The San Diego Eastern & Arizona Railroad (Desert Line) has been determined as significant under 
National Register Criterion A (Event) for its important role in the development and economy of sections 
of Imperial County from the 1920s to the present, and under Criterion C (Design/Construction) for its 
intact roadbed, track engineering. The project, which is located at a valley floor elevation consistent with 
that of the resource, will be visible from all points along the railroad location and its extensions, but 
would not introduce visual elements that will diminish the integrity of the resource’s significant historic 
features. In particular, the project would not cause an adverse visual effect upon the location, design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association elements of the resource’s integrity. In terms of setting, 
although the project will change the visual appearance of the overall area, the impact to the resource’s 
setting element will be minimal due to the fact that the project will be located at a sufficient distance away 
from the resource (approximately 600 feet at its closest point), such that the physical environment in and 
around the resource will not be sufficiently impaired. Most importantly, the project’s visual effect will not 
adversely affect, or otherwise impair, the historic event association or design/construction for which the 
resource is recognized as significant. The project’s visual effect will not adversely affect, or otherwise 
impair, the important role of the railroad to the development and economy of Imperial County, nor its 
significance for its intact engineering qualities embodied in the resource. As such, the significance of the 
resource will not be impaired and the project will not cause an adverse visual impact to this resource.   

Although not located within the project area, the Anza National Historic Trail and its associated 
recreational components such as the BLM road network, campgrounds, and monument, may be adversely 
affected by the project through the introduction of industrial elements within the viewshed of these 
resources. The historic corridor of the Anza Trail is located approximately 4 miles to the east of the 
OWEF, and the Anza National Historic Trail recreational trail is located approximately 3.5 miles from 
the project area.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Impacts to the TCP district during operation and maintenance of Alternative 1 are expected to be the same 
as those for construction, described above. While these adverse impacts may be lessened by the proposed 
mitigation measures, effects would still remain. Aside from visual impacts to setting, the primary 
potential for physical impacts to archaeological resources during the operation and maintenance phase of 
Alternative 1 is from unanticipated damage or inadvertent discoveries. During operation and maintenance, 
the Applicant’s worker training program, use of environmental monitoring, and clear demarcation of 
designated access roads would also reduce the risk of adverse impacts to cultural resources within the 
project APE. Avoidance and protection of potentially significant resources during the operation and 
maintenance phase of the project through implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-10 (Protect and 
monitor NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible properties) would protect cultural resources originally 
avoided by construction impacts. Because operation and maintenance activities would be limited to the 
approved construction footprint of Alternative 1 (i.e., the OWEF site), no additional physical impacts to 
cultural resources are expected during operation and maintenance.  

In accordance with Mitigation Measures CUL-4 (Develop an HPTP and conduct data recovery or other 
actions to resolve adverse effects) and CUL-9 (Continue consultation with Native American and other 
traditional groups), a Tribal Access Plan would be developed to address ritual sites access and 
management issues. This Plan would ensure reasonable access to these sites for ceremonial and other 
traditional uses, and may include provisions for the reduction of impacts during tribal visits and protection 
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of privacy, and a program to ensure the physical stability and integrity of the ritual sites within the project 
ROW, if necessary. 

The road network required for Alternative 1 can lead to increased public access to otherwise remote 
archaeological sites, as well as leading to physical damage to the sites through erosion caused by the 
concentration of site run-off or soil disturbance. However, Mitigation Measures CUL-10 (Protect and 
monitor NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible properties), which requires development of a long-term 
monitoring plan, CUL-11 (Control unauthorized access), and CUL-12 (Funding of ranger and law 
enforcement patrols) would minimize any adverse effects. Alternative 1 would also alter visual conditions 
in the area by introducing modern, industrial elements, which would alter the context and setting of 
historic properties in the area. Visual recovery from project-related residual land disturbance would likely 
occur only over a very long period of time and would require successful restoration as stipulated in 
Mitigation Measure VR-1 (see Section 4.18). In addition, Mitigation Measure VR-2 has been 
recommended to reduce impacts associated with night lighting. Although these measures may reduce the 
severity of impacts to historic viewsheds over the life of the project, adverse impacts would not be 
avoided. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include the removal and disposal of turbine towers, 
above-ground electrical tower components, and substation components, as well as the removal of all 
below-ground infrastructure to three feet below the ground surface. A decommissioning plan would be 
developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS and Record of Decision (ROD), and 
approved by the BLM. Because decommissioning activities are similar in nature to construction activities, 
the BMPs and mitigation measures developed for construction activities would be applied during the 
decommissioning phase, including as related to the protection of cultural resources from adverse impacts. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 (Identify and evaluate cultural resources in final 
APE), CUL-2 (Avoid and protect potentially significant resources), and CUL-3 (Develop and Implement a 
Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects), 
decommissioning effects on any known or unknown historic and archaeological resources would be 
mitigated by ensuring identification, evaluation, avoidance, and protection of resources. 

The primary potential for physical impacts to cultural resources during the decommissioning phase of 
Alternative 1 is from either unanticipated damage or inadvertent discoveries. The worker training 
program, use of environmental monitoring, and clear demarcation of designated access roads would 
reduce the risk of physical impacts to cultural resources within the APE, but outside the smaller 
construction footprint of the OWEF site. Avoidance and protection of potentially significant resources 
(Mitigation Measure CUL-2) during the decommissioning phase of the project would protect cultural 
resources originally avoided by construction impacts. Because decommissioning activities would be 
limited to the approved construction footprint of Alternative 1 (i.e., the OWEF site), no additional 
physical impacts to cultural resources are expected. 

The decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would either eliminate or substantially reduce other impacts 
to cultural resources by the removal of modern elements inconsistent with the original nature of the area. 
If the ground surface is properly restored and stabilized after removal of the project features, risk of 
impacts to the archaeological sites from erosion will be reduced. Visual recovery from project-related 
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residual land disturbance likely would require successful restoration as stipulated in Mitigation Measure 
VR-1 (see Section 4.18). The removal of access roads created for the OWEF following decommissioning 
will have the greatest effect on avoiding impacts resulting from inadvertent discoveries of, or 
unanticipated damage to, archaeological sites from the public by reducing potential unregulated use of the 
project area.  

4.4.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.4.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.4.2 to be 
relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• CR-1. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-6 and Mitigation 
Measure CUL-8, construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of the informative values of the identified archaeological resources. Construction 
activities would also occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, construction of 
the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological 
resources.  

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7 and CUL-8, 
construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Construction activities would also occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 

Operation 

• CR-1. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-10, CUL-11, and CUL 12, operation 
and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the informative values of the identified archaeological resources. Operation and 
maintenance activities would occur in full compliance with the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation 
measures, and with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, operation of the 
proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8, 
operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Operation and maintenance activities 
would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 
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Decommissioning 

• CR-1. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-6 and Mitigation 
Measure CUL-8, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the informative values of the identified archaeological resources, as 
decommissioning activities would occur in full compliance the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation 
measures, and with all applicable standards and requirements. 

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or 
archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8 , 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Decommissioning activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

4.4.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.4.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 2 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

Construction 

Both direct and indirect construction impacts for Alternative 2 are similar to Alternative 1, the proposed 
project. In particular, the construction of wind turbines within the TCP would result in visual and auditory 
effects that have the potential to impact the use of these locations for religious purposes, and adverse 
effects may also occur to additional ritual sites and traditional uses of the landscape surrounding the 
project site. However, there is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated discoveries of cultural 
resources on Alternative 2 relative to the reduction in the construction footprint compared to the proposed 
project.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Both direct and indirect operation and maintenance impacts for Alternative 2 are similar to Alternative 1, 
the proposed project. In particular, during the operation period, wind turbines within the TCP would 
result in visual and auditory effects that have the potential to impact the use of these locations for religious 
purposes, and adverse effects may also occur to additional ritual sites and traditional uses of the landscape 
surrounding the project site. However, there is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated 
discoveries of cultural resources on Alternative 2 relative to the reduction in the operation and 
maintenance footprint compared to the proposed project. 
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Decommissioning 

Both direct and indirect decommissioning impacts for Alternative 2 are similar to Alternative 1, the 
proposed project. There is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated discoveries of cultural 
resources on Alternative 2 relative to the reduction in the decommissioning footprint compared to the 
proposed project. However, tribes may still consider the post-decommissioning impacts on the TCP to be 
substantial. 

4.4.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 2 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.4.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.4.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• CR-1. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3, construction of 
the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic 
archaeological resource. Construction activities would also occur in full compliance with all 
applicable standards and requirements.  

• CR-2.  The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, construction of 
the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological 
resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7 and CUL-8, 
construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Construction activities would also occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 

Operation 

• CR-1. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historic resource. Operation and maintenance activities would occur in 
full compliance with the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation measures, and with all applicable 
standards and requirements.  

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, operation of the 
proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8, 
operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Operation and maintenance activities 
would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 
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Decommissioning 

• CR-1. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historic resource, as decommissioning activities would occur in full compliance 
the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation measures, and with all applicable standards and 
requirements. 

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or 
archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8 , 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Decommissioning activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

4.4.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.4.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 3 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

Construction 

Both direct and indirect construction impacts for Alternative 3 are similar to Alternative 1, the proposed 
project. In particular, the construction of wind turbines within the TCP would result in visual and auditory 
effects that have the potential to impact the use of these locations for religious purposes, and adverse 
effects may also occur to additional ritual sites and traditional uses of the landscape surrounding the 
project site. There is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources 
on Alternative 3 relative to the reduction in the construction footprint compared to the proposed project. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Both direct and indirect operation and maintenance impacts for Alternative 3 are similar to Alternative 1, 
the proposed project. In particular, during the operation period, wind turbines within the TCP would 
result in visual and auditory effects that have the potential to impact the use of these locations for religious 
purposes, and adverse effects may also occur to additional ritual sites and traditional uses of the landscape 
surrounding the project site. There is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated discoveries of 
cultural resources on Alternative 3 relative to the reduction in the operation and maintenance footprint 
compared to the proposed project. 

Decommissioning 

Both direct and indirect decommissioning impacts for Alternative 3 are similar to Alternative 1, the 
proposed project. There is a slight reduction in the potential for unanticipated discoveries of cultural 
resources on Alternative 3 relative to the reduction in the decommissioning footprint compared to the 
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proposed project. However, tribes may still consider the post-decommissioning impacts on the TCP to be 
substantial. 

4.4.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 3 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.4.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.4.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• CR-1. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3, construction of 
the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic 
archaeological resource. Construction activities would also occur in full compliance with all 
applicable standards and requirements.  

• CR-2.  The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, construction of 
the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological 
resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7 and CUL-8, 
construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Construction activities would also occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 

Operation 

• CR-1. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historic resource. Operation and maintenance activities would occur in 
full compliance with the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation measures, and with all applicable 
standards and requirements.  

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, operation of the 
proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8, 
operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Operation and maintenance activities 
would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements. 

Decommissioning 

• CR-1. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historic resource, as decommissioning activities would occur in full compliance 
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the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation measures, and with all applicable standards and 
requirements. 

• CR-2. The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physically affecting the identified 
archaeological sites within the project site. Further, because the project site, consisting of the APE, is 
not a historic resource or archaeological resource for purposes of the CEQA analysis, 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in a significant impact to any historic or 
archaeological resources. 

• CR-3. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7, and CUL-8 , 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Decommissioning activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

4.4.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.4.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur. Existing conditions relevant to cultural resources would continue, but may be altered 
at some point in the future by construction of a potential wind energy or other development project. No 
impact associated with the OWEF would occur.  

4.4.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in impacts to cultural resources. 

4.4.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.4.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to cultural resources would continue, but may 
be altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind 
energy development. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. 

4.4.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to cultural resources. However, in the absence of this project, 
other renewable energy projects may be constructed at the project site or elsewhere to meet State and 
Federal mandates, and those projects could have impacts similar to those of the proposed OWEF. 
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4.4.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.4.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the future, if 
another wind development project were to be implemented, similar impacts to cultural resources as those 
described for the proposed OWEF (Alternative 1) could occur if the developer of said future development 
adopts similar avoidance measures in the design of the wind farm. 

4.4.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to cultural resources. 

4.4.9 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts on cultural resources take into account the proposed action’s impacts as well as those 
likely to occur as a result of other existing, proposed and reasonably foreseeable projects. When analyzing 
cumulative impacts on cultural resources, an assessment is made of the impacts on individual resources as 
well as the inventory of cultural resources within the cumulative impact analysis area. Since the proposed 
action alternatives have been designed to avoid physical impacts to cultural resources from construction, 
operation, and decommissioning, the project is not expected to cumulatively contribute to physical 
impacts. This cumulative analysis is focused on the proposed action’s potential contributions to other 
types of impacts to cultural resources in the area, particularly the TCP.  

4.4.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA contemplate close coordination between the 
NEPA and NHPA processes (36 CFR §800.8), and expressly integrate consideration of cumulative 
concerns within the analysis of a proposed action’s potential direct and indirect effects by defining 
“adverse effect” to include “reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later 
in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative” (36 CFR §800.5(a)(1)).  

The geographic scope of the cumulative effects analysis for cultural resources is the APE plus a 10-mile 
radius around the OWEF site. This is a large enough area to encompass any effects of the OWEF on 
cultural resources that may combine with similar effects caused by other projects and provides a 
reasonable context wherein cumulative actions could affect cultural resources. For instance, the visibility 
of the proposed OWEF from surrounding areas could alter the context of nearby historic and prehistoric 
properties, or affect certain ethnographic values attributed to the area. Because the visibility of the 
proposed OWEF diminishes substantially beyond ten miles (see Figure 4.18-1, Project Viewshed Map), a 
ten-mile radius around the OWEF site represents an appropriate geographic limit for the cumulative 
impact analysis for cultural resources.  
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Determining the temporal scope requires estimating the length of time the effects of the proposed action 
will last, either individually or in combination with other anticipated effects. The temporal scope of 
impacts to cultural resources during the development of cumulative projects along with the OWEF would 
be the through the end of project decommissioning, because any direct or indirect effects of the project 
would only occur during the life of the project.  

4.4.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative conditions to cultural resources involve the disturbance of culturally significant resources, and 
alteration of the historic and cultural landscape of the area over time. In the past, cultural resources have 
sometimes been damaged or destroyed by development projects, resulting in the loss of potential 
knowledge. In more recent times, this has become less common, especially for projects undergoing 
environmental review under NEPA or CEQA, as laws now provide various protections for cultural 
resources. Development projects in the region have resulted in the damage or destruction of cultural 
resources, and the area has hosted various human activities in the past and certain activities, such as 
recreation, continue today. In recent times, the severity of impacts to previously unknown cultural 
resources has been reduced by implementing mitigation measures requiring construction monitoring, 
evaluation of resources discovered during monitoring, and avoidance or data recovery for significant 
resources.  

4.4.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Many of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the cumulative 
impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR for the geographic area described above in Section 4.4.9.1. The projects 
that are located within the geographic extent for cumulative analysis of cultural resources are presented in 
Table 4.1-2 and listed below: 

• ESJ Wind Project I 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Ketchum Ranch 

• Elder – TPM 20981 

• Grizzle – TPM 20719 

• Pacific Bell Cell Site 

• Sunrise Powerlink 

• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar 
Field 

• Renewergy, LLC

Of the projects listed above, EIS or EIR documents have been published for four of the projects. Table 
4.4-2 (below) provides information from those EIS and EIR documents, including information on the 
number of historic and prehistoric cultural resources directly or indirectly affected by those projects. 
These projects are in the various stages of permitting or construction.   
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Table 4.4-2.  Cumulative Projects within the Cultural Resources Geographic Extent/Context 
Project 
Name Location Project Type Project Description Cultural Sites 

Sunrise 
Powerlink 
(SRPL) 

Imperial Co. and San 
Diego Co.  

High-voltage 
Transmission 
Line 

150-mile transmission line from Imperial 
County to Sycamore Canyon near Poway.  

28 archaeological sites in 
San Diego County 
8 archaeological sites in 
Imperial County 

Coyote Wells 
Specific Plan 

Imperial Co. Within 
the Ocotillo/ 
Nomirage Community 
Area Plan 

Residential The Specific Plan includes 22 parcels and 
10 land use designations, and would be 
comprised of two main components, the 
open space/recreational area and the open 
space/preservation area. Other land uses 
within these areas include tourism, residen-
tial, storage, hotel/resort, and infrastructure. 

55 prehistoric sites 
12 historic resources 

Imperial 
Valley Solar 
Project (IVSP) 

Imperial Co. North of 
I-8 in southwestern 
Imperial County, 
approximately 4 miles 
east of Ocotillo. 

Solar Energy 
(Renewable) 

Development of up to 750 MW of energy on 
6,140 acres of BLM-administered public 
lands and on 300 acres of private lands. 

145 prehistoric resources 
62 historic resources 

ESJ Wind 
Projects  

Northern Baja CA, 
Mexico, in the Sierra 
Juárez mountains. 
 

Wind Energy 
(Renewable) 

ESJ Wind Project I - Development of 400 
MW of wind generation.  
ESJ Wind Project II - Development of 300 
MW of wind generation.  
ESJ Wind Project III - Development of 420 
MW of wind generation.  

3 prehistoric sites (US 
portion) 

Almost 3.5 miles of the SRPL transmission line traverses the OWEF site. The median distance between 
each of the 500-kV lattice towers in this area (referred to as the Imperial Valley Link) is 1,615 feet 
(Aspen, 2008). Given this span between towers, 11 towers would be located within the OWEF APE. 

4.4.9.4 Construction 
The OWEF has been designed to avoid physical effects to most known archaeological resources; 
however, the proposed OWEF would adversely affect  one significant historical resource the proposed 
TCP and all its contributing elements, including the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph. In addition, there is the 
potential for unanticipated damage or inadvertent discoveries of unknown resources during the 
construction phase of the OWEF. If any unanticipated resources are encountered during construction, 
measures to reduce impacts to these resources would be implemented. Construction of other projects 
located in the geographic area for the cumulative analysis (described in Section 4.4.9.1, above) could also 
result in damage to previously unknown resources encountered during construction.  

Based on the above analysis the proposed OWEF will contribute in a small but measurable way to adverse 
cumulative impacts on cultural resources. For instance, while physical impacts to historic properties can 
often be avoided, projects and activities in the vicinity of an historic properties can alter the context of the 
resource by changing its surroundings, potentially degrading the value of the resource. Similarly, 
individual projects can contribute to the degradation of certain ethnographic values of an area simply by 
altering the landscape, particularly as related to Native American cultures, even though no cultural 
resources are physically affected. This could include alteration of important views, modification of 
traditional landscapes, or limitations on traditional uses of an area. 

The proposed OWEF will contribute to the alteration of culturally important landscapes (the TCP) through 
the construction of wind turbine generators, which are visually prominent structures. Based on the results 
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of BLM consultation with Native Americans, these visual changes will  adversely affect the setting for 
resource that is assumed eligible for listing in the NRHP and will degrade certain qualities of the 
landscape that are important to Native American culture. Other projects with visually prominent features, 
such as the SRPL transmission line, will also contribute to changes in visual conditions and, therefore, 
will also contribute to cumulative impacts on culturally important views and landscapes.  

In summary, the OWEF impacts, when combined with impacts from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, contribute in a small but significant way to the adverse impacts for cultural 
resources. The majority of the proposed future projects examined in this analysis would likely undergo 
CEQA and/or NEPA review. Sites that could not be avoided would be tested to evaluate significance. 
Register-eligible sites would be subject to historical documentation or data recovery excavations to 
mitigate impacts. Although these measures would reduce most individual site impacts to less than 
significant levels, archaeological excavation and analysis cannot recover all the scientific values of a site. 
The destruction of cultural resources and cultural landscapes results in the loss of information, but also to 
irreparable damage to cultural and spiritual values. In terms of the loss of information mitigation can 
reduce the impact of this destruction, but not to a less-than-significant level. In terms of cultural and 
spiritual impacts, the nature of these impacts and potential mitigation measures can only be determined by 
members of the community who value the resources and landscapes, in this case Native Americans. 
Native Americans have indicated that this cumulatively considerable impact is unmitigatable. 

Despite the correct implementation of the mitigation measures outlined here, OWEF’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts to cultural resources would nonetheless be adverse.  

4.4.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
As described above, the proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid known archaeological resources and 
thus would have no physical lasting effects on those resources. In addition, with implementation of BLM 
BMPs and project-specific mitigation measures listed in Section 4.4.10, adverse effects on any known or 
unknown historic and archaeological resources that could potentially be encountered during operation and 
maintenance activities would be mitigated by ensuring identification, evaluation, avoidance, and 
protection of those resources.  

Physical impacts to cultural resources can be avoided or minimized through the implementation of 
mitigation measures that result in the avoidance of physical impacts to archaeological sites and the 
permanent preservation of culturally significant resources by reducing and/or controlling public access to 
culturally sensitive areas. These measures reduce the cumulative impacts of construction projects on 
cultural resources, and have resulted in beneficial cumulative effects by identifying and preserving cultural 
resources and contributing to knowledge about the prehistoric and historic resources in the area. 

However, once constructed, the OWEF and other projects may contribute to cumulative impacts on 
cultural resources in other ways by altering culturally important landscapes and views, as described above 
(see Section 4.4.9.4). These visual changes will  adversely affect the setting for historic properties that 
may be eligible for listing in the NRHP and could also degrade certain qualities of the landscape that are 
important to Native American culture. Given these factors, the operation of the proposed OWEF is 
expected to directly contribute to cumulative impacts on cultural resources within the geographic extent. 
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4.4.9.6 Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the OWEF, consistent with a BLM-approved decommissioning plan, would 
greatly reduce any project-related contributions to cumulative effects. In addition, it is unlikely that any 
unanticipated resources would be discovered during decommissioning activities, as such all cultural 
resources at the site would probably have been previously identified during either construction or 
operation. Therefore, OWEF decommissioning would not contribute to any adverse cumulative impacts 
on cultural resources. In addition, with decommissioning and restoration, the OWEF site would be 
restored to a condition similar to pre-construction conditions, and any effect that the project may have on 
culturally important landscapes, views, or traditional uses of the area would be eliminated or substantially 
reduced. 

4.4.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Construction 

• CR-1. Construction of the proposed OWEF would not have a cumulatively considerable impact to 
this historic resource, especially considering that construction activities would need to fully comply 
with the BLM BMPs, the proposed mitigation measures, and with all applicable standards and 
requirements. No other historic resources would be directly affected by OWEF construction. 
However, construction of the project would change visual conditions in the area and, therefore, could 
contribute to adverse cumulative effects on the context and setting for historic built-environment 
resources in the area. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-6 and Mitigation Measure CUL-8 
would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact. 

• CR-2. Construction of the proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts on 
archaeological resources, as the project has been designed to avoid physical impacts to all such 
resources identified in the project area. Mitigation measures are proposed to help further ensure that 
the project does not physically affect any archaeological resources. However, construction of the 
project would change visual conditions in the area and, therefore, would contribute to adverse 
cumulative effects on culturally important landscapes, particularly the TCP. Mitigation Measures 
CUL-4 through CUL-9, as well as the measures proposed in the MOA, would reduce the project’s 
contribution to this impacts. 

• CR-3. Construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any known human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, 
and CUL-7 would help avoid impacts associated with the disturbance of any unknown human remains 
that may be encountered during construction. Therefore, the project would not make a significant 
contribution to any impacts related to disturbance of human remains. Mitigation Measures CUL-5 
through CUL-8 would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact. 

Operation 

• CR-1. Operation and maintenance of the OWEF would not directly contribute to any cumulative 
physical impacts on historic resources. However, the project would change visual conditions in the 
area and, therefore, could contribute to adverse cumulative effects on the context and setting for 
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historic resources in the area. Mitigation Measures CUL-10 through CUL-12 would reduce the 
project’s contribution to this impact. 

• CR-2. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
on archaeological resources, as the project has been designed to avoid physical impacts to all such 
resources identified in the project area. Mitigation measures are proposed to help further ensure that 
the project does not physically affect any archaeological resources.  However, construction of the 
project would change visual conditions in the area and, therefore, would contribute to adverse 
cumulative effects on culturally important landscapes, particularly the TCP. Mitigation Measure 
CUL-9, as well as the measures proposed in the MOA, would reduce the project’s contribution to this 
impact. 

• CR-3. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF is not expected to result in the disturbance 
of any human remains. Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-7 would help avoid impacts 
associated with the disturbance of any unknown human remains that may be encountered during 
project operation and maintenance. Therefore, the project would not make a significant contribution 
to any impacts related to disturbance of human remains. Mitigation Measures CUL-5 through CUL-8 
would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact. 

Decommissioning 

• CR-1. The decommissioning of the OWEF, consistent with a BLM-approved decommissioning plan, 
would greatly reduce the potential for any project-related contributions to cumulative effects on 
historic resources. Therefore, OWEF decommissioning would not have any significant cumulative 
impacts on historic resources. Mitigation Measures CUL-5 through CUL-6 and Mitigation Measure 
CUL-8 would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact.  

• CR-2. Consistent with a BLM-approved decommissioning plan, the proposed OWEF would not result 
in a significant cumulative impact on archaeological resources. With restoration of the site after 
decommissioning, any effect that the project may have on culturally important landscapes, views, or 
traditional uses of the area would be eliminated or substantially reduced. 

• CR-3. Consistent with a BLM-approved decommissioning plan, decommissioning of the proposed 
OWEF would not result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. Therefore, project decommissioning would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact with regard to human remains. Mitigation Measures CUL-5 through CUL-8 
would reduce the project’s contribution to this impact. 

4.4.10 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed OWEF would include implementation of recommended BMPs from BLM’s Programmatic 
EIS for Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States (BLM, 
2005). The applicable BLM BMPs are presented below. In addition, project-specific mitigation measures 
are presented to minimize and avoid adverse effects on cultural resources. 

A draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) containing measures to avoid, minimize, and resolve the 
adverse effects of the OWEF was distributed to the consulting parties, and is currently being revised 
through Section 106 consultation. A draft MOA is included in Appendix R. Mitigation Measure CUL-9 
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(Continue consultation with Native American and other traditional groups) would ensure continued 
consultation with Tribes and resolution  of adverse effects to the TCP and its contributing elements 
including the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph should the project be approved. The MOA will set forth the final 
mitigation to resolve the adverse effects to cultural resources identified in connection with the OWEF and 
alternatives.  As explained below, these measures may be similar to, or derivations of, the measures 
presented and analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  Mitigation measures in the draft MOA that will be further 
developed as the MOA is revised and finalized include: (1) the development and preparation of a Historic 
Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) which will require off site mitigation such as Applicant funding for the 
preparation of an ethnographic study to further explore and understand the larger TCP, its boundaries and 
contributing elements,  Applicant funding to support and enhance public education, interpretation and 
tribal language programs, and the identification and implementation of resource protection measures 
during construction such as fencing, gating, and law enforcement patrols. The MOA also requires the 
development of a Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and 
Unanticipated Effects, a NAGPRA Plan of Action and a Long Term Monitoring Program.     

BLM Best Management Practices 

• The size of cleared and disturbed lands shall be minimized as much as possible. Existing roads and 
borrow pits shall be used as much as possible. 

• A monitoring program shall be developed to ensure that environmental conditions are monitored during 
the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases. The monitoring program requirements, 
including adaptive management strategies, shall be established at the project level to ensure that potential 
adverse impacts of wind energy development are mitigated. The monitoring program shall identify the 
monitoring requirements for each environmental resource present at the site, establish metrics against 
which monitoring observations can be measured, identify potential mitigation measures, and establish 
protocols for incorporating monitoring observations and additional mitigation measures into standard 
operating procedures and BMPs. 

• The BLM will consult with Indian Tribal governments early in the planning process to identify issues 
regarding the proposed wind energy development, including issues related to the presence of cultural 
properties, access rights, disruption to traditional cultural practices, and impacts to visual resources 
important to the Tribe(s). 

• The presence of archaeological sites and historic properties in the area of potential effect shall be 
determined on the basis of a records search of recorded sites and properties in the area and/or, 
depending on the extent and reliability of existing information, an archaeological survey. Archaeological 
sites and historic properties present in the area of potential effect shall be reviewed to determine whether 
they meet the criteria of eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

• When any ROW application includes remnants of a National Historic Trail, is located within the 
viewshed of a National Historic Trail’s designated centerline, or includes or is within the viewshed of a 
trail eligible for listing on the NRHP, the operator shall evaluate the potential visual impacts to the trail 
associated with the proposed project and identify appropriate mitigation measures for inclusion as 
stipulations in the POD. 

• If cultural resources are present at the site, or if areas with a high potential to contain cultural material 
have been identified, a cultural resources management plan (CRMP)1 shall be developed. This plan shall 
address mitigation activities to be taken for cultural resources found at the site. Avoidance of the area is 
always the preferred mitigation option. Other mitigation options include archaeological survey and 

                                              
1  The Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects 

described in Mitigation Measure CUL-3 is serving the purpose of a CRMP. 
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excavation (as warranted) and monitoring. If an area exhibits a high potential, but no artifacts were 
observed during an archaeological survey, monitoring by a qualified archaeologist could be required 
during all excavation and earthmoving in the high-potential area. A report shall be prepared 
documenting these activities. The CRMP also shall (1) establish a monitoring program, (2) identify 
measures to prevent potential looting/vandalism or erosion impacts, and (3) address the education of 
workers and the public to make them aware of the consequences of unauthorized collection of artifacts 
and destruction of property on public land. 

Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 

All action alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) analyzed for this document have the potential to cause an 
adverse effect on significant cultural resources. In addition to the BLM BMPs listed above, project-
specific mitigation measures have been developed to reduce, avoid or resolve potential cultural resources 
impacts associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative. These project-specific mitigation measures presented below shall be applied to mitigate 
impacts under CEQA and NEPA and shall be coordinated through the Section 106 consultation process 
and development of the draft MOA (see Appendix R).    

CUL-1 Identify and evaluate cultural resources in final Area of Potential Effects (APE). The 
Applicant shall provide sufficient technical data to enable the BLM to properly evaluate the 
significance of all potentially affected cultural resources. Cultural resources data collection 
shall be conducted by professionals meeting the Secretary’s Standards and in accordance with 
those Standards, to provide recommendations with regard to their eligibility for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), or 
local registers. Preliminary determinations of NRHP eligibility will be made by the BLM, in 
consultation with Imperial County and other appropriate consulting parties, Native American 
tribes, and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

CUL-2 Avoid and protect potentially significant resources. Where feasible, potentially NRHP-
eligible resources and CRHR-eligible resources shall be protected from project impacts by 
project redesign to the extent not already address by existing reconfigurations. Complete 
avoidance of impacts to such resources shall be the preferred protection strategy, and 
avoidance of direct physical effects is the preferred treatment measure for historic properties 
to which Native American tribes attach sacred or religious significance. The BLM would 
achieve this preferred treatment by conditioning the ROW grant to exclude those historic 
properties, or lands from the project where feasible. On the basis of preliminary NRHP 
eligibility assessments or previous determinations of resource eligibility, the BLM and 
Imperial County, in consultation with the SHPO, may request the relocation of the project 
area where relocation would avoid or reduce damage to cultural resource values. 

 Where the BLM and Imperial County, in consultation with the Applicant, decide that 
potentially NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible cultural resources cannot be protected from 
impacts by project redesign, or that avoidance is not feasible, the Applicant shall undertake 
additional studies needed by the BLM to evaluate the resources’ NRHP and/or CRHR 
eligibility and to recommend further mitigating treatment. The nature and extent of this 
evaluation shall be determined by the BLM in consultation with the consulting parties and 
shall be based upon final project engineering specifications. Evaluations will be based on 
surface remains, subsurface testing, archival and ethnographic resources, and in the 
framework of the historic context and important research questions of the project area. 
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Results of those evaluation studies and recommendations for mitigation of project effects shall 
be incorporated into a Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP).  

 All potentially NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible resources or resources that are treated as 
eligible for project management purposes that will not be affected by physical impacts, but 
are within 150 feet of such impact areas, will be designated as Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESAs) to ensure that construction activities do not encroach onsite peripheries. 
Protective fencing, or other markers (after approval by Imperial County/BLM), shall be 
erected and maintained to protect ESAs from inadvertent trespass for the duration of 
construction in the vicinity. ESAs shall not be identified specifically as cultural resources. A 
monitoring program shall be developed as part of a Management Plan for Archaeological 
Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects and implemented by the 
Applicant to ensure the effectiveness of ESA protection. 

CUL-3 Develop and implement a Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review 
Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects. Upon approval of the inventory report and the 
NRHP and CRHR eligibility evaluations, the Applicant shall prepare and submit for approval 
a Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and 
Unanticipated Effects (Management Plan). The Management Plan shall define and map all 
known cultural resources within 150 feet of all project APEs. The Management Plan shall 
also detail how resources will be marked and protected as ESAs during construction. The 
Management Plan shall define any additional areas that are considered to be of high-
sensitivity for discovery of buried significant cultural resources, including burials, 
cremations, or sacred features. This sensitivity evaluation shall be conducted by an 
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and who takes into account 
geomorphic setting and surrounding distributions of archaeological deposits. The 
Management Plan shall detail provisions for monitoring construction in these high-sensitivity 
areas. It shall also detail procedures for halting construction, making appropriate notifications 
to agencies, officials, and Native Americans, and assessing register-eligibility in the event that 
unknown cultural resources are discovered during construction. For all unanticipated cultural 
resource discoveries, the Management Plan shall detail the methods, consultation procedures, 
and timelines for assessing register-eligibility, formulating a mitigation plan, and 
implementing treatment. Mitigation and treatment plans for unanticipated discoveries shall be 
approved by the BLM, Imperial County, and the SHPO prior to implementation. 

CUL-4 Develop an HPTP and conduct data recovery or other actions to resolve adverse effects. 
If NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible resources, as determined by the BLM and SHPO, 
cannot be protected from impacts of the proposed project, data-recovery investigations or 
other mitigation shall be conducted by the Applicant to resolve adverse effects to the 
characteristics of each property that contribute to its NRHP and/or CRHR eligibility. As part 
of the HPTP, the Applicant shall prepare a research design and a scope of work for data 
recovery or additional treatment of NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible sites that cannot be 
avoided and to resolve effects. Treatment of significant cultural resources shall follow the 
procedures established by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation for compliance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and other appropriate State and local 
regulations. The HPTP shall be submitted to the BLM for review and approval. 

 For sites eligible under Criterion (d), significant data could be recovered through excavation 
and analysis. For properties eligible under Criteria (a), (b), or (c), mitigation may include but 
is not limited to historical documentation, photography, collection of oral histories, 
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architectural or engineering documentation, preparation of a scholarly work, or some form of 
public awareness or interpretation. Data gathered during the evaluation phase studies and the 
research design element of the HPTP shall guide plans and data thresholds for data recovery; 
treatment will be based on the resource’s research potential beyond that realized during 
resource recordation and evaluation studies. If data recovery is necessary, sampling for data-
recovery excavations will follow standard statistical sampling methods, but sampling will be 
confined, as much as possible, to the physical impact area. Data-recovery methods, sample 
sizes, and procedures shall be detailed in the HPTP and implemented by the Applicant only 
after approval by the BLM. Construction work within 150 feet of cultural resources that 
require data-recovery fieldwork shall not begin until authorized by the BLM to ensure that 
impacts to known significant archaeological deposits are adequately resolved. 

 The HPTP shall include provisions for reporting of results, curation of artifacts and data 
(maps, field notes, archival materials, recordings, reports, photographs, and analysts’ data) at 
a facility that is approved by BLM, and dissemination of reports. The BLM will retain 
ownership of artifacts collected from BLM managed lands. The Applicant shall attempt to 
gain permission for artifacts from privately held land to be curated with the other project 
collections. The HPTP shall specify that archaeologists and other discipline specialists 
conducting the studies meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (per 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 61). 

 A description of alternative treatments to resolve adverse effects that are not data recovery 
may include (but are not limited to): 

• Historical documentation for built-environment resources such as that completed for the 
Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record program; 

• Placement of construction in parts of historic properties that do not contribute to the 
qualities that make the resource eligible for the NRHP; 

• Deeding cemetery areas into open space in perpetuity and providing the necessary long-
term protection measures; 

• Public interpretation including the preparation of a public version of the cultural 
resources studies and/or education materials for local schools;  

• Access by Native American tribes to traditional areas on the project site after the 
project has been constructed;  

• Support by Applicant to cultural centers in the preparation of interpretive displays; and  

• Consideration of other off-site mitigation.  

CUL-5  Monitor construction at known ESAs. The Applicant shall implement full-time 
archaeological monitoring by a professional archaeologist during ground-disturbing activities 
at all cultural resource ESAs. These locations and their protection boundaries shall be defined 
and mapped in the CRMP. Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist familiar with the types of historical and prehistoric resources that could be 
encountered within the project, and under direct supervision of a principal archaeologist. The 
qualifications of the principal archaeologist and archaeological monitors shall be approved by 
the BLM. 

 A Native American monitor may be required at culturally sensitive locations specified by the 
BLM following government-to-government consultation with Native American tribes. The 
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CRMP shall indicate the locations where Native American monitors will be required. The 
Applicant shall retain and schedule any required Native American monitors. 

 Compliance with and effectiveness of any cultural resources monitoring required by the 
CRMP shall be documented by the Applicant in a monthly report to be submitted to the BLM 
for the duration of project construction. In the event that cultural resources are not properly 
protected by ESAs, all project work in the immediate vicinity shall be diverted to a buffer 
distance determined by the archaeological monitor until authorization to resume work has 
been granted by the BLM and Imperial County. 

 The Applicant shall notify the BLM of any damage to cultural resource ESAs. If such damage 
occurs, the Applicant shall consult with the BLM to mitigate damages and to increase 
effectiveness of ESAs. At the discretion of the BLM and Imperial County, such mitigation 
may include, but not be limited to, modification of protective measures, refinement of 
monitoring protocols, data-recovery investigations or payment of compensatory damages in 
the form of non-destructive cultural resources studies or protection within or outside the 
license area, at the discretion of the BLM. 

CUL-6 Train construction personnel. All construction personnel shall be trained regarding the 
recognition of possible buried cultural remains and protection of all cultural resources, 
including prehistoric and historic resources during construction, prior to the initiation of 
construction or ground-disturbing activities. The Applicant shall complete training for all 
construction personnel and retain documentation showing when training of personnel was 
completed. Training shall inform all construction personnel of the procedures to be followed 
upon the discovery of archaeological materials, including Native American burials. Training 
shall inform all construction personnel that ESAs must be avoided and that travel and 
construction activity must be confined to designated roads and areas. All personnel shall be 
instructed that unauthorized collection or disturbance of artifacts or other cultural materials on 
or off the ROW by the Applicant, his representatives, or employees will not be allowed. 
Violators will be subject to prosecution under the appropriate State and federal laws and 
violations will be grounds for removal from the project. Unauthorized resource collection or 
disturbance may constitute grounds for the issuance of a stop work order. The following 
issues shall be addressed in training or in preparation for construction: 

• All construction contracts shall require construction personnel to attend training so they are 
aware of the potential for inadvertently exposing buried archaeological deposits, their 
responsibility to avoid and protect all cultural resources, and the penalties for collection, 
vandalism, or inadvertent destruction of cultural resources. 

• The Applicant shall provide training for supervisory construction personnel describing the 
potential for exposing cultural resources, the location of any potential ESA, and procedures 
and notifications required in the event of discoveries by project personnel or archaeological 
monitors. Supervisors shall also be briefed on the consequences of intentional or inadvertent 
damage to cultural resources. Supervisory personnel shall enforce restrictions on collection 
or disturbance of artifacts or other cultural resources. 

CUL-7  Properly treat human remains. All locations of known Native American human remains 
shall be avoided through project design and shall be protected by designation as ESAs. The 
Applicant shall follow all State and federal laws, statutes, and regulations that govern the 
treatment of human remains. The Applicant shall assist and support the BLM in all required 
Section 106, government to-government and Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) consultations with Native Americans, agencies and 
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commissions, and consulting parties as requested by the BLM. The Applicant shall comply 
with and implement all required actions and studies that result from such consultations. If 
human remains are discovered during construction, all work shall be diverted from the area of 
the discovery and the BLM authorized officer shall be informed immediately. Avoidance and 
protection of inadvertent discoveries which contain human remains shall be the preferred 
protection strategy with complete avoidance of impacts to such resources protected from 
physical project impacts by project redesign. The Applicant shall follow all State and federal 
laws, statutes, and regulations that govern the treatment of human remains. The Applicant 
shall comply with and implement all required actions and studies that result from such 
consultations, as directed by the BLM. 

CUL-8  Monitor construction in areas of high sensitivity for buried resources. The Applicant shall 
implement archaeological monitoring by a professional archaeologist during subsurface 
construction disturbance at all locations identified in the Management Plan for Archaeological 
Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated Effects as highly sensitive for buried 
prehistoric or historical archaeological sites or Native American human remains. These 
locations and their protection boundaries shall be defined and mapped in the Management 
Plan. Intermittent monitoring may occur in areas of moderate archaeological sensitivity at the 
discretion of the BLM and Imperial County. Upon discovery of potential buried cultural 
materials by archaeologists or construction personnel, or damage to an ESA, work in the 
immediate area of the find shall be diverted and the BLM Authorized Officer or his/her 
designee shall be notified immediately. Once the find has been inspected and a preliminary 
assessment made, the Applicant’s archaeologist will consult with the BLM, as appropriate, to 
make the necessary plans for evaluation and treatment of the find(s) or mitigation of adverse 
effects to ESAs, in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards, and as specified in the 
Management Plan. 

CUL-9  Continue consultation with Native American and other traditional groups. The Applicant 
shall provide assistance to the BLM, as requested by the BLM, to continue required 
government to-government consultation with interested Native American tribes and 
individuals (Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994, and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act) and other traditional groups to assess or mitigate the impact of the 
approved project on traditional cultural properties or other resources of Native American 
concern, such as sacred sites and landscapes, or areas of traditional plant gathering for food, 
medicine, basket weaving, or ceremonial uses. As directed by the BLM, the Applicant shall 
undertake required treatments, studies, or other actions that result from such consultation. 
Actions that are required during or after construction shall be defined, detailed, and scheduled 
in the HPTP and implemented by the Applicant. 

CUL-10  Protect and monitor NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible properties. The Applicant shall 
design and implement a long-term management plan to protect NRHP-eligible, CRHR-
eligible sites or sites treated as eligible for project management purposes from direct physical 
impacts of project operation and maintenance and from more indirect impacts (such as erosion 
and access) that could result from the presence of the project. The plan shall be developed in 
consultation with the BLM and other consulting parties to design measures that will be 
effective against project maintenance impacts, such as vegetation clearing and road and tower 
maintenance, and project-related vehicular impacts. The plan shall also include protective 
measures for the cultural resources within the transmission line corridor or main project area 
that may experience operational and access impacts as a result of the project. Measures 
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considered shall include restrictive fencing or gates, permanent access road closures, signage, 
stabilization of potential erosive areas, site capping, site patrols, and interpretive/educational 
programs, or other measures that will be effective for protecting the resources. The plan shall 
be property specific and shall include provisions for monitoring and reporting its effectiveness 
and for addressing inadequacies or failures that result in damage to resources. 

 Monitoring of sites selected during consultation with BLM shall be conducted annually by a 
professional archaeologist for a minimum period of 5 years. Monitoring shall include 
inspection of all site loci and defined surface features, documented by photographs from fixed 
photo monitoring stations and written observations. A monitoring report shall be submitted to 
the BLM within 1 month following the annual resource monitoring. The report shall indicate 
any properties that have been affected by erosion, unauthorized excavation or collecting or 
vehicle or maintenance impacts. For properties that have been impacted, the Applicant shall 
provide recommendations for mitigating impacts and for improving protective measures. 
After 5 years of resource monitoring, the BLM will evaluate the effectiveness of the 
protective measures and the monitoring program. Based on that evaluation, the BLM or 
Imperial County may require that the Applicant revise or refine the protective measures, or 
alter the monitoring protocol or schedule. If the BLM does not authorize alteration of the 
monitoring protocol or schedule, those shall remain in effect for the duration of project 
operation. 

 If the annual monitoring program identifies adverse effects to NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-
eligible properties from operation or long-term presence of the project, or if, at any time, the 
Applicant, BLM or Imperial County become aware of such adverse effects, the Applicant 
shall notify the BLM immediately and implement additional protective measures, as directed 
by the BLM. At the discretion of the BLM such measures may include, but not be limited to, 
refinement of monitoring protocols, data-recovery investigations, or payment of 
compensatory damages in the form of nondestructive cultural resources studies or protection. 

CUL-11  Control unauthorized access. The Applicant shall coordinate with the authorized officer of 
the BLM or local landowner/administrator at least 60 days before construction in order to 
determine if gates shall be installed on access roads, especially trails that would be dually 
used as access roads, to prevent unauthorized vehicular access to the ROW. Gate installation 
shall be required at the discretion of the land management agency. On trails proposed for 
multiple use as access roads, gates shall be wide enough to allow horses, bicycles, and 
pedestrians to pass through. The Applicant shall document its coordination efforts with the 
administering agency of the road/trail and provide this documentation to the administering 
agency and all affected jurisdictions 30 days prior to construction. Signs prohibiting 
unauthorized use of the access roads shall be posted on the installed gates.  

CUL-12 Funding of ranger and law enforcement patrols. To control unauthorized use of project 
access roads and to provide for the general protection of cultural and natural resources made 
more accessible as a result of the project facilities, the Applicant shall provide funding to land 
management entities for general ranger and law enforcement patrols for the term of the 
ROW. The responsible land management entities will formulate what funding is reasonable to 
implement the above. 

As indicated above, a draft MOA containing measures to avoid, minimize, and resolve adverse effects to 
cultural resources within the OWEF’s APE has been prepared and is included in Appendix R. The 
measures included in the draft MOA complement the mitigation measures presented and analyzed above 
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and are designed to accomplish similar objectives. Below is a list of EIS/EIR mitigation measures that 
provide protection for cultural resources similar to those in the draft MOA: 

• Avoidance and protection measures identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Avoid and protect 
potentially significant resources) are also included in draft MOA Sections III and IV, Appendix 
D: Historic Properties Treatment Plan, Item 6 (Site Protection During Project Construction) and 
will be incorporated into Appendix F. 

• The management plan identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-3 (Develop and implement a 
Management Plan for Archaeological Monitoring, Post-Review Discovery, and Unanticipated 
Effects) is presented in draft MOA Section IV and will be incorporated into Appendix F. 

• The Historic Properties Treatment Plan identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-4 (Develop an 
HPTP and conduct data recovery or other actions to resolve adverse effects) is presented in draft 
MOA Section III and Appendix D. Other components of Mitigation Measure CUL-4 will be 
incorporated in the draft MOA Appendix F. 

• The construction monitoring requirements set forth in Mitigation Measure CUL-5 (Monitor 
construction at known ESAs) are reflected in draft MOA Sections IV.a, IV.b, and 2.2.1, and 
Appendix F, Section 2.2 (3). 

• Training for construction personnel identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-6 (Train construction 
personnel) is identified in draft MOA Section III(b) and Appendix D. 

• The requirements set forth in Mitigation Measure CUL-7 (Properly treat human remains) are 
identified in draft MOA Section IV and Appendix G. 

• The continued consultation identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-9 (Continue consultation with 
Native American and other traditional groups) is reflected in the draft MOA Whereas Clauses, 
Section III.b and will be incorporated into Appendix F. 

• The protection and monitoring requirements identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-10 (Protect 
and monitor NRHP-eligible and/or CRHR-eligible properties) are reflected in draft MOA 
Sections III.b and IV.a, and Appendices E and F at a later date. 

• Requirements similar to those identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-11 (Control unauthorized 
access) are included in draft MOA Section IV and Appendix D (Item 6) and would be developed 
further in Appendix F. 

• Requirements similar to those identified in Mitigation Measure CUL-12 (Funding of ranger and 
law enforcement patrols) are included in draft MOA Sections III, IV, Appendix D (Item 6) and 
will be included in Appendix F. 

4.4.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The proposed OWEF has been designed to avoid physical impacts to all known resources eligible for the 
NRHP. Although physical impacts would be avoided, the proposed OWEF could still have an adverse 
impact on the TCP. This impact could be reduced through the removal of wind turbines in the portions of 
the project site that have particular importance to tribes, such as the Spoke Wheel Geoglyph. A proposed 
concept for removing wind turbines for this purpose is the Refined Project discussed in Section 2.1.2, 
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which would eliminate 43 turbines in the northwestern portion of the project site. Even with a 
modification such as this, some tribes have indicated that the project may still have an adverse effect on 
the TCP. 

In addition, the potential remains for impacts to unknown resources that may be discovered at the project 
site during construction. Implementation of the mitigation measures presented above, particularly 
Mitigation Measures CUL-5, CUL-6, and CUL-8, will minimize the potential for adverse impacts to 
previously unknown resources.  

Even with mitigation, non-physical project impacts to cultural resources would be adverse. 
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4.5 Environmental Justice 

4.5.1 Methodology for Analysis 
In the analysis, the percentages of minority and low-income populations were examined for each 
jurisdiction. For purposes of consistency and in compliance with U.S. BLM guidelines, U.S. Census data 
is used to determine minority and low-income population percentages in the affected area. The unit of 
analysis of potential impact on minority populations and low-income populations is the census tract group. 
After an initial screening-level analysis of the project area to determine low-income and minority 
percentage areas a jurisdictional screening-level analysis is conducted. If the jurisdiction has a population 
of 50 percent or greater for either the low-income or minority categories, it is identified for more detailed 
analysis. Similarly, if the jurisdiction has a population meaningfully greater (50 percent or greater) than 
the minority or low-income population percentage in the general population of the jurisdiction, it is 
identified for more detailed analysis. Identification of an area which would be disproportionately affected 
by the project does not by itself constitute an environmental justice impact. Analysis of impacts for all 
disciplines is presented in Section 4 of this EIS/EIR for the Proposed Action and its alternatives. 

An environmental justice impact resulting from the Proposed Action or its alternatives would occur if 
high-minority or low-income populations are disproportionately impacted, and there is an unavoidable 
adverse impact in other issue areas that directly affects the geographic block group. Where available, 
mitigation measures are presented in each section to ensure that impacts associated with construction and 
operation of the Proposed Action or its alternatives are minimized or avoided. A disproportionate 
environmental justice impact would occur, however, if an unavoidable adverse impact were to occur in an 
area identified as having the potential for a high-minority or low-income population. 

4.5.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
CEQA does not does not require the analysis of environmental justice impacts and so does not provide 
specific significance criteria for environmental justice impacts. Consequently, no CEQA significance 
determinations have been made for the analysis of environmental justice impacts below.  

4.5.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.5.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
As shown in Table 3.18-1, Census Tract 123.01 Block Group 2 in Imperial County and Census Tract 210 
Block Groups 3 and 4 in San Diego County all have minority populations of less than 50 percent and are 
lower than minority populations of Imperial and San Diego Counties, respectively. As such, no further 
analysis of the impacts on minority populations in these areas is necessary. The minority population in 
Census Tract 123.01 Block Group 1 in Imperial County, however, is more than 50 percent and therefore 
has been identified for more detailed analysis. Census Tract 123.01 Block Group 1 had a population of 
5,369 according to the 2010 Census. Of this population, 4,311 were located in Census Block 1297 within 
this block group, Centinela State Prison, over 11 miles east of the OWEF site. Census Block 1297 also 
accounts for 71 percent of the Block Group’s minority population. As Census Block 1500 would be 
outside the affected area of the Proposed Action, the minority population located here would not be 
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affected by activities associated with construction, operation and maintenance activities, or 
decommissioning. Without Block 1500, the remainder of Census Tract 123.01 Block Group 1 would have 
a minority percentage of approximately 12 percent, well below that of the rest of Imperial County. 

With regard to low-income populations, as shown in Table 3.18-1, Census Tract 123.01 and Ocotillo in 
Imperial County both have low-income populations of less than 50 percent and, in the case of Census 
Tract 123.01, lower than Imperial County as a whole. While Ocotillo’s low-income population is greater 
than that of Imperial County, it is not 50 percent greater. Consequently, no further analysis is required for 
Ocotillo and Census Tract 123.01. Census Tract 210 in San Diego County is less than the San Diego 
County average of 15 percent. In the case of both of these Census Tracts, population centers are more 
than 15 miles northwest of the affected area and there are no residents living in the Census Tracts within 
one-half mile of the proposed OWEF site. Consequently, no low-income populations would be affected by 
activities associated with construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning. 

4.5.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 

4.5.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.5.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
While Alternative 2 would install fewer WTGs than the Proposed Action, the project boundaries for 
Alternative 2 would remain the same as described for the Proposed Action. Consequently, the same 
Census Blocks and Census Block Groups would be affected by Alternative 2 as for the Proposed Action 
and populations in those Census Blocks and Census Block Groups would be affected in the same way. No 
populations with a minority percentage or low-income percentage of greater than 50 percent would be 
within one-half mile of Alternative 2. 

4.5.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 

4.5.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.5.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
While Alternative 3 would also install fewer WTGs than the Proposed Action, the project boundaries for 
Alternative 3 would remain the same as described for the Proposed Action. Consequently, the same 
Census Blocks and Census Block Groups would be affected by Alternative 2 as for the Proposed Action 
and populations in those Census Blocks and Census Block Groups would be affected in the same way. No 
populations with a minority percentage or low-income percentage of greater than 50 percent would be 
within one-half mile of Alternative 3. 
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4.5.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 

4.5.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.5.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4, no action would occur and existing conditions relevant to minority and low-income 
populations would continue. No impact associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. 

4.5.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 

4.5.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.5.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, no action would occur and no future development of the site for wind energy would 
occur. Existing conditions relevant to minority and low-income populations would continue, but may be 
altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. 

4.5.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 

4.5.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.5.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6, no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power development 
in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the future, if another wind 
development project is implemented, similar impacts to minority and low-income populations as those 
described for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

4.5.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Because environmental justice relates to social and economic effects, CEQA does not require significance 
determinations for these types of impacts. 
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4.5.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.5.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
As described in Section 3.18, the affected area for environmental justice impacts would be jurisdictions 
within one-half mile of the Proposed Action or its alternatives to identify project-specific, localized 
impacts. Similarly, for environmental justice impacts associated with the Proposed Action or its 
alternatives to combine with those of other projects, the environmental justice impacts of the other 
projects would have to overlap the affected area of the Proposed Action or its alternatives. Assuming that 
other projects would also result in environmental justice impacts within one-half mile of the project area, 
to overlap with the Proposed Action’s affected area, these other projects would need to be within one mile 
of the Proposed Action. Additionally, as any environmental justice impacts generated by the proposed 
OWEF would be limited to occurring within the lifespan of the project, cumulative environmental justice 
impacts would also occur only during the lifespan of the project. 

4.5.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
This section discusses the past projects that have occurred in the cumulative analysis area described 
above, in addition to ongoing projects in the area. As the cumulative analysis area for environmental 
justice impacts is within one-half mile of the project area, past and present development contributing to 
the cumulative conditions for environmental justice in the cumulative analysis area is limited to 
development in the communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. As described in Section 3.18 and above, the 
minority and low-income populations within the affected area would be less than 50 percent and would be 
lower than their respective overall populations in Imperial and San Diego Counties.  

4.5.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider to be 
reasonably foreseeable.  

Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.1-1, the following list provides a summary of foreseeable 
projects in the cumulative effects area for environmental justice:  

• Sunrise Powerlink. This is a 150-mile transmission line route from SDG&E’s Imperial Valley 
Substation near El Centro to SDG&E’s Peñasquitos Substation near Interstate 805, in coastal San 
Diego. Construction would affect a large number of populations over its 150-mile route through San 
Diego and Imperial Counties, including a variety of high-minority and low-income areas. Stringing 
activities associated with Sunrise Powerlink in the Ocotillo area may overlap the timeframe for 
construction of the proposed OWEF. In the vicinity of the OWEF, however, no high-minority or 
low-income areas would be traversed by the Sunrise Powerlink.  

• Coyote Wells. The Wind Zero Group, Inc. has proposed to construct this residential development, 
per a Specific Plan which describes 22 parcels and 10 land use designations. Construction of Phase I 
of Coyote Wells would overlap with construction of the proposed OWEF. Phase III of the Coyote 
Wells Specific Plan would include 32 townhomes and 28 garage lofts which would be utilized by 
visitors, but would not have permanent residents. Phase III also includes three single-family 
residences resulting in approximately nine new residents. 
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• Renewergy. Renewergy LLC is planning to conduct wind testing with meteorological towers 
immediately east of the OWEF site. While Renewergy could result in similar impacts as the proposed 
OWEF, it is similarly unlikely to affect high-minority or low-income areas. 

Most of the projects presented in Table 4.1-1 and described above have either undergone independent 
environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if 
environmental review has not yet been completed for projects determined to be located within the 
geographic extent of this cumulative analysis, the potential effects of all projects comprising the existing 
and reasonably foreseeable cumulative conditions relevant to the proposed OWEF were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. The Final EIR/EIS for the Sunrise Powerlink was completed 
in 2008 and the Coyote Wells Specific Plan Final EIR was published in July 2010. 

4.5.9.4 Construction, Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning 
The environmental justice analysis for the Sunrise Powerlink identified no high-minority or low-income 
populations within one-half mile of the project’s transmission ROW in Imperial County. While no 
environmental justice analysis was performed for the Coyote Wells Specific Plan EIR, where the specific 
plan would overlap with the Proposed Action, no high-minority of low-income populations would be 
affected and the influx of up to nine new permanent residents would not shift the demographics of the area 
in a manner that would result in effects on a high-minority or low-income population. No environmental 
analysis has been performed for the Renewergy project at this time. As the minority and low-income 
populations within one-half mile of the Proposed Action or its alternatives would be less than 50 percent 
and lower than the respective overall populations in Imperial and San Diego Counties, and no impacts to 
high-minority and low-income populations would occur as a result of the Sunrise Powerlink and Coyote 
Wells Specific Plan, impacts associated with construction, operation and maintenance, or 
decommissioning would not result in disproportionate adverse effects on minority or low-income 
populations and the project/alternatives will not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

4.5.9.5  CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for environmental 
justice; therefore, no significance determination has been made.  

4.5.10 Mitigation Measures 
Given the absence of environmental justice impacts, no mitigation measures are proposed. 

4.5.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
No unavoidable adverse impacts related to environmental justice would occur.  
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4.6 Lands and Realty 

4.6.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section discusses the lands and realty impacts that would occur with implementation of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives. Potential land and realty effects may occur from conflicts with existing or 
authorized land uses or conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. Impacts/effects 
associated with other existing land use activities are discussed in separate sections of Chapters 3 and 4, 
and are as follows: Livestock Grazing (Section 3.7); Multiple Use Classes (Sections 3.9 and 4.8); Mineral 
Resources (Sections 3.8 and 4.7); Recreation (Sections 3.13 and 4.12); and Wild Horses and Burros 
(Section 3.21).  

On February 3, 2012, the Applicant submitted a letter to Imperial County indicating that it would no 
longer be seeking approval for the single wind turbine located on private property. Because this was the 
only proposed turbine location not located on BLM-administered land, it was the only location that 
required approval only from Imperial County. Without this turbine location, the project no longer requires 
a General Plan amendment or zone change to be approved by Imperial County. The Final EIS/EIR has 
been revised to reflect the fact that a General Plan amendment and zone change are no longer required. 
For most issue areas, the impact analysis still includes the turbine on private property; however, revisions 
have been made to the impacts associated with Lands and Realty regarding compliance with the County’s 
land use documents. 

4.6.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria for land use and planning listed below were used to determine if the proposed 
OWEF would result in impacts to land use and realty, and were derived from the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

L&R-1 Physically divide an established community; 

L&R-2 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, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or 

L&R-3 Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan. 

Of these criteria the following were determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact under all 
alternatives and, therefore, these criteria are not discussed further in this section: 

L&R-1: The proposed OWEF would be adjacent to the rural communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. The 
property boundary of the closest non-residential sensitive receptor (Ocotillo Community Park) is located 
approximately 9,000 feet (1.7 miles) away. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not physically divide 
an established community 1.  

L&R-3: The OWEF site would not be located within the boundaries of an existing habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan; therefore, there would be no impact under the L&R-3 
criterion. 
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4.6.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
The following provides consistency determinations for land use plans, policies, and regulations that are 
applicable to Alternative 1, the Proposed Action: 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 

The FLPMA provides the authority to issue a ROW authorization to construct, operate, maintain, and 
decommission a wind energy project, including a substation; administration, operations and mainten-
ance facilities; transmission lines; and temporary construction lay down areas. Therefore, electrical 
generation facilities are an allowable land use under FLPMA, and with issuance of the ROW grant, the 
Proposed Action would be in compliance with the FLPMA. 

California Desert Conservation Area Plan 

The majority of the project site is within the Multiple Use Class (MUC), Limited Use (L), under the 
BLM’s CDCA Plan. As explained in Sections 3.9 and 4.8, MUC-L allows for low to moderate recreation 
activities, including non-competitive vehicle touring and events on approved routes of travel. Wind energy 
is also an allowable use after NEPA requirements are met. This EIS will act as the mechanism for 
complying with those NEPA requirements. However, Chapter 3, “Energy Production and Utility 
Corridors Element” of the CDCA Plan also requires that newly proposed power facilities that are not 
already identified in the CDCA Plan be considered through the plan amendment process. The proposed 
OWEF site is not currently identified in the CDCA Plan and, therefore, a plan amendment is required to 
include the facility as a recognized element within the CDCA Plan. As a result, as part of its evaluation of 
the issuance of a ROW grant for the Proposed Action, the BLM is also considering amending the CDCA 
Plan to identify the OWEF. With such an amendment, the Proposed Action would be in compliance with 
the CDCA Plan. 

Western Colorado (WECO) Routes of Travel Plan 

As discussed in Section 3.13 (Recreation), approximately 27 OHV routes designated by the WECO Plan 
are located within the Proposed OWEF site, and construction of the Proposed Action would conflict with 
the routes established by this plan. However, interference with these routes would be temporary, as the 
routes would be available for OHV use upon completion of construction. In addition, there are several 
large recreation areas in the project vicinity where recreationalists could visit instead of the project site, 
including the Jacumba Wilderness, Yuha Basin, Coyote Mountains, and Table Mountains which are in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site and consist of thousands of acres of land available for camping, 
hunting, and hiking. Additionally, OHV use is allowed at the Yuha Basin and the Plaster City Open Area, 
which are both within ten miles of the project site and would not be effected by construction activities.  

Imperial County General Plan Land Use Element 

The goals and objectives that are applicable to the Proposed Action are listed in Section 3.6. In summary, 
Goal 3 aims to achieve balanced economic and residential growth along with the preservation of natural 
resources. The Proposed Action would contribute to economic growth in the County and preservation 
efforts would be implemented through the mitigation measures set forth in this EIS/EIR and with the 
Applicant’s proposed BMPs. This Plan also includes an objective to coordinate with the BLM and the 
CDCA Plan, as discussed in the consistency analysis above, the Proposed Action includes a ROW grant 
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and CDCA Plan Amendment, and with approval of both actions the project would be consistent with the 
CDCA Plan. 

Goal 4 of this element aims to preserve and enhance desert towns and newer communities, and includes 
objectives to maintain land uses compatible with existing communities and requires buffers when non-
residential uses are proposed. The Proposed Action would not physically divide an established community 
and the wind turbines have been sited to maintain buffers from the communities of Ocotillo and 
Nomirage. The closest property boundary of a sensitive receptor, Ocotillo Community Park, is located 
approximately 9,000 feet (1.7 miles) away from the project site. In addition, the Proposed Action would 
not result in long-term conflicts with existing land uses since recreation activities would be allowed on the 
project site during the operation period. 

Goal 6 of this element promotes orderly industrial development, and Goal 8 of this element promotes 
coordination between the local land use activities with State and federal agencies. The applicable 
objectives are to allow the siting of public ROWs when necessary and to also ensure that the siting of 
utility facilities is compatible with the environment and County regulations. As an EIR/EIS, this document 
aims to address potential impacts that would affect federal, State, and local lands and agencies, ensure 
orderly development, and also evaluate compliance with all applicable regulations. The Proposed Action 
includes a ROW grant and CDCA Plan Amendment, and with approval of both actions, the project would 
be consistent with the CDCA Plan. In addition, the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and variance required 
by the County would ensure orderly development and compliance with County regulations.  

Imperial County General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element  

Goal 6 of this element aims to achieve conservation practices while also developing renewable energy 
generation facilities. This goal also includes an objective to encourage compatibility with national and 
State energy goals as well as community general plans. The Proposed Action would include preservation 
efforts through the implementation of mitigation measures set forth in this EIS/EIR and with the 
Applicant’s proposed BMPs. In addition, the Proposed Action would coincide with the County’s goal of 
developing alternative energy resources, as well as contributing to fulfillment of the goals of the Energy 
Policy Act (EPAct 05) and the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). Therefore, the proposed 
project would achieve the County’s goal and objective associated with renewable energy development.   

Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area Plan 

The entire project site is within the boundaries of this area plan; however, the project site is under BLM 
jurisdiction, which supersedes Imperial County’s plans. Therefore, the applicable land use designations 
are the Multiple Use Classifications identified in the CDCA Plan. 

Imperial County Land Use Ordinance, Title 9, Division 5 

As discussed in Section 1 (Introduction), in order to be in compliance with the County’s Land Use 
Ordinance, the Proposed Action requires discretionary approvals from the County including a CUP and a 
variance for structure height. Pursuant to an agreement between the County and the BLM, the CUP 
covers the entire project except the SDG&E Sunrise Powerlink 500-kV Transmission Line, the Project 
Substation, the Utility Switchyard, and the SDG&E Staging and Storage Areas. As shown in Figure 3.6-
3b, Site 2 of the Proposed Action is within the County’s G/S zone of the County’s Land Use Ordinance. 
This area is subject to the County’s CUP, and is also within the jurisdiction of the BLM; therefore, the 
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MUC-L designation from the BLM’s CDCA Plan supersedes the County’s designation, and land use 
developments in this area must comply with the CDCA Plan. 

4.6.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

As discussed in Section 3.13, the proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreation activities including 
camping, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, and shooting. Construction of the Proposed Action would 
temporarily interfere with existing recreational activities since access to the OWEF site and OHV routes 
would be restricted during construction. However, after the construction period, access to the site and 
OHV routes would be restored, so impacts would be temporary. Refer to Section 4.12, Recreation, for a 
full discussion of impacts associated with recreational resources. Similarly, potential conflicts with 
surrounding mining operations and the Emory Airport would be temporary during the construction period 
(refer to the Sections 4.9, Noise, and 4.11, Public Health and Safety, for impacts associated with the 
Emory Airport).  

Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure Lands-1 requires the Applicant to notify property owners of all major 
construction milestones so that they are informed as to the time and location of potential disturbances, and 
Mitigation Measure Lands-2 requires the Applicant to minimize the disturbance of existing land uses 
through coordination with the owners.  

Operation and Maintenance 

As discussed in Section 3.16, the proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreation activities including 
camping, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, and shooting. Construction of the Proposed Action would 
temporarily interfere with existing recreational activities; however, during the operation period, access to 
the site and OHV routes would be restored. Refer to Section 4.12, Recreation, for a full discussion of 
impacts associated with recreational resources.  

The CDCA Designated Utility Corridor N and the Section 368 Utility Corridor 115-238 have been 
designed and designated to foster development of renewable resources, including the proposed OWEF. In 
addition, the existing and approved utilities in the project area include a transmission line, a 
telecommunication line, railways, and State and County roads. Corridor Conflict Analysis (CCA) was 
prepared to determine the compatibility of the Proposed Action with existing BLM utility corridors and 
consider potential conflicts with the existing and approved utility corridors. The first part of the analysis 
compared the land requirements of the Proposed Action with the existing/proposed utility projects, which 
found that there is a substantial amount of land available for future use. The second part of the study 
considered routing constraints for utilities like electrical lines and roadways. From a routing standpoint, 
there is a potential for spatial constraints within the two designated corridors as a result of the Proposed 
Action and the 481-foot setback distances from the WTGs. If these buffers are considered, they could 
limit options for routing of future overhead/aboveground facilities within the corridor. As such, the CCA 
includes the following suggestions to address the constraints within the corridors: revise the orientation of 
turbines to allow for linear corridors; spread out some of the turbines so they are greater than 1,100 feet 
apart; remove certain turbines to allow for linear corridors; and create additional, extended, or revised 
utility corridor(s) (Burns & McDonnell, 2010). 
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In response to the CCA, the Applicant revised the layout of the wind turbines to provide space for future 
linear utility alignments adjacent to the existing Southwest Powerlink and the Sunrise Powerlink 
transmission lines. The revised layout moves the wind turbines farther away from the transmission lines 
and provides adequate space to allow for additional utility alignments through the project site and, 
therefore, does not conflict with CDCA Designated Utility Corridor N. 

Decommissioning 

As mentioned above under “Construction,” the proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreational 
purposes. Decommissioning activities would cause temporary, indirect disturbances to users of the 
recreation areas similar to those described under “Construction” above. Also, refer to Section 4.12, 
Recreation, for a full discussion of impacts associated with recreational resources. However, after the 
Proposed Action has been decommissioned, recreation users would experience a beneficial impact, as the 
site would return to its natural undeveloped state. Decommissioning would require coordination similar to 
that performed during construction where the Proposed Action would overlap existing uses (including 
roads and transmission lines). Mitigation Measure Lands-3 requires that the decommissioning plan include 
notification of decommissioning activities to the surrounding landowners. In addition, land use plans, 
policies, or regulations may have changed by the time Proposed Action would be decommissioned. As 
such, the decommissioning plan shall ensure that decommissioning is conducted in accordance with then-
current land use plans, policies, or regulations. 

4.6.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Construction 

• L&R-2. With the approval of a ROW grant and plan amendment, construction of the Proposed 
Action would not conflict with the FLPMA and the CDCA Plan. However, there would be a conflict 
with the WECO Plan since the project site (including routes designated by the WECO Plan) would be 
inaccessible to recreation users during the construction period. Access to the routes would be restored 
after the completion of construction. As such, this conflict with the WECO Plan would be temporary, 
and less than significant.  

In addition, with approval of the CUP and variance, the Proposed Action would not conflict with the 
County’s land use plans and zoning ordinance.  

 Operation and Maintenance 

• L&R-2. Conflicts with the applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be the same as discussed 
under “Construction,” with the exception of the WECO Plan. During operation and maintenance of 
the Proposed Action, access to the site would be available for recreation activities, including OHV 
use. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not conflict with the WECO Plan during the operation and 
maintenance period.  

Decommissioning 

• L&R-2. Land use plans, policies, or regulations may have changed by the time the proposed OWEF 
would be decommissioned. As such, Mitigation Measure Lands-3 requires that the decommissioning 
plan shall ensure that decommissioning is conducted in accordance with then-current land use plans, 
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policies, or regulations. With implementation of this measure, the decommissioning of the OWEF 
would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

4.6.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.6.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but with 21 fewer WTGs 
(137 total). Compared to the OWEF, the turbines eliminated under this alternative include some in the 
southern portion of Site 2 and northeast portion of Site 1, and several along the perimeter of the project in 
the northwest portion of Site 1.  Conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be the 
same as discussed under Alternative 1. 

Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for Alternative 1. Although a smaller number of turbines would be 
constructed, temporary effects would still be experienced. However, since construction of Alternative 2 
would be completed in a single phase the duration of those impacts would occur over a shorter period of 
time as compared to Alternative 1. In addition, Mitigation Measures Lands-1 through Lands-3 would be 
required.  

Operation and Maintenance 

During the operation and maintenance period for this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty 
would be the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1.  

Decommissioning 

During the decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1.  

4.6.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

• L&R-2. The CEQA significance determinations of lands and realty for Alternative 2 would be 
identical to Alternative 1.  

4.6.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.6.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but with fewer WTGs. 

Conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations would be the same as discussed under 
Alternative 1, and Mitigation Measures Lands-1 through Lands-3 would be required. 

Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Although a smaller number of turbines would 
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be constructed, temporary effects would still be experienced. However, since construction of Alternative 
3 would be completed in a single phase the duration of those impacts would occur over a shorter period of 
time as compared to Alternative 1. 

Operation and Maintenance 

During the operation period of this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1. 

Decommissioning 

During the decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts to lands and realty would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

4.6.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
• L&R-2. The CEQA significance determinations of lands and realty impacts for Alternative 3 would 

be identical to Alternative 1.  

4.6.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.6.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the CDCA 
Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage 
the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no wind project approved for the site under 
this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on the site and no new 
ground disturbance would occur. As a result, none of the impacts to lands and realty from construction or 
operation of the project would occur.  

4.6.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no lands and realty impacts under Alternative 4. 

4.6.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.6.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition unless another use is 
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designated in this amendment. As a result, access to the site would not change and existing land uses 
would continue without any disruptions from construction of wind energy facilities. As such, this No 
Action Alternative would have no adverse impact on lands and realty within and adjacent to the site in the 
long term, and future wind development is unlikely as the plan would be amended to identify the site as 
unsuitable for wind development.  

4.6.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
There would be no lands and realty impacts under Alternative 5. 

4.6.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.6.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF, but would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. If this were to occur, it is likely that construction and operation 
impacts to lands and realty would be similar to the impacts from the proposed OWEF.  

4.6.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
With construction and operation of another wind energy development, the CEQA significance 
determinations for lands and realty impacts under Alternative 6 would be the same as Alternative 1.  

4.6.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.6.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to lands and realty are the local and 
regional communities and sensitive receptors. Cumulative impacts to lands and realty could result from 
the physical division of an established community, or from conflicts with any applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. 
Therefore, this analysis includes the renewable energy projects within Imperial County and southeastern 
San Diego County, which may incur similar impacts to the existing on-site land uses and the surrounding 
communities, and would also have to undergo a similar consistency analysis for plans, policies, and 
regulations as the proposed OWEF.  

4.6.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and present projects occurring in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site include recreational 
activities, mining, and quarry activities in Plaster City. 

4.6.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
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reasonably foreseeable. Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects that would have potential to 
combine the Proposed Action and result in cumulative impacts to lands and realty. Most of these projects 
have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so 
prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not been completed for the cumulative projects 
described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analyses in this 
EIS/EIR. 

Proposed projects in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF that would have potentially adverse impacts to 
lands and realty include the SDG&E Photovoltaic Solar Field (total acreage is unknown) directly north of 
the projects site; a wind testing site adjacent to the east end of the project site (3,912 acres); the Coyote 
Wells Specific Plan; the Sunrise Powerlink; five solar energy development projects east of the OWEF site 
and (a total of approximately 12,000 acres); two wind testing sites (a total of approximately 6,600 acres); 
and three wind energy project (acreage is not available) in the southeastern portion of the San Diego 
County. In addition, there are 15 renewable energy projects northeast of the project site surrounding the 
city of Calipatria. Table 4.1-1, presented in Section 4.1 of this EIS/EIR, lists the cumulative projects in 
the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site and surrounding area. Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 
4.1-1 and identified on Figure 4.1-1a, the following is a list and summary of projects which comprise the 
cumulative conditions for lands and realty: 

• SDG&E Proposed PV Solar Field 

• Renewergy, LLC (wind testing) 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Sunrise Powerlink 

• Campo Wind Energy Project 

• Manzanita Wind Energy Project 

• Jordan Wind Energy Project 

• Debenham Energy (wind testing site) 

• National Quarries (wind testing site) 

• Imperial Valley Solar (solar energy)  

• Imperial Solar Energy Center West (solar 
energy) 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center South (solar 
energy) 

• Geothermal Overlay (geothermal energy) 

• Hudson Ranch II (solar energy) 

• Mount Signal Solar Farm (solar energy) 

• Centinela Solar (solar energy) 

• Superstition Solar 1 (solar energy) 

• Energy Source Solar II (solar energy) 

• Salton Sea Solar Farm I (solar energy) 

• Salton Sea Solar Farm II (solar energy)  

• Calipat Solar Farm I (solar energy) 

• Calipat  Solar Farm II (solar energy) 

• Midway Solar Farm I (solar energy) 

• Midway Solar Farm II (solar energy) 

• Chocolate Mountain (solar energy) 

• Black Rock Unit #123 (geothermal 
energy) 

• IV Solar Company (solar energy) 

• Hudson Ranch II (geothermal energy) 

• Frink Road Solar Power (solar energy) 

 

4.6.9.4 Construction 
The proposed developments near the project site that would have the potential to induce cumulative 
impacts include thousands of acres of renewable energy generation projects that would have the potential 
to conflict with existing land uses. It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above 
may be under construction the same time as the Proposed Action. In particular, tower erection for the 
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Sunrise Powerlink in the vicinity of Ocotillo was completed at the end of 2011, but stringing activities will 
continue into 2012; and construction of the Imperial Solar Center West and South projects is expected to 
begin in September 2011 and last for 17 months. Construction dates for the Imperial Valley Solar Project, 
the SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, and the Renewergy wind testing site are unknown; 
however, considering that these projects are reasonably foreseeable, the assumption is that construction 
periods could overlap with the proposed OWEF. As a result, there may be short-term impacts during 
construction of those cumulative projects related to lands and realty. However, in consideration of 
cumulative land use compatibility impacts, the implementation of renewable projects in southern 
California would occur mostly in undeveloped desert lands or areas of rural development (refer to 
Sections 4.7, 4.6, 4.12, and 4.15 for cumulative impacts associated with mineral resources, MUCs, and 
recreational resources, and lands under special designations, respectively), and would not create physical 
divisions of established residential communities. In addition, after construction the project site would be 
restored to pre-project conditions and there would be no conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and 
regulations.  

4.6.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above may be operational at the same time as 
the Proposed Action. As a result, there may be long-term impacts during operation of those cumulative 
projects related to lands and realty, which may include interference with existing land uses, the 
conversion of existing land uses to a new land use, and/or restricted access to the cumulative project sites. 

The conversion of these lands would permanently preclude numerous existing land uses including 
recreation, wilderness, rangeland, and open space. However, because existing land uses would be allowed 
during the operation period and, with approval of the County CUP and variance, there would not be 
conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations, the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts.  

4.6.9.6 Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse impacts similar to 
construction impacts. Disruptions from the decommissioning of other renewable energy projects would 
have the potential to combine with the decommissioning activities associated with the Proposed Action, 
which would result in a cumulative impact. Therefore, the Proposed Action’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts to lands and realty would be temporary due to nature of decommissioning activities and the 
proposed OWEF site would be returned to the current state.  

4.6.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
• L&R-2. After the construction and decommissioning periods, the project site would be restored to 

pre-project conditions and there would be no conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. 
During the operation and maintenance period, with approval of the County CUP and variance, there 
would not be conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on lands and realty would not be significant. 
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4.6.10 Mitigation Measures 
Lands-1 Notify the communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage of all major project construction 

milestones, such as the start of project construction. Property owners within 1,000 feet of the 
project shall be provided with a detailed construction schedule at least 30 days before 
construction so that they are informed as to the time and location of disturbance. Updates 
shall be provided as necessary. 

Lands-2 The project shall be designed to minimize disturbance or modification of existing uses. If 
disturbance or modification of existing uses were necessary, the Applicant shall coordinate 
with the owners to determine an acceptable solution. Any such solutions/agreements shall be 
prepared in writing and submitted to the BLM and County. 

Lands-3 The decommissioning plan shall include notification of property owners of all major 
decommissioning milestones, such as the start of decommissioning activities. Said property 
owners shall be provided with a detailed decommissioning schedule at least 30 days prior to 
decommissioning so that they are informed as to the time and location of disturbance. 
Updates shall be provided as necessary. In addition, the decommissioning plan shall ensure 
compliance with all applicable federal, State, and local plans, policies, and regulations at the 
time of decommissioning. 

Mitigation Measures Lands-1 and Lands-2 would substantially reduce potential disruptions to existing land 
uses by requiring notification and coordination with property owners. Mitigation Measure Lands-3 would 
require that a decommissioning plan is provided prior to the decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
This plan would ensure that decommissioning is conducted in accordance with then-current land use 
plans, policies, or regulations.   

Implementation of these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment. 
Therefore, their implementation would not result in adverse impacts.  

4.6.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There would be no adverse unavoidable impact to lands and realty as a result of construction, operation 
and maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.7 Mineral Resources 

4.7.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on mineral resources that would be caused by implementation of the 
proposed OWEF, or “Proposed Action”, and alternatives. The following discussion addresses potential 
environmental impacts associated with construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives. A discussion of cumulative impacts related to mineral resources is also included 
in this section. 

Baseline conditions for the environmental setting relevant to mineral resources are presented in Section 
3.8 of this EIS/EIR. Construction activities, operation and maintenance activities, and decommissioning 
of the Proposed Action and/or an alternative to the Proposed Action were evaluated based on their 
potential to affect the baseline conditions. Construction, operation, and maintenance activities were 
identified based on analysis provided in the Applicant’s Plan of Development (OE, 2010), as discussed in 
Chapter 2 of this EIS/EIR.  

4.7.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed OWEF would result in impacts to 
mineral resources. These indicators are the same as the significance criteria listed for Mineral Resources 
in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

MR-1 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; 

MR-2 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. 

The indicators above were also used as criteria for determining the significance of impacts under CEQA. 

4.7.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.7.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 

The Plan of Development for the proposed OWEF indicates that no oil, gas, or geothermal fields are 
located in the vicinity of the project site; however, approximately one to ten active mineral claims have 
been made at the project site (OE, 2010). The Mineral Resources Data System (MRDS), administered by 
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), indicates that there are numerous closed and current mineral 
resources and operations in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site, as well as one active mining site 
within the OWEF site, and that most of these occurrences are characterized as “Sand and Gravel, 
Construction” (see Table 3.8-1).  
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Construction 

Section 2.1.3.2.4 (Gravel, Aggregate, Concrete Needs and Sources) of this EIS/EIR describes that 
appropriate sources of sand and gravel in proximity to the proposed OWEF site would be identified by a 
construction contractor and permitted through the BLM, and would include up to three 15-acre locations 
within or near the proposed OWEF site. Sand and gravel resources are common in the proposed OWEF 
area, and use of these resources in construction of the proposed OWEF would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Implementation of the project may restrict 
or preclude access to salable or potentially salable mineral resources within the OWEF project 
boundaries; however, the common occurrence of these resources throughout Imperial County would 
lessen the extent of this potential impact of the project. 

The Federal Register published on April 26, 2011, (Vol. 76, No. 80) included notice that segregates lands 
from mineral exploration for wind and solar applications, such as the proposed OWEF or an alternative. 
As described in this notice, the BLM has issued an interim temporary final rule (Interim Rule) to amend 
the BLM’s regulations in 43 CFR parts 2090 and 2800 such that the BLM may temporarily segregate 
from the operation of the public land laws, public lands included in a pending or future wind or solar 
energy generation ROW application, for a period of up to two years. Management of public lands for 
multiple purposes (such as mining and renewable energy) can be problematic, such as where a mining 
claim is located within a proposed ROW for a renewable power facility, which could impede the BLM’s 
ability to process the ROW application because the federal government’s use of surface lands cannot 
endanger or materially interfere with a properly located mining claim. The Interim Rule would provide 
the BLM with a tool to minimize potential resource conflicts between ROWs for proposed solar and wind 
energy generation facilities and other uses of the public lands, including mining claims. (Federal Register, 
2011) 

The BLM estimates that 109 new mining claims located within wind energy ROW application areas in 
Arizona, California, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming would be segregated under the Interim 
Rule, although the actual number of claimants affected will likely be less than this estimate because a 
single claimant typically files and holds multiple mining claims (Federal Register, 2011). The BLM 
further estimates, based on claimants in previous fiscal years, that approximately 14 entities would be 
affected by the segregation authorized per this Interim Rule (Federal Register, 2011). With respect to the 
purpose of this EIS/EIR, it is not development of the proposed OWEF or an alternative that would 
temporarily segregate mining claims and wind ROW applications; it is the BLM’s effort to effectively 
manage public lands towards the purposes of multiple uses, where applicable, and to minimize conflicts 
between such uses to the maximum extent practicable. As described by the Interim Rule, segregation 
between mining claims and renewable energy applications would be temporary (up to two years) and of a 
duration that is considered reasonable to allow for processing of renewable energy applications on public 
lands. Once a ROW has been authorized, subsequently located mining claims would be subject to the 
previously authorized use, and any future mining claimant would have notice of such use (Federal 
Register, 2011).  

Development of the proposed OWEF site would not interfere with any active mining operations, and 
would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or locally important mineral resources.  
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Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities would include the upkeep of internal access roads, and new gravel 
may be occasionally applied to ensure the integrity of road surfaces. It is anticipated that the same gravel 
source(s) used for construction of the proposed OWEF would be used during the operation and 
maintenance phase. As described above, the source(s) of gravel during construction would be identified 
by a construction contractor and permitted through the BLM, and would include up to three 15-acre 
locations within or near the OWEF site. As such, during the lifetime of the project, gravel resources may 
be extracted within the OWEF site and transported to the necessary on-site locations; gravel during 
operations may also be extracted from off-site locations and transported to the OWEF site as needed. The 
quantity of aggregate needed for operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would be far less than 
that needed for construction, and would not place pressure on the supply of these minerals. Sand and 
gravel resources are common in the proposed OWEF area, and use of these resources for operation and 
maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not 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, or of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site. The project may restrict or preclude access to salable resources within the 
OWEF project boundaries; however, the common occurrence of these resources throughout Imperial 
County would lessen the extent of this potential impact. As described under the discussion of construction-
related impacts to mineral resources, development of the proposed OWEF site would not interfere with 
any active mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or locally 
important mineral resources.  

The BLM is charged with managing public lands under BLM jurisdiction including as related to 
renewable energy developments, and as related to multiple uses defined by the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), including for mining development (Federal Register, 2011). Per the 
Interim Rule described above and published in the Federal Register, the BLM has authority to segregate 
mining claims within corridors proposed for renewable energy development for up to two years, in order 
to allow efficient management of the public lands and avoid conflicts between multiple land uses. BLM is 
responsible for processing mining claims on public lands subject to BLM jurisdiction. Development of the 
proposed OWEF would not alter the jurisdiction or authority of the BLM; as with existing conditions, 
mining claims and mineral explorations on public lands within BLM jurisdiction would be subject to the 
authority of the BLM. Operation and maintenance of the Proposed Action would not permanently 
preclude the availability for exploration, extraction, and transport of any mineral resources.  

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not require a source of mineral resources such as sand 
and gravel, and would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 

4.7.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As described above, the proposed OWEF would require a source of sand and gravel during the 
construction and operation/maintenance phases, but development of the proposed OWEF site would not 
interfere with any active mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or 
locally important mineral resources. As described above, development of the proposed OWEF does not 
alter BLM’s jurisdiction or authority as related to mineral claims and explorations, and the potential for 
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future explorations for mineral resources to occur on the proposed OWEF site during the lifetime of the 
project (anticipated to be 30 years) would continue to be subject to BLM approval. However, temporary 
access restrictions to mineral resource extraction site(s) could occur as a result of project-related traffic. 
Therefore, the proposed OWEF could potentially impact mineral resources by temporarily impeding 
access due to project-related traffic. Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of 
the project (Construction, Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on 
the CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.7.2.  

Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result 
in impacts associated with 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 (Significance Criterion MR-2). 

Construction 

• MR-1. Construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State. Although construction activities could preclude sand and gravel production on the project site, 
those mineral resources are widely available in the region. Any potential access restrictions associated 
with the transportation of sand and gravel to the site during construction would be temporary. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• MR-1. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated 
with the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state. Access onto and across the proposed OWEF site for the purposes of mineral 
exploration and extraction would be subject to permitting authority of the BLM, as consistent with 
existing and pre-project conditions. Traffic associated with operation and maintenance of the proposed 
OWEF would have a small potential to result in temporary access restrictions to mineral operations in 
the area, as a result of trucks hauling aggregate for road maintenance; however, this would not result 
in impacts associated with the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value 
to the region and the residents of the state. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Decommissioning 

• MR-1. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated with the loss 
of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the state. No impact would occur. 

4.7.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 2 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 
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4.7.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Section 2.1.3.2.4 (Gravel, Aggregate, Concrete Needs and Sources) of this EIS/EIR describes that 
appropriate sources of sand and gravel in proximity to the proposed OWEF site would be identified by a 
construction contractor and permitted through the BLM, and would include up to three 15-acre locations 
within or near the proposed OWEF site. It is reasonably assumed that the source(s) of sand and gravel 
used for the Proposed Action would be used for Alternative 2. Due to the construction of 21 fewer wind 
towers under Alternative 2, the demand for sand and gravel associated with concrete tower foundations 
would be slightly less, and the number of truck trips that could potentially affect access to mineral 
resources in the area as a result of hauling aggregate to and from the site would also be slightly less. With 
regards to the Interim Rule described above and as with the Proposed Action, it is not development of 
Alternative 2 that would temporarily segregate mining claims and wind ROW applications; it is the 
BLM’s effort to effectively manage public lands towards the purposes of multiple uses, where applicable, 
and to minimize conflicts between such uses to the maximum extent practicable. As described by the 
Interim Rule, segregation between mining claims and renewable energy applications would be temporary 
(up to two years) and of a duration that is considered reasonable to allow for processing of renewable 
energy applications on public lands. Once a ROW has been authorized, subsequently located mining 
claims would be subject to the previously authorized use, and any future mining claimant would have 
notice of such use (Federal Register, 2011).  

As with Alternative 1, development of Alternative 2 may restrict or preclude access to salable resources 
within the OWEF project boundaries; however, the common occurrence of these resources throughout 
Imperial County would lessen the extent of this potential impact. Alternative 2 would not substantially 
interfere with any active mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or 
locally important mineral resources.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities for Alternative 2 would be the same as for the Proposed Action, and 
would not place pressure on the supply of local sand and gravel, such as required for road maintenance. 
Truck trips associated with transporting any small amount of sand and gravel required for road 
maintenance could potentially result in temporary access restrictions to mineral operations in the area, due 
to the presence of trucks hauling aggregate material to and from the site, but such restrictions are 
considered unlikely and would be temporary. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site.  

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not require a source of mineral resources such as sand and 
gravel, and would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 
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4.7.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As described above, Alternative 2 would require a source of sand and gravel during the construction and 
operation/maintenance phases, but development of Alternative 2 would not interfere with any active 
mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or locally important 
mineral resources. As with the Proposed Action, development of Alternative 2 does not alter BLM’s 
jurisdiction or authority as related to mineral claims and explorations, and the potential for future 
explorations for mineral resources to occur on the site during the lifetime of the project (anticipated to be 
30 years) would continue to be subject to BLM approval. However, temporary access restrictions to 
mineral resource extraction site(s) could occur as a result of project-related traffic. Significance 
conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented 
in Section 4.7.2.  

Construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not result in 
impacts associated with 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 (Significance Criterion MR-2). 

Construction 

• MR-1. Construction of Alternative 2 would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State. Although construction activities could temporarily preclude mineral operations in the area, such 
restrictions are considered unlikely and would be temporary. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• MR-1. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not result in impacts associated with the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents 
of the state. Access onto and across the Alternative 2 site for the purposes of mineral exploration and 
extraction would be subject to permitting authority of the BLM, as consistent with existing and pre-
project conditions. Traffic associated with operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would have a 
small potential to result in temporary access restrictions to mineral operations in the area, as a result 
of trucks hauling aggregate for road maintenance; however, this would not result in impacts 
associated with the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state. Impacts would be less than significant 

Decommissioning 

• MR-1. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state. No impact would occur. 

4.7.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 3 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning. 
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4.7.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Section 2.1.3.2.4 (Gravel, Aggregate, Concrete Needs and Sources) of this EIS/EIR describes that 
appropriate sources of sand and gravel in proximity to the proposed OWEF site would be identified by a 
construction contractor and permitted through the BLM, and would include up to three 15-acre locations 
within or near the proposed OWEF site. It is reasonably assumed that the source(s) of sand and gravel 
used for the Proposed Action would be used for Alternative 3. Due to the construction of 53 fewer wind 
towers under Alternative 2, the demand for sand and gravel associated with concrete tower foundations 
would be slightly less, and the number of truck trips that could potentially affect access to mineral 
resources in the area due to hauling aggregate to and from the site would also be slightly less. With 
regards to the Interim Rule described above and as with the Proposed Action, it is not development of 
Alternative 3 that would temporarily segregate mining claims and wind ROW applications; it is the 
BLM’s effort to effectively manage public lands towards the purposes of multiple uses, where applicable, 
and to minimize conflicts between such uses to the maximum extent practicable. As described by the 
Interim Rule, segregation between mining claims and renewable energy applications would be temporary 
(up to two years) and of a duration that is considered reasonable to allow for processing of renewable 
energy applications on public lands. Once a ROW has been authorized, subsequently located mining 
claims would be subject to the previously authorized use, and any future mining claimant would have 
notice of such use (Federal Register, 2011).  

Development of Alternative 3 may restrict or preclude access to salable resources within the OWEF 
project boundaries; however, the common occurrence of these resources throughout Imperial County 
would lessen the extent of this potential impact. Alternative 3 would not substantially interfere with any 
active mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or locally important 
mineral resources.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities for Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action, and 
would not place pressure on the supply of local sand and gravel, such as required for road maintenance. 
Truck trips associated with transporting any small amount of sand and gravel required for road 
maintenance could potentially result in temporary access restrictions to mineral operations in the area due 
to the presence of trucks hauling aggregate to and from the site, but such restrictions are considered 
unlikely and would be temporary. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site.  

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not require a source of mineral resources such as sand and 
gravel, and would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. 
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4.7.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As described above, Alternative 3 would require a source of sand and gravel during the construction and 
operation/maintenance phases, but development of Alternative 3 would not interfere with any active 
mining operations, and would not constitute a substantial impact on regionally or locally important 
mineral resources. As with the Proposed Action, development of Alternative 3 does not alter BLM’s 
jurisdiction or authority as related to mineral claims and explorations, and the potential for future 
explorations for mineral resources to occur on the site during the lifetime of the project (anticipated to be 
30 years) would continue to be subject to BLM approval. However, temporary access restrictions to 
mineral resource extraction site(s) could occur as a result of project-related traffic. Significance 
conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented 
in Section 4.7.2.  

Construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of Alternative 3 would result in impacts 
associated with 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 (Significance Criterion MR-2).  

Construction 

• MR-1. Construction of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State. Although construction activities could temporarily preclude mineral operations in the area, such 
restrictions are considered unlikely and would be temporary. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• MR-1. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the 
loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents 
of the state. Access onto and across the Alternative 3 site for the purposes of mineral exploration and 
extraction would be subject to permitting authority of the BLM, as consistent with existing and pre-
project conditions. Traffic associated with operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would have a 
small potential to result in temporary access restrictions to mineral operations in the area, as a result 
of trucks hauling aggregate for road maintenance; however, this would not result in impacts 
associated with the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• MR-1. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state. No impact would occur.  



4.7  Mineral Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.7-9 February 2012 

4.7.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.7.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur and existing conditions relevant to mineral resources would continue. No impact 
would occur due to the Proposed Action; however, the area would be available to development in the 
future. In the future, if other development projects are implemented, similar impacts to mineral resources 
as those described for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

4.7.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in impacts to mineral resources.  

4.7.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.7.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to mineral resources would continue, but may 
be altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind 
energy development. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur.  

4.7.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to mineral resources. 

4.7.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.7.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the future, if 
another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts to mineral resources as those described 
for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

4.7.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to mineral resources. 
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4.7.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.7.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent of the cumulative analysis for the proposed OWEF is Imperial County, including 
BLM lands within the county. The State Mining and Geology Board typically designates Mineral 
Resource Zones at the county level, and the Imperial County General Plan analyzes mineral availability 
county-wide. In addition, mining has been a long-standing activity on BLM lands, and the BLM addresses 
mining actions through the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, which would be amended 
under the Proposed Action and several alternatives. Therefore, Imperial County is an appropriate 
geographic scope for this cumulative analysis of mineral resources, with consideration to past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, as discussed below. After construction of the project is 
complete, the BLM may allow mining operations and/or access through the area. Therefore, the temporal 
scope of this cumulative analysis is the construction period for the proposed OWEF or an alternative, 
because potential impacts to mineral resources of the proposed OWEF or an alternative is primarily 
limited to the construction period. 

4.7.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and ongoing development throughout the proposed OWEF area has resulted in alterations to the 
natural landscape, including loss of mineral resources and restricted access to mineral resources. Those 
projects which comprise existing cumulative conditions for mineral resources include active mineral 
developments, as well as projects which establish residential and urban development that have either 
removed mineral resources, or restricted access to mineral resources. These conditions would be limited 
to the areas within and adjacent to the boundaries of individual projects. Because mineral resources are 
evaluated for their regional importance, cumulative impacts to mineral resources must be considered 
within the county as a whole, including BLM lands within the county. Table 4.1-1 identifies all projects 
within the cumulative scenario, while Table 3.8-1 (Mineral Resources in the Proposed OWEF Area) 
describes all known past and current mineral developments in the area, including the operation type, 
minerals/materials, type of commodity, proximity to proposed turbines, and proximity to the community 
of Ocotillo. This table represents the existing cumulative conditions relevant to mineral resources 

4.7.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. All projects listed in Table 4.1-1 include a mineral resources component, such as 
the manufacturing of concrete and potential introduction of access restrictions to existing or potential 
mineral resources; therefore, cumulative projects relevant to mineral resources are not re-listed here, but 
rather are incorporated by reference throughout this discussion. As mentioned in Section 4.7.9.1, the 
geographic extent of the cumulative scenario for mineral resources is the entire County of Imperial, 
including BLM lands within the county. Most of the Imperial County projects listed in Table 4.1-1 and 
identified on Figure 4.1-1b have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA 
and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not been completed for 
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the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts 
analyses in this EIS/EIR. 

4.7.9.4 Construction 
As mentioned above, impacts to mineral resources are site-specific, and a cumulative impact would only 
occur where the proposed OWEF and other projects would affect mineral resources in the same way, 
within the same time, and at the same location. There are no active mineral resource operations within the 
proposed OWEF site boundaries, and the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in the loss of 
availability of a locally important mineral resource or a known regionally important mineral resource, and 
any potential impacts associated with restricted access would be temporary and of short duration, 
associated strictly with the transport of aggregate materials to and from the site. Sand and gravel resources 
are common in the proposed OWEF area, and construction of the proposed OWEF would not 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, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site and would not substantially contribute 
to adverse cumulative impact to mineral resources. 

4.7.9.4 Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not 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, or of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site. As previously described, mining claims on public lands under 
BLM jurisdiction are subject to BLM authority; the presence of the proposed OWEF or an alternative 
would not alter this jurisdiction or authority and would not remove access to any known mineral resource. 
Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in adverse 
cumulative impacts.  

4.7.9.4 Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not require a source of mineral 
resources such as sand and gravel, and would not 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, or of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site., as described in preceding sections. Therefore, decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative would not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts. 

4.7.9.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
With regard to the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource or a known, regionally 
important mineral resource, development of the Proposed Action or an alternative could potentially result 
in temporary access restrictions associated with the presence of project-related trucks hauling aggregate 
material to and from the site. Such effects are not anticipated to have the potential to combine with similar 
impacts of other projects such that a significant impact to mineral resources would occur. Cumulative 
impacts associated with construction would be less than significant. 

No cumulative impacts to mineral resources would occur as a result of operation and maintenance of the 
proposed OWEF. 



4.7  Mineral Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.7-12 Final EIS/EIR 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative could result in temporary access restrictions to 
mineral resource sites due to the presence of trucks hauling materials to and from the site, similar to the 
potential effects that could occur during project construction; such impacts would be temporary and less 
than significant. 

4.7.10 Mitigation Measures 
As discussed above, operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would result in temporary access 
restrictions to mineral operations in the area, as a result of trucks hauling aggregate for road maintenance; 
however, this would not result in impacts associated with the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state (see detailed discussion in 
section 4.7.1). No mitigation measures are proposed. 

4.7.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not 
result in any unavoidable adverse impacts. 
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4.8 Multiple-Use Classes 

4.8.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The Multiple-Use Class (MUC) Guidelines in Table 1 of the California Desert Conservation Area 
(CDCA) Plan provide that wind electrical generation facilities may be allowed within the MUC Limited 
Use (L) designation after NEPA requirements are met. This analysis discusses the Proposed Action and 
alternatives’ consistency with the requirements of each of the land use activities listed in Table 1 of the 
CDCA Plan.  

Impacts/effects associated with other existing land use activities are discussed in separate sections of 
Chapters 3 and 4, and are as follows: Lands and Realty (Section 3.6 and 4.6); Livestock grazing (Section 
3.7); Mineral Resources (Sections 3.8 and 4.7); Recreation (Sections 3.13 and 4.12); and Wild Horses 
and Burros (Section 3.21). 

4.8.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The MUCs are designated by the BLM’s CDCA Plan; therefore, no CEQA significance criteria are 
defined for MUC designations.  

4.8.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action is located within MUC-L lands (refer to Appendix A, Figure 3.6-2). The 
classification designations govern the type and degree of land use action allowed within the classification 
area. All land use actions and resource management activities on BLM-administered lands within a MUC 
delineation must meet the guidelines for that class. These guidelines are listed on Table 1, MUC 
Guidelines, of the CDCA Plan (page 15). MUC-L allows electric generation plants for wind facilities 
after NEPA requirements are met. The following is a consistency analysis of the Proposed Action for 
each land use activity:  

1.  Agriculture: Agricultural uses of Class L lands are not allowed, with the exception of livestock 
grazing. The site is not currently used for agriculture and the Proposed Action would not involve use 
of the site for agriculture. 

2.  Air Quality: Class L lands are to be managed to protect air quality and visibility in accordance with 
Class II objectives of Part C of the Clean Air Act as amended. The anticipated maximum daily and 
annual construction emissions that would be associated with the Proposed Action are provided in 
Table 4.2-3 and Table 4.2-4 of Section 4.2 (Air Resources). Both maximum daily and annual 
construction emissions would occur in 2012. The analysis indicates, with the exception of NOx and 
PM10 impacts during construction, that the proposed OWEF would not create new exceedances or 
contribute to existing exceedances for any of the criteria air pollutants. Maximum annual 
construction emissions would not exceed any of the applicable general conformity de minimis 
thresholds. The maximum daily and annual operation emissions that would be associated with the 
Proposed Action are provided in Table 4.2-5 and table 4.2-6. Annual operation emissions are 
anticipated to be well under the general conformity de minimis thresholds. The magnitude of the 
impacts of decommissioning emissions are expected to be significantly less than those estimated for 
project construction since decommissioning would occur after at least 30 years of operation, and it is 
expected that on-road and off-road equipment engine technology would be far more advanced and 
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cleaner than is currently the case. Therefore, the Proposed Action would conform to the Class II 
objectives referenced in the CDCA Plan guidelines. 

3.  Water Quality: Class L lands are to be managed to provide for the protection and enhancement of 
surface and groundwater resources, except for instances of short-term degradation caused by water 
development projects; BMPs developed by the BLM during the planning process outlined in the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 208 will be used to avoid degradation and to comply with Executive 
Order 12088 (BLM, 1980). The CWA Section 208 and Executive Order 12088 both address federal 
compliance with pollution control standards. The BLM’s Final Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy 
Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States established programmatic 
BMPs for wind development on BLM lands in western states, including California. These BMPs are 
listed in Section 4.19 (Water Resources) of this EIS/EIR and would be implemented as part of the 
Proposed Action. With implementation of the BLM’s programmatic BMPs for wind development, as 
well as mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action (as presented in Section 4.19.10 of 
this EIS/EIR), impacts to water resources and water quality would be minimal, and the Proposed 
Action would conform to the guidelines for MUC-L lands presented in Table 1 of the CDCA Plan. 

4.  Cultural and Paleontological Resources: Cultural and paleontological resources will be preserved 
and protected. Procedures described in 36 CFR 800 will be observed where applicable. As described 
in detail in Sections 4.4 and 4.10, impacts on cultural and paleontological resources resulting from 
the development and operation of the Proposed Action would be mitigated and would conform to the 
MUC Guidelines. Adverse effects on cultural resources listed on or determined eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places will be resolved in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Agreement being prepared for the project in consultation with the California State Historic 
Preservation Officer, Native American tribes, and other interested parties in accordance with Section 
106 of the NHPA. Identification of the site location for the proposed action is subject to the MUC 
Guidelines for cultural and paleontological resource protection as is evidenced by the applicability of 
the guidelines to the specific facility proposal. As such, the project site locations are within the MUC 
Guidelines for cultural and paleontological resource protection established by the CDCA Plan. 

5.  Native American Values: Native American cultural and religious values will be protected and 
preserved with appropriate Native American groups consulted. Consultation with Native American 
tribes was initiated during project planning and will continue during the NEPA process, refer to 
Chapter 5.2 for the details regarding the consultation processes. Opportunities have been provided to 
allow Native American tribes to identify places and resources of importance to them and to express 
concerns regarding cultural and religious values that could be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

 Adverse effects on any places of traditional cultural or religious importance that are identified by 
tribes will be resolved in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement being developed for the 
project with tribal participation. Potential impacts to and protection of cultural resources are 
discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.  Collectively, these measures ensure that preservation and 
protection of Native American cultural and religious values associated with cultural resources is 
accomplished in accordance with the CDCA Plan MUC Guidelines. 

6.  Electrical Generation Facilities: Wind generation may be allowed on Class L lands after NEPA 
requirements are met. This Plan Amendment & EIS/EIR will act as the mechanism for complying 
with those NEPA requirements. 
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7. Transmission Facilities: New gas, electric, and water transmission facilities and cable for interstate 
communication may be allowed only within designated corridors, and NEPA requirements must be 
met. The Proposed Action would require a 250-foot 500-kV stub line to connect to the new San 
Diego Gas & Electric Sunrise Powerlink transmission line. This transmission line meets this 
guideline by locating the gen-tie connection to the interstate transmission system within a CDCA-
designated utility corridor. 

8. Communication Sites: Communication sites may be allowed on Class L lands after NEPA 
requirements are met. The Proposed Action would not involve installation of communications sites. 

9. Fire Management: Fire suppression measures in Class L areas will be taken in accordance with 
specific fire management plans, subject to such conditions as the authorized officer deems necessary. 
The OWEF site is located in a federal responsibility area (FRA) under the jurisdiction of BLM, and 
the site is within a moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) except for a small portion of the site 
at the project’s southwestern boundary, which is within a high FHSZ. The Applicant has developed 
fire suppression measures that would be used for the Proposed Action, and these measures are 
discussed in Section 4.20. In addition, the Applicant would be required to submit a Fire Safety Plan 
for use during construction and decommissioning, and also install an automatic fire extinguishing 
system that complies with international standards. Should a fire occur in the area that is not specific 
to the facility, it would be addressed by BLM, not by the Applicant, and it would be addressed in 
conformance with the Fire Safety Plan and, therefore, would conform to the guideline for Fire 
Management for this MUC. 

10. Vegetation: Table 1 of the CDCA Plan includes a variety of guidelines associated with vegetation as 
follows: 

 Vegetation Harvesting 

Native Plants – Commercial or non-commercial removal of native plants in Class L areas 
may be allowed only by permit after NEPA requirements are met, and after development of 
necessary stipulation. Approval of a ROW grant for the Proposed Action would constitute 
the permit for such removal. The BMPs in the EIS/EIR and conditions of approval that 
would be required in a Record of Decision would constitute the stipulations to avoid or 
minimize impacts from removal of native plants. 

Harvesting by mechanical means – Harvesting by mechanical means may be allowed by 
permit only. Although the Proposed Action may include the collection of seeds to assist 
with reclamation, the removal of these items would not be done for distribution to the 
public. Also, the guidelines for vegetation harvesting include encouragement of such 
harvesting in areas where the vegetation would be destroyed by other actions, which would 
be the case with the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action would be in 
conformance with this MUC guideline. 

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, State and Federal – In all MUC areas, all State and 
federally listed species will be fully protected. In addition, actions which may jeopardize the 
continued existence of federally listed species will require consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. As evaluated in Section 4.17, no federal or State listed plants would be impacted 
by the Proposed Action. 
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Sensitive Plant Species – Identified sensitive plant species would be given protection in 
management decisions consistent with BLM’s policy for sensitive species management, BLM 
Manual 6840. The objective of this policy is to conserve and/or recover listed species, and to 
initiate conservation measures to reduce or eliminate threats to BLM sensitive species to minimize 
the likelihood of and need for listing. Thirteen special status plants were identified, three are 
considered BLM-sensitive plants, which include the Little San Bernardino Mountains linanthus 
(Linanthus maculatus), Haydon’s lotus (Lotus haydonii), and the Mountain Springs bush lupine 
(Lupinus excubitus var. medius). Impacts and mitigation associated with these species were 
discussed in Section 4.17. In an effort to protect special status plants, the Applicant redesigned the 
project site to avoid special status plants. In addition, mitigation measures included in the EIR/EIS 
would reduce the number of individuals of the species that would be affected. Because these 
measures are intended to reduce threats to these species to minimize the likelihood of listing, these 
measures are in conformance with the MUC guidance in the CDCA Plan. 

Unusual Plant Assemblages (UPAs) - No UPAs have been identified on the proposed OWEF site. 

Vegetation Manipulation 

Mechanical Control –Mechanical control may be allowed after consideration of possible 
impacts. Vegetation manipulation is defined in the CDCA Plan as removing noxious or 
poisonous plants from rangelands; increasing forage production; creating open areas within 
dense brush communities to favor certain wildlife species; or eliminating introduced plant 
species. During construction, O&M, and decommissioning phases, the Proponent would 
abide by noxious weed control procedures as developed in cooperation with the BLM and 
Imperial County. The establishment of noxious/invasive vegetation can be limited by early 
detection and eradication. The Applicant would finalize the site-specific Weed Management 
Plan prior to a ROW grant being issued. Such actions would be conducted as part of the 
Proposed Action. Weed management under the Weed Management Plan would conform to 
federal, State, and local regulations.  

Chemical Control – Aerial broadcasting application of chemical controls will not be 
allowed. Noxious weed eradication may be allowed after site-specific planning. The 
Proposed Action would not include aerial broadcasting; and if chemical treatment is 
applied, it would be consistent with BLM’s Record of Decision (ROD): Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides (BLM 2007a), as supported by the Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides (BLM 
2007b). Specific control measures are described in the Proponent’s Plan of Development. 

Exclosures – Exclosures may be allowed. Exclosure is a manipulation technique where 
livestock and certain wildlife species can be excluded from fenced areas. This procedure 
provides comparison data and is valuable in the determination of grazing effects of 
vegetation. The Proposed Action would not include exclosures. 

Prescribed Burning – Prescribe burning may be allowed after development of a site-specific 
management plan. The Proposed Action would not include prescribed burning. 

11.  Land Tenure Adjustment: Class L land may be sold in accordance with FLPMA and other applicable 
Federal laws and regulations. The Proposed Action would not involve the sale of any BLM-
administered lands. 
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12.  Livestock Grazing: Livestock grazing is allowed subject to the protection of sensitive resources. The 
Proposed Action would not involve the livestock grazing on Class L lands. 

13.  Minerals: The Proposed Action would not involve the development of minerals on Class L lands. 

14.  Motorized Vehicle Access/Transportation: Pursuant to the CDCA MUC guidelines for Class L areas, 
new roads and ways may be developed under ROW grants or approved plans of operation, and 
periodic or seasonal closures or limitations of routes of travel may be required. The Proposed Action 
would not include new OHV designations; however, construction of the Proposed Action would 
result in temporary closures or limitations to the OHV roads on the project site.  

15.  Recreation: The Proposed Action would not involve use of the OWEF site for recreational uses. 

16.  Waste Disposal: The Proposed Action would not involve the development of waste disposal sites. 

17.  Wildlife Species and Habitat: Table 1 of the CDCA Plan includes a variety of guidelines associated 
with wildlife as follows: 

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, State and Federal – In all MUC areas, all State and 
federally listed species and their critical habitat will be fully protected. In addition, actions which 
may jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed species will require consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. As 
evaluated in Section 4.21, Wildlife Resources, the Peninsular bighorn sheep is the only federally 
listed species potentially affected by the Proposed Action. Measures developed as part of the 
Proposed Action would avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for potential effects to the Peninsular 
bighorn sheep. As specified in the guideline, BLM will initiate formal consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. BLM has 
worked with USFWS, CDFG, and the Applicant to develop protection and compensation 
measures for the Peninsular bighorn sheep. Therefore, the Proposed Action would comply with 
the guideline to provide full protection to the species. 

Sensitive Species – Identified species would be given protection in management decisions 
consistent with BLM’s policy for sensitive species management, BLM Manual 6840. The 
objective of this policy is to conserve and/or recover listed species, and to initiate 
conservation measures to reduce or eliminate threats to BLM sensitive species to minimize 
the likelihood of and need for listing. Several BLM sensitive wildlife species (other than the 
Peninsular bighorn sheep, identified and discussed in the previous paragraph) present or 
likely to occur on habitat associated with the Proposed Action include, but are not limited 
to, flat-tailed horned lizard, barefoot banded gecko, Golden Eagles, and migratory birds 
and bats. Those species that are likely to occur on the project site would be protected under 
a number of mitigating measures meant to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts 
from the project as discussed in detail in Section 4.21, Wildlife Resources. 

Predator and Pest Control – Control of depredation wildlife and pests will be allowed in 
accordance with existing State and federal laws. The Proposed Action would include a 
Raven Control Plan for the depredation on the flat-tailed horn lizards. Therefore, this 
guideline is applicable to these actions but is allowed subject to conformance with State and 
federal laws. 

Habitat Manipulation – The Proposed Action would not include habitat manipulation. 
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Reintroduction or Introduction of Established Exotic Species – The Proposed Action would 
not include the reintroduction or introduction of exotic species.  

18.  Wetland/Riparian Areas: No wetlands or riparian areas are present on the proposed OWEF site. 

19.  Wild Horses and Burros: No wild and free-roaming horses or burros are present on the OWEF site. 

4.8.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

The total acreage of the MUC-L designation that would be affected by construction of the wind facility 
under the Proposed Action would be 12,416 acres. Construction would result in temporary disruptions to 
existing allowable land uses, in particular, on-site recreation activities. However, as discussed in Section 
4.16, Recreation, impacts to recreation activities would be temporary and the public access to the project 
site would be restored after construction. No changes in the MUC classification would be required prior 
to approving the ROW grant, and as discussed in the consistency analysis above, the land use activities 
associated with the construction of the Proposed Action would be consistent with MUC Guidelines.  

Operation and Maintenance 

As mentioned above under “Construction”, the Proposed Action would be located within the MUC-L 
designation. The MUC Guidelines state that electrical generation facilities, including wind generation, 
may be allowed after NEPA requirements are met. No changes in the MUC classification would be 
required prior to approving the ROW grant, and as discussed in the consistency analysis above, the land 
use activities associated with the operation and maintenance of the Proposed Action would be consistent 
with MUC Guidelines.  

Decommissioning 

As mentioned above under “Construction”, the Proposed Action would be located within the MUC-L 
designation. Decommissioning activities would cause temporary disturbances to users of the recreation 
areas, similar to those described under “Construction” above. However, after the Proposed Action has 
been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as the permanent impacts, described 
for “Operation and Maintenance” above, would be removed, and the site would be returned to an 
undeveloped state. 

4.8.3.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.  

4.8.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.8.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and would be located in roughly the same 
location, but with 21 fewer WTGs (137 total). The conclusions for the consistency analysis for each land 
use activity associated with Alternative 2 are the same as those for the Alternative 1.  
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Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described under 
“Construction” for Alternative 1. Since construction of Alternative 2 would be completed in a single 
phase, the duration of impacts would occur over a shorter period of time as compared to Alternative 1. 

Operation and Maintenance 

During operation and maintenance of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described 
under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1.  

Decommissioning 

During decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described under 
“Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

4.8.4.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.  

4.8.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.8.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but with 53 fewer WTGs (105 total). 
Alternative 3 is located within MUC-L lands. The conclusions of the consistency analysis for each land 
use activity associated with Alternative 3 are the same as that for Alternative 1.  

Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described under 
“Construction” for the Proposed Action. Since construction of Alternative 3 would be completed in a 
single phase, the duration of impacts would occur over a shorter period of time as compared to 
Alternative 1. 

Operation and Maintenance 

During operation and maintenance of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described 
under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1.  

Decommissioning 

During decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts would be the same as described under 
“Decommissioning” for Alternative 1. 

4.8.5.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.  
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4.8.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.8.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the CDCA 
Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage 
the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no wind project approved for the site under 
this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on the site and no new 
ground disturbance would occur. However, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in 
Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as 
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal 
mandates. Construction and operation impacts would occur at these other sites. 

4.8.6.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.   

4.8.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.8.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition unless another use is 
designated in this amendment. As such, this No Project Alternative would have no adverse impact on 
BLM-designated lands within and adjacent to the site in the long term. However, renewable projects 
would likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent 
states within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with 
utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. Construction and operation impacts would occur at these 
other sites. 

4.8.7.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.  
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4.8.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.8.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF, but would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. If this were to occur, it is likely that construction, operation and 
decommissioning impacts would be similar to the impacts from Alternative 1.  

4.8.8.2 CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.   

4.8.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.8.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to MUC designations are the local 
and regional BLM lands under the CDCA Plan. This area is defined as the geographic extent because 
cumulative impacts could result from the construction and operation of large renewable energy projects on 
MUC-designated lands (refer to the projects listed in Table 4.1-1). Past development on MUC-designated 
lands includes all of the land use actions and resource management activities discussed for Alternative 1. 
Common activities in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site include recreational facilities (OHV routes 
in particular), mineral exploration, transportation development, and transmission facilities. The potential 
for impacts to MUC-designated lands has recently increased due to the influx of applications for solar and 
wind energy facilities.  

4.8.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Locally and regionally, MUC-designated lands primarily consist of wilderness, conservation, and 
recreational areas. Past and present projects include management plans and, more recently, renewable 
energy generation facilities. 

4.8.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. 

Recently, several renewable energy projects have been proposed and approved within the California 
desert. Proposed projects in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site that would have potentially adverse 
direct or indirect impacts to BLM lands include the solar and wind energy development projects listed in 
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Table 4.1-1 that would be sited on MUC-designated lands, along with the Sunrise Powerlink and the 
transmission line corridors for the Imperial Solar Energy Centers (West and South). As noted in Table 
4.1-2, cumulative impacts to MUC-designated lands as a result of these projects include restrictions or the 
preclusion of otherwise allowable land uses. Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.1-1 and identified 
on Figure 4.1-1a, the cumulative projects that would impact MUC-L designated lands are listed in Table 
4.8-1, along with the acreage of each cumulative project site.  

In addition, the Sunrise Powerlink includes approximately 55 miles extending through land primarily 
under the jurisdiction of the BLM within the southwestern portion of Imperial County and the 
southeastern portion of San Diego County; and the entire five-mile transmission line corridors for both the 
Imperial Solar Energy Center West and South would be located within the MUC-L designation of the 
CDCA Plan. 

Table 4.8-1.  Cumulative Projects within the MUC-L Designation 
Project Name Approximate Acreage 

Imperial Valley Solar Project 6,140 
SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, CACA-051625 100 
Renewergy, LLC, CACA 048004 (wind testing) N/A* 
Blythe Energy Project 9,400 
Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System 4,073 

  *Specific project information is not available. 

4.8.9.4 Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Action requires a CDCA Plan Amendment and consistency with the MUC 
Guidelines. It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above may be under construction 
at the same time as the proposed OWEF, which may result in limited access to BLM lands in the Imperial 
Valley and the surrounding area. As a result, there may be substantial short-term impacts during 
construction of those cumulative projects related to use of the MUC-designated lands, and the Proposed 
Action could contribute to these possible short-term cumulative impacts.  

In particular, tower erection for the Sunrise Powerlink in the vicinity of Ocotillo was completed at the end 
of 2011, but stringing activities will continue into 2012; and construction of the Imperial Solar Center 
West and South projects is expected to begin in September 2011 and last for 17 months. Construction 
dates for the Imperial Valley Solar Project, the SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, and the 
Renewergy wind testing site are unknown; however, considering that these projects are reasonably 
foreseeable, the assumption is that construction periods could overlap with the proposed OWEF. 
Therefore, impacts to MUC-L lands associated with construction of these cumulative projects may 
overlap with the proposed OWEF due to the proximity of these projects to the OWEF site. 

Construction impacts associated with the Blythe Energy Project and the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating 
System may also occur at the same time period as the proposed OWEF. However, the Blythe Energy 
Project is located approximately 100 miles northeast of the project site and the Ivanpah Solar Electric 
Generating System is located approximately 180 miles northeast of the project site. Although construction 
impacts would be similar, due to the distance between the cumulative project and the Proposed Action, 
the impacts would not have a combined effect on the use of the MUC-L designated lands near the project 
site. 

Presently, as noted above, numerous energy-related development projects, including the Proposed Action, 
would remove large acreages of land from potential use and would have adverse effects on the viewscape 
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that would result in some users seeking out other areas of the desert for their activities (see the cumulative 
analysis in the Visual Resources section). The combined effect of the construction of past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the Imperial Valley would adversely affect BLM lands, particularly for 
recreational uses (refer to Section 4.12 for impacts associated with recreational resources). However, the 
operation of the proposed OWEF would allow for access to the project site to resume after construction in 
the areas surrounding the wind turbines and associated facilities. Nonetheless, disruptions to MUC-
designated lands due to the proposed OWEF and other renewable energy projects during the construction 
period could result in a cumulative impact. Impacts to recreation activities would be temporary and the 
public access to the project site would be restored after construction.  

4.8.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of the proposed OWEF is not expected to result in long-term adverse impacts associated with 
the disruption or interfere with the public’s right of access to the project site. It is expected that some of 
the cumulative projects described above may be operational at the same time as the proposed OWEF. In 
particular, the proposed and approved solar energy projects would result in the conversion of thousands of 
acres of desert lands that are currently designated for MUC land use activities. Altogether the Imperial 
Valley Solar Project, the SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, the Blythe Energy Project, and the 
Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System would result in the permanent conversion of 19,713 acres of 
land within the MUC-L designation. As a result, there may be substantial long-term land use and 
recreation impacts during operation of the renewable energy projects (refer to Section 4.12 for impacts 
associated with recreational resources). However, the proposed OWEF would not contribute substantially 
to these potentially long-term operational cumulative impacts since the site would be available for 
recreation activities during the operation period.  

4.8.9.6 Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Proposed Action is expected to result in adverse temporary impacts to MUC-
designated lands similar to construction impacts. Disruptions from the decommissioning of other 
renewable energy projects would have the potential to combine with the decommissioning activities 
associated with the proposed OWEF, which would result in a cumulative impact. However, the proposed 
OWEF’s contribution to cumulative impacts to MUC-designated lands would be temporary due to nature 
of decommissioning activities and the proposed OWEF site would be returned to the current state. In 
addition, decommissioning activities for other renewable energy projects would also be temporary and 
would return to current conditions as well.   

4.8.9.7  CEQA Significance Determination 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for BLM MUCs; 
therefore, no significance determination has been made.  

4.8.10 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigations measures, project design features, or other measures are required by the MUC Guidelines. 

4.8.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There would be no adverse unavoidable impact to the MUC-L as a result of construction, operation and 
maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.9 Noise 

4.9.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Noise and vibration impacts associated with the proposed OWEF can be created by short-term 
construction and decommissioning activities and by normal long-term operation of the wind energy 
facility, including noise from the wind turbines, electrical collection system, substation and switchyard, 
and operations and maintenance (O&M) activities. 

Noise from construction and decommissioning activities would include both on-site and off-site noise 
sources. The construction noise levels that would be generated by the proposed OWEF have been 
estimated based on the construction activities provided in the description of the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives (see Chapter 2) and are provided in Appendix F. Decommissioning noise levels would be 
similar to those estimated for construction. Operational noise levels from the wind turbines were modeled 
by Navcon Engineering Network (Navcon), based on the wind turbine model that would generate the 
highest noise level, which was determined to be the Siemens 2.3-MW turbine. Noise modeling results are 
provided in Appendix F. Other sources of operational noise, including transmission lines and the 
substation have been estimated based on available industry data. Noise from O&M activities have been 
estimated based on the description provided in the Proposed Action and Alternatives (see Chapter 2), and 
are also provided in Appendix F. Additional details regarding impact assessment methodologies are 
discussed under the relevant impact topic.  

As discussed in Section 3.10.1, a project-generated noise increase of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible 
change in environmental noise, while a 5 dBA difference typically causes a change in community 
reaction. An increase of 10 dBA is perceived by people as a doubling of loudness, and almost certainly 
causes an adverse community response. As such, it is considered reasonable to assume that an increase in 
background noise levels up to 5 dBA in a residential setting would not be substantial and an increase of 
more than 10 dBA would be substantial. An increase between 5 and 10 dBA should be considered 
adverse, but may be either substantial or not substantial depending on the particular circumstances. Other 
factors to be considered in determining if an adverse noise impact is substantial include: (1) the resulting 
combined noise level; (2) the duration and frequency of the noise; (3) the number of people affected; (4) 
the land use designation of the affected receptor sites; and (5) public concern or controversy expressed at 
workshops, hearings, or in correspondence regarding the proposed project. For those elements of the 
project located on unincorporated Imperial County lands, the Imperial County General Plan Noise 
Element would apply (see Section 3.10.2.3). If the future noise level with implementation of the project is 
within the “normally acceptable” range shown in Table 3.10-5, but would result in an increase in ambient 
noise levels of 5 dB Ldn/CNEL or greater, the project would have a potentially adverse noise impact and 
mitigation measures must be considered; if the future noise level with implementation of the project would 
be greater than the “normally acceptable” range shown in Table 3.10-5, an increase in ambient noise 
levels of 3 dB Ldn/CNEL or greater shall be considered a potentially adverse noise impact and mitigation 
measures must be considered.  

Almost the entire proposed OWEF site is located on BLM-administered lands. BLM does not have 
regulations specific to noise and the County noise ordinances are not applicable on public lands. However, 
as noted above, the County General Plan and noise ordinance establishes sound-level limits applicable to 
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the residential properties located near the proposed OWEF site that could be impacted by the project, and 
as such they are being used in this analysis as a basis for describing possible impacts to these residences.  

Noise impacts due to construction activities are usually not considered to be substantial as long as 
construction activities are temporary, only intermittently affect any one location, limit use of heavy 
equipment and noise activities to daytime hours, and all industry-standard noise abatement measures are 
implemented for noise-producing equipment.  

With respect to impacts from vibration, vibration-sensitive land uses would include high-precision 
manufacturing facilities or research facilities with optical and electron microscopes. None of these occur 
in the project area. Therefore, a substantial impact resulting from excessive ground borne vibration would 
depend on whether a nuisance, annoyance, or physical damage to any structure could occur.  

The primary indicator of noise levels for this analysis is the A-weighted average noise level measures in 
decibels (dBA Leq). The one-hour average noise level (dBA Leq [1-hour]) is often used to characterize 
ongoing operations or long-term effects. The maximum dBA level (dBA Lmax) is used to document the 
highest intensity, short-term noise level. Another commonly used measure of noise effects is the day-night 
average sound level (Ldn). The Ldn value matches the Leq value for noise generated from 7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. but accounts for increased public sensitivity to noise at night with a 10 dBA penalty applied to 
nighttime sounds occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

4.9.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to describe the noise impacts of the proposed OWEF under CEQA. 
These indicators are the same as the significance criteria for noise listed in the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.  

NZ-1  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;  

NZ-2  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels; 

NZ-3  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; 

NZ-4  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project; 

NZ-5  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; 

NZ-6 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.  

For the OWEF, the criteria numbered NZ-5 and NZ-6 were determined to be inapplicable as no impact 
would occur related to these criteria (see discussion in paragraph below), and are therefore not addressed 
further in the impact analysis presented in this section. 
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The OWEF site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or public use 
airport (Significance Criterion NZ-5 and NZ-6). The closest public airport is Jacumba Airport 
approximately 7.3 miles southwest from the OWEF site. Emory Ranch Airport is a private airstrip located 
approximately 0.25 mile from the boundary of the project. This airport consists of a single asphalt runway 
identified as 04/22 that is 2,400 feet in length and 40 feet in width (Airport-Data.com, 2011). This is an 
unattended, family-owned airport with very low use levels (Emory, 2011). For the past two years (2009-
2010), the airport has averaged less than 100 aircraft operations (take-off and landing) per year, averaging 
approximately one aircraft operation every three days (Emory, 2011). This level of use would be unlikely 
to expose construction or operations personnel to excessive noise levels. However, a Conditional Use 
Permit is in the final stages of approval, which would extend the runway to 4,000 feet in length and allow 
for subdivision of the properties north of the runway creating a “fly-in home community”, which the 
airstrip property owner anticipates will result in a considerable increase in the use of the airport (Emory, 
2011). No airfield noise contours have been developed for the Emory Ranch Airport for current 
operations or future operations. The anticipated increase in use of the Emory Ranch Airport is not 
expected to occur prior to construction; therefore construction workers would continue to experience 
limited airport noise. During project operations, use of the Emory Ranch Airport, even with the extended 
runway and potential increased levels of use, is not anticipated to generate excessive noise levels as the 
size of the planes would remain fairly small due to the short runway length which cannot accommodate 
larger, louder airplanes. Furthermore, none of the project alternatives would create residential land uses, 
and all project features are outside the airfield property. Consequently, airport-related noise issues are not 
discussed further under any of the alternatives.  

4.9.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.9.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Effects on the existing ambient noise and vibration levels may arise from project construction, operations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning equipment and vehicles as well as from the introduction of 
construction or operations and maintenance-related traffic on local roads near the proposed OWEF site. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed OWEF is expected to occur over a period of 18 to 24 months, with the 
O&M complex taking approximately 8 weeks and the substation complex taking approximately 23 weeks 
(Pattern, 2010c – DR#3, Q5).In general, the construction team would work six 10-hour days, daylight 
hours, Monday through Saturday; however, to meet schedule, work may occur early in the morning, 
evenings, or even nights and/or Sundays during foundation construction, to take advantage of the cooler 
times of day, and during the turbine erection period, to take advantage of the times when wind speed is 
below the maximum safe working conditions (Pattern, 2010a – DR#1, Q1-4). Up to 155 employees would 
be at the site during construction (Pattern, 2010d – DR#4, Q4). 

Noise from construction activities would occur both on site and off site during construction. Construction 
equipment would include graders, bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, delivery trucks, semi trucks, and welding 
rigs (Pattern, 2010b – DR#2, Q4). Each of these individual pieces of equipment would generate 
maximum noise levels ranging from 74 to 83 dBA at 50 feet from the source, as shown in Table 4.9-1. 
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  Table 4.9-1. Noise Levels and Usage Factors for Equipment 

 Equipment List 
Equivalent Federal 

Highway Administration 
Classification 

Acoustical Usage 
Factor (%) 

Measured Lmax 
(at 50 feet) 

Backhoe Backhoe 40 78 
Concrete Batch Plant Concrete Batch Plant1 15 83 
Concrete Truck Concrete Pump Truck 20 81 
Large/Medium Crane  
Forklift Crane 16 81 

Large/Medium Dozer Dozer 40 82 
Excavator Excavator 40 81 
Delivery Trucks 
Water Trucks Flat Bed Truck 40 74 

Trenching Rig Front End Loader 40 79 
Generator (Lighting) Generator 50 81 
Road Grader Grader1 40 83 
Man Lift Man Lift 20 75 
Delivery Trucks Pickup Truck 40 75 
Compaction Roller 
Sheeps Foot Roller Roller 20 80 

Air Hammer Pneumatic Tool 50 85 
Source: FWHA, 2006; Pattern Energy, 2010a – DR#1, Q1-14; Pattern Energy, 2010b – DR#2, Q4. 
Note (1): Spec. 721.560 value used as no actual measured Lmax RCNM default noise emissions level available. 

Noise from On-Site Construction Activities 

As noted above, development of the wind farm would occur over approximately an 18- to 24-month 
period, with construction activity undertaken as a rolling sequence of activity on different subareas of the 
site. Therefore, noise generated during construction at the OWEF site would shift throughout the 
construction period, such that individual receptors would not be impacted throughout the duration of 
construction. The noise impacts on the nearest residence from on-site construction were estimated, as 
shown in Appendix F, for each of the identified construction activities: road construction, foundation 
construction, and turbine erection. Noise from other construction activities would be expected to generate 
lower noise levels than these activities. For example, the concrete batch plant, which would be considered 
a stationary noise source throughout construction although not a permanent project feature, would 
generate approximately 83 dBA Lmax at 50 feet; however, the property boundary of the closest receptor 
(Ocotillo Community Park) is located approximately 9,000 feet (1.7 miles) away resulting in a noise level 
of approximately 30 dBA Leq (1-hour).  

On-site construction noise calculations assume all the equipment identified for a specific construction 
activity would be operating in generally the same area of the OWEF site. The maximum on-site 
construction noise level was determined to occur during construction of on-site roads, which would result 
in an estimated noise level of 51 dBA Leq (1-hour) at the property boundary of the closest residence (L1 
on Figure 3.10-3) (see Appendix F). Considering average daytime noise levels at this residence of 41 dBA 
Leq (see Table 3.10-1), construction activities would produce a short-term,  increase of up to 10 dBA Leq 
over the existing ambient noise levels. Construction would produce an estimated noise level of 52 dBA at 
the boundary of the Jacumba Wilderness Area, where noise levels are anticipated to be around 47 dBA 
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Leq as the wilderness area borders SR-98 (see Table 3.10-1 location N3). As such, construction activities 
would produce a short-term, increase of over ambient noise conditions of up to 5 dBA Leq in the Jacumba 
Wilderness Area. At the boundary of the Anza-Borrego State Park, which is approximately 780 feet 
immediately west of the closest proposed turbine/road, construction noise levels would be approximately 
62 dBA Leq. Ambient noise levels in this area are anticipated to be 35 dBA (consistent with 35 Ldn for 
wilderness areas); therefore, construction would result in up to a 27 dBA increase in noise levels at the 
Anza-Borrego State Park boundary.  These noise levels would not exceed the Imperial County General 
Plan Noise Element limit for construction [75 dBA Leq (8-hour)], but would occur outside of the 
construction hours allowed by the County (7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 
p.m. Saturday). Implementation of BLM’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Mitigation Measures 
Noise-1 through Noise-4 would mitigate construction noise impacts during construction of the OWEF (see 
Section 4.9.10).  

Noise from Construction-Related Traffic 

Off-site construction noise would be generated by trucks delivering equipment and materials, as well as 
workers commuting to and from the proposed OWEF site. Roads utilized during construction would 
include Interstate 8 (I-8), several highways (S80-Evan Hewes Highway, SR-98-Yuha Cutoff, S2-Imperial 
Highway), a short segment of Shell Canyon Road located 0.7 miles north of the community of Ocotillo, 
and an existing mine access road. As shown in Table 3.10-3 (Existing Traffic-Generated Noise Levels), 
typical noise levels along the local highways would range from 58 to 67 dBA CNEL, which is in line with 
the sample ambient noise measurement of 68 dBA Leq taken at location N4 near SR-98 (see Table 3.10-1, 
Summary of Ambient Noise Levels). These noise levels already exceed Imperial County General Plan 
Noise Element limits for residential areas and are considered “normally unacceptable” from a land use 
compatibility standpoint. At residences located along these roadways, noise levels would temporarily 
increase during construction due to the additional auto traffic and heavy-duty trucks utilizing these 
roadways, as shown in Table 4.9-2. The estimated increase in noise levels generated by construction 
traffic would be 5 dBA or less, and is not considered to be substantial increase over ambient conditions. 
In addition, the peak one-hour average noise levels (Leq) would not exceed the Imperial County 
construction noise limit for extended construction of 75 dB Leq (1-hour).     

Table 4.9-2. Construction Traffic-Generated Noise Levels   

  Road Segment 
Existing Noise 

Level, CNEL, 50 feet 
from road centerline 

Existing + Project 
Construction Noise 
Level, CNEL, 50 feet 
from road centerline 

Change in 
Noise CNEL 
Levels, dBA 

Existing + Project 
Construction, 

Leq (h) Peak, dBA 

W. Evan Hewes Highway, East of 
Imperial Highway 

57.9 dBA 62.9 dBA + 5.0 65.3 

Imperial Highway, I-8 EB Ramps to 
SR-98 Yuha Cutoff 

59.6 dBA 60.6 dBA + 1.0 61.3 

SR-98 Yuha Cutoff, West of Imperial 
Highway 

67.1 dBA 67.3 dBA + 0.2 66.7 

Source: See noise calculations in Appendix F. 

Ground Vibrations from Construction Activities 

Construction would not involve impact pile driving or blasting; however, the use of large construction 
equipment may produce short-term groundborne vibration and associated groundborne noise. Typical 
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groundborne vibration generated by heavy equipment attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of 
the vibration so that potential impact areas are usually confined within short distances (i.e., 200 feet or 
less) from the source (FTA, 2006). The closest residence is located 2,640 feet (0.5 miles) from the closest 
project feature and would therefore not be affected by the groundborne vibrations generated on site during 
construction. 

Operation and Maintenance 

There would be four potential sources of long-term operational noise during the life of the project: noise 
from operation of the wind turbines, noise from the substation, noise from on-site maintenance activities, 
and noise generated off-site from workers commuting to and from the proposed OWEF site. No audible 
noise would be generated by the electrical collection system as it would be placed underground. 

Approximately 17 full-time personnel would be required for year-round operations and maintenance of the 
OWEF, with up to 10 additional temporary workers/contractors for 12 weeks per year for additional 
maintenance work (Pattern, 2010d – DR#4, Q8). Vehicles used on site for maintenance purposes would 
include pick-up trucks, man lifts, truck mounted cranes, forklifts, road grading equipment, 4WD gator, 
etc. There would be approximately four trips on average per year to each turbine via pickup truck over 
the course of the 30 year project lifespan. Approximately one trip to 30 percent of the turbines would 
occur by a truck-mounted crane and fork lift for maintenance. Roads would be re-graded as needed due to 
sedimentation deposit from storm water runoff (Pattern, 2010d – DR#4, Q10).  

Wind Turbines 

Several turbine models are being considered as part of the proposed OWEF, including the GE 1.6/2.75 
MW and Siemens 2.3/3.0 MW. Of these turbine models, the one that would create the greatest noise 
levels was determined to be the Siemens 2.3 MW turbine. Based on this turbine model, a wind turbine 
simulation was prepared by Navcon to predict the operational noise levels at the proposed OWEF site and 
in the immediate vicinity. The simulation approach assumed Siemens 2.3 MW turbines for all 158 
turbines, operating at full load, and operating 24-hours per day (for Ldn determination) to assess the 
worst case for noise generation by the wind turbines. The SoundPlan 7.0 (Kernel version) simulation 
software was utilized with International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9613 as the prediction 
model, which assumes a downwind condition. Noise levels were calculated at various temperatures and 
relative humidity, as air absorption changes depending on these environmental conditions, at four of the 
sensitive receptor locations identified in Figure 3.10-3 (L1 to L4). Table 4.9-3 summarizes the modeling 
results; detailed results information is provided in Appendix F.  

For illustrative purposes, Figures 4.9-1 through 4.9-4 provide the noise contour maps for the four 
scenarios. As shown in Figure 4.9-1 (Scenario 1), the 40 dBA Leq contour runs through the middle of the 
northern town center of Ocotillo. As such, some residences would experience noise levels slightly above 
40 dBA Leq when temperatures are low and relative humidity is high. Residences in the southern town 
center of Ocotillo, however, would experience noise levels below 40 dBA Leq under this worst-case 
scenario. When weather conditions are less severe (i.e., higher temperature and lower relative humidity), 
as shown in Figures 4.9-2 through 4.9-4, none of the residences in the northern and southern town centers 
of Ocotillo would experience noise levels above 40 dBA Leq. 
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 Table 4.9-3. Alternative 1 Predicted Worst-Case Noise Levels for OWEF Wind Turbines, dBA 

Location Scenario 1 
50°F / 50% Humidity 

Scenario 2 
68°F / 40% Humidity 

Scenario 3 
86°F / 10% Humidity 

Scenario 4 
104°F / 5% humidity 

 Ldn 1 Leq 2 Ldn 1 Leq 2 Ldn 1 Leq 2 Ldn 1 Leq 2 
L1 49.5 43.1 48.9 42.4 47.1 40.7 45.8 39.4 
L2 48.7 42.3 47.9 41.5 46.0 39.6 44.6 38.2 
L3 46.2 39.8 45.2 38.8 43.2 36.7 41.6 35.2 
L4 44.2 37.8 43.3 36.9 41.4 35.0 39.9 33.5 

Source: Navcon, 2011. See Appendix F for complete noise modeling inputs and results. 
Notes: 
(1)  The Ldn or day-night average sound level is equal to the 24-hour equivalent sound level with a 10 dBA penalty applied to nighttime sounds 

occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.  
(2)  The Leq level presented represents the average sound level when all wind turbines are running at 100 percent with the exception of two 

de-rated turbines. 

Per Table 3.10-4 (OSHA-Permissible Noise Exposure Standards), noise levels of 60 dBA Ldn or CNEL 
would be normally acceptable for compatibility with residential land uses located in unincorporated 
Imperial County. In addition, as shown in Table 3.10-5, the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element 
specifies noise level limits at the property line of residential areas of 50 dBA Leq (1-hour) daytime (7 
a.m.-10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq (1-hour) nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.). As shown in Table 4.9-3, the 
highest noise levels would occur when weather conditions provide for low temperatures and high relative 
humidity (Scenario 1), which would generally occur in winter months and at night. These weather 
conditions would likely occur in the project area less than five percent of the year (Navcon, 2011).  

Noise levels at the closest residences were predicted to range from 43.1 to 37.8 dBA Leq. Noise levels 
generated by the project in the Jacumba Wilderness Area would range from as high as 45 dBA Leq 
nearest SR-98 and decrease to 35 dBA Leq or less within approximately 5,000 feet (0.95 miles). At the 
boundary of the Anza-Borrego State Park, operational noise levels would be approximately 50-55 dBA 
Leq and decrease to 35 dBA Leq or less within approximately 6,400 feet (1.2 miles). Under this worst-
case scenario the wind farm would be considered an acceptable land use (<60 dBA Ldn per Table 3.10-
5) and noise levels at all sensitive receptors in Imperial County (residences and community park) would 
meet the Imperial County daytime and nighttime noise limits. Noise levels in these wilderness areas would 
meet EPA guidelines which recommend an Ldn of 55 dBA to protect the public from the effect of 
broadband environmental noise in outdoor areas where people spend widely varying amounts of time and 
other places in which quiet is a basis for use (EPA, 1974). Considering ambient noise levels as low as 41 
dBA daytime and 30 dBA nighttime, the noise levels produced by the wind turbines during daytime hours 
would not be noticeable (< 3dBA Leq increase); however at night, these noise levels would result in a 
substantial increase over nighttime ambient noise levels occurring in the quieter areas (away from 
highways) and would be perceived as a doubling of loudness (>10 dBA Leq increase). As discussed in 
Section 3.10.1 (Noise – Environmental Setting), under “General Information on Wind Turbine Noise”, a 
limit of 35 dBA would be consistent with the EPA noise level for no more than “sporadic complaints” and 
the Pedersen and Waye prediction for community reaction would be just above the “high annoyance 
threshold for wind turbine noise”. Therefore, these noise levels may result in complaints from local 
residences. 
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Substation 

Substations usually generate steady noise (broadband noise) from the process of power conversion and the 
operation of auxiliary equipment needed to cool the transformers, including cooling fans and oil pumps; 
however, the noise generated by the transformer and switchgear display different noise characteristics. 
Transformer noise contains pure-tone or “hum” components. This tonal quality is typically the most 
offensive characteristic of transformer noise. Two transformers would be placed approximately 100 feet 
apart at the proposed substation, each generating noise levels of 86 dBA at the transformer (assume 5 
feet). The combined noise level would be approximately 89 dBA. The proposed substation is located 
approximately 6,336 feet (1.2 miles) from the closest sensitive receptor (Ocotillo Community Park), 
resulting in noise levels of approximately 27 dBA Leq (1-hour). Noise generated from the transformers at 
the substation would be well below background noise levels (41-53 dBA daytime away from major 
highways; 30 dBA nighttime) at the closest sensitive receptor and would meet Imperial County General 
Plan Noise Element limits [50 dBA Leq (1-hour) daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq (1-hour) 
nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.)]. 

Switchgear noise is generated by the operation of circuit breakers used to break high-voltage connections 
at 132 kV and above to isolate and protect equipment. An arc formed between the separating contacts has 
to be “blown out” using a blast of high-pressure gas. The resultant noise is impulsive in character (i.e., 
loud and of very short duration). The frequency of switchgear activities is based on testing, maintenance, 
and rerouting requirements, which are specific to each utility company. These operations would occur 
infrequently, and accordingly, potential impacts of switchgear noise would be temporary and minor in 
nature (BLM, 2005). 

On-Site Maintenance Activities 

Regular maintenance activities, such as periodic visits to the wind turbines and substation would involve 
light- or medium-duty vehicles. These activities would result in short-term elevated noise levels (75 dBA 
Lmax at 50 feet), but would be a moving source such that the contribution towards the one-hour measured 
noise level at any single receptor location would be negligible.    

Infrequent but noisy maintenance activities would include road maintenance or turbine maintenance. On-
site noise levels for these noisy maintenance activities were estimated based on a worse-case scenario of 
two pieces of equipment operating simultaneously in the same area, as shown in Appendix F. Noise levels 
were estimated at approximately 47 dBA Leq (1-hour) at 2,640 feet, which is the closest distance between 
a project feature (road and/or wind turbine) and a residence (Location L1 shown on Figure 3.10-3). These 
activities would result in short-term noticeable increases in ambient noise levels and would exceed the 
Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limits for operations [50 dBA Leq (1-hour) daytime (7 a.m.-
10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq (1-hour) nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.) at residential property lines] if occurring 
during nighttime hours. However, these activities would only occur intermittently (road maintenance as 
needed, turbine maintenance once every approximately three years), would be of short duration, and 
would move throughout the proposed OWEF site as maintenance needs are identified, such that it is 
unlikely these elevated noise levels would impact any one residence for more than a few hours per year. 
Considering these factors, road maintenance and turbine maintenance activities exhibit characteristics 
closer to construction than long-term operations; therefore, the Imperial County General Plan Noise 
Element limit for construction would more appropriately apply, which limits noise levels to 75 dBA Leq 
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(8-hour) and limits the hours of these activities to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. Saturday. To ensure these hours are observed when these types of O&M activities are occurring 
in close proximity to occupied residences and there is the potential to exceed the Imperial County General 
Plan Noise Element limits, Mitigation Measure Noise-5 (Limit Hours of Road and Turbine Maintenance 
Activities) is recommended (see Section 4.9.10).  

Use of light- or medium-duty vehicles, as well as construction equipment for road and turbine 
maintenance, would generate some groundbourne vibration. As discussed above, typical groundborne 
vibration generated by heavy equipment attenuates within 200 feet or less from the source (FTA, 2006). 
The closest residence is located 2,640 feet (0.5 miles) from a project feature (road and/or wind turbine) 
and would therefore not be affected by the groundborne vibrations generated during O&M activities. 

Off-Site Worker Traffic 

Traffic associated with project operations would generally consist of the 17 workers traveling to and from 
the site each day with an additional 10 temporary workers/contractors during the peak of O&M activities. 
This would result in an additional 54 trips (27 roundtrips) on the local roadways and highways, which do 
not occur under existing conditions. Along Evan Hewes Highway, existing noise levels have been 
estimated at 58 dBA CNEL (see Appendix F). With the additional trips generated by the proposed 
OWEF, noise levels would increase by less than one decibel, which would not be perceptible.  

Decommissioning 

The expected life of the proposed OWEF is 30 years. In the event that the site should be removed from 
power generation service, it would be made suitable for reclamation. All equipment, buildings, concrete 
foundations, etc. would be removed from the site, with the exception of the utility switchyard. 
Decommissioning activities for turbine removal would occur over approximately ten months.  

Noise from On-Site Decommissioning Activities 

Equipment to be utilized on the proposed OWEF site would be similar to those used during construction 
including: crane, excavator, and air hammer (to break up concrete foundation pedestals) (Pattern, 2010a – 
DR#1, Q1-5). As such, decommissioning activities would generate a temporary and localized increase in 
ambient noise levels. These noise levels would be similar to but less than those generated during 
construction as the activities would be less intense and of shorter duration. Implementation of BLM’s 
BMPs and Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4 would reduce noise impacts from 
decommissioning. 

Noise from Traffic Associated with Decommissioning 

Traffic volumes associated with decommissioning activities would likely be similar to traffic volumes 
associated with construction activities. However, because decommissioning would occur at least 30 years 
in the future, it is likely that vehicle engine technology would be different from current technology. 
Engine technologies that do not rely on internal combustion engines would likely generate lower noise 
levels than those produced by current vehicles. This effect is already apparent with hybrid vehicles. 
Consequently, noise impacts from traffic associated with decommissioning activities would likely be 
somewhat less than the noise levels estimated for construction-related traffic, which were determined to 
result in an increase of less than one decibel over ambient conditions, which would not be perceptible. 
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Ground Vibrations from Decommissioning Activities 

Ground vibrations generated during decommissioning of the wind farm would be similar to those 
previously discussed with respect to construction activities. As with construction, decommissioning 
activities would require the use of large construction equipment which may produce short-term 
groundborne vibration and associated groundborne noise. Typical groundborne vibration generated by 
heavy equipment attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration so that potential impact 
areas are usually confined within short distances (i.e., 200 feet or less) from the source (FTA, 2006). The 
closest residence is located 2,640 feet (0.5 miles) from the closest project feature and would therefore not 
be affected by the groundborne vibrations generated on site during decommissioning.   

4.9.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.9.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.9.2 to be 
relevant to the project are addressed below. 

• NZ-1. Per Table 3.10-5 (Guidelines for Land Use Compatibility), noise levels of 60 dBA Ldn or 
CNEL would be normally acceptable for compatibility with residential land uses located in 
unincorporated Imperial County. In addition, as shown in Table 3.10-6 (Property Line Noise Limits), 
the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element specifies noise level limits at the property line of 
residential areas of 50 dBA Leq (1-hour) daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq (1-hour) 
nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.); however, when the ambient noise level is equal to or exceeds the 
Property Line noise standard, the increase of the existing or proposed noise shall not exceed 3 dB 
Leq. 

Construction. The maximum on-site construction noise level was determined to occur during 
construction of on-site roads, resulting in an estimated noise level of 51 dBA Leq (1-hour) at the 
property boundary of the closest residence (L1 on Figure 3.10-3 in Appendix F) (see Appendix F). 
Considering average daytime noise levels at this residence of 41 dBA Leq (see Table 3.10-1, 
Summary of Ambient Noise Levels), construction activities would produce a short-term increase over 
the existing ambient noise levels (10 dBA). These noise levels would not exceed the Imperial County 
General Plan Noise Element limit for construction [75 dBA Leq (8-hour)], but would occur outside of 
the construction hours allowed by the County (7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. Saturday), which would result in a significant impact. Implementation of BLM’s BMPs and 
Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4 would reduce construction noise impacts, such that on-
site construction noise would be less than significant under Criterion NZ-1. Off-site construction noise 
would be generated by trucks delivering equipment and materials, as well as workers commuting to 
and from the proposed OWEF site, which would result in an increase in noise levels for residences 
living along the travel routes. Noise levels along these roadways already exceed Imperial County 
General Plan Noise Element limits for residential areas and are considered “normally unacceptable” 
from a land use compatibility standpoint. As shown in Appendix F, noise levels would increase by 
less than 1 dB Leq with implementation of the Proposed Action, and as such would meet Imperial 
County noise limits. Therefore, off-site construction noise would be less than significant under 
Criterion NZ-1. 
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Operations and Maintenance. Noise levels generated by the wind turbines under the worst-case 
scenario (low temperature and high relative humidity – Scenario 1) at the closest residences were 
predicted to range from 49.5 to 45.8 dBA Ldn or 43.1 to 37.8 dBA Leq. Under this worst-case 
scenario the wind farm would be considered an acceptable land use (<60 dBA Ldn per Table 3.10-5) 
and all sensitive receptors would meet the Imperial County daytime and nighttime noise limits (50 
dBA 1-hour Leq daytime and 45 dBA 1-hour Leq nighttime per Table 3.10-6). Therefore, under 
Criterion NZ-1, impacts would be less than significant. Noise levels generated by the project in the 
Jacumba Wilderness Area would range from as high as 45 dBA Leq nearest SR-98 and decrease to 35 
dBA Leq or less within approximately 5,000 feet (0.95 miles). At the boundary of the Anza-Borrego 
State Park, operational noise levels would be approximately 50-55 dBA Leq and decrease to 35 dBA 
Leq or less within approximately 6,400 feet (1.2 miles). Noise levels in these wilderness areas would 
meet EPA guidelines which recommend an Ldn of 55 dBA to protect the public from the effect of 
broadband environmental noise in outdoor areas where people spend widely varying amounts of time 
and other places in which quiet is a basis for use (EPA, 1974). 

The proposed substation is located approximately 6,336 feet (1.2 miles) from the closest sensitive 
receptor (Ocotillo Community Park), resulting in noise levels of approximately 27 dBA Leq (1-hour), 
which would meet Imperial County noise limits and be below existing ambient noise levels. 
Switchgear operations at the substation would occur infrequently, and accordingly, potential impacts 
of switchgear noise would be temporary and minor in nature. As such, substation operations would 
result in a less-than-significant impact under Criterion NZ-1. 

Regular maintenance activities, such as periodic visits to the wind turbines and substation, would 
result in short-term elevated noise levels (75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet), but would be a moving source 
such that the contribution towards the one-hour measured noise level at any single receptor location 
would be less than significant. Infrequent but noisy maintenance activities would include road 
maintenance or turbine maintenance. Noise levels were estimated at approximately 47 dBA Leq (1-
hour) at 2,640 feet (0.5 miles), which is the closest distance between a Project feature (road and/or 
wind turbine) and a residence (Location L1 on Figure 3.10-3, Ambient Noise Measurement 
Locations).This would exceed the Imperial County noise limits during nighttime hours; however, 
these activities would only occur intermittently (road maintenance as needed, turbine maintenance 
once every approximately three years), would be of short duration, and would move throughout the 
proposed OWEF site as maintenance needs are identified, such that it is unlikely these elevated noise 
levels would impact any one residence for more than a few hours per year. Considering these factors, 
road maintenance and turbine maintenance activities exhibit characteristics closer to construction than 
long-term operations; therefore, the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limits for 
construction would more appropriately apply, which limit noise levels to 75 dBA Leq (8-hour) and 
limit the hours of these activities to 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
Saturday. If these types of O&M activities were to occur outside these time periods, impacts would 
potentially be significant. To ensure Imperial County’s construction hours are observed when these 
types of O&M activities are occurring in close proximity to occupied residences and there is the 
potential to exceed the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element noise level limits, Mitigation 
Measure Noise-5 (Limit Hours of Road and Turbine Maintenance Activities) is recommended. As 
such, on-site maintenance activities would be less than significant under Criterion NZ-1. 
Furthermore, off-site traffic associated with project operations would be minimal, would not result in 
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a perceptible increase in noise levels (< 3 dB Leq) resulting in a less-than-significant noise impact 
under Criterion NZ-1. 

Use of light- or medium-duty vehicles, as well as construction equipment for road and turbine 
maintenance, would generate some groundbourne vibration. As discussed above, typical groundborne 
vibration generated by heavy equipment attenuates within 200 feet or less from the source (FTA, 
2006). The closest residence is located 2,640 feet (0.5 miles) from a project feature (road and/or wind 
turbine) and would therefore not be affected by the groundborne vibrations generated during O&M 
activities.  

Decommissioning.  Activities associated with decommissioning would generate a temporary and 
localized increase in ambient noise levels. These noise levels would be similar to but less than those 
generated during construction as the activities would be less intense and of shorter duration. 
Similarly, traffic volumes associated with decommissioning activities would likely be similar to traffic 
volumes associated with construction activities. However, because decommissioning would occur at 
least 30 years in the future, it is likely that vehicle engine technology would improve from current 
technology resulting in lower noise levels than those produced by current vehicles. Consequently, 
noise impacts from traffic associated with decommissioning activities would likely be somewhat less 
than the noise levels estimated for construction-related traffic, which were determined to be less than 
significant (see above “Construction” discussion). As with construction, most of the decommissioning 
activities would occur during the day when increased noise levels are generally tolerated better 
because of the masking effect of background noise. Implementation of BLM’s BMPs and Mitigation 
Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4 would reduce potentially significant noise impacts during 
decommissioning such that impacts would be less than significant under Criterion NZ-1. 

• NZ-2. Groundborne vibration or noise levels from construction or decommissioning activities would 
pose no risk of cosmetic damage to any existing buildings. Operational activities at the wind farm 
would not generate meaningful ground vibrations. Consequently, ground vibration impacts from wind 
farm construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning would be less than significant.  

• NZ-3. Operations and Maintenance. Noise levels generated by the proposed wind turbines under 
the worst-case scenario (low temperature and high relative humidity – Scenario 1) at the closest 
residences were predicted to range from 43.1 to 37.8 dBA Leq (see Table 4.9-2). Considering 
average ambient noise levels as low as 41 dBA daytime and 30 dBA nighttime, the noise levels 
produced by the wind turbines during daytime hours would not be noticeable (< 3dBA Leq increase), 
and would therefore be less than significant. However, at night in areas located away from highways, 
these noise levels would be perceived as a doubling of loudness (>10 dBA Leq increase). 
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.10.1 (Noise – Environmental Setting), under “General 
Information on Wind Turbine Noise,” a limit of 35 dBA would be consistent with the EPA noise level 
for no more than “sporadic complaints” and the Pedersen and Waye prediction for community 
reaction would be just above the “high annoyance threshold for wind turbine noise”. As such, these 
noise levels may result in widespread complaints from local residences. Therefore, the increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project area would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under 
Criterion NZ-3.  
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Noise levels generated by the project in the Jacumba Wilderness Area would range from as high as 45 
dBA Leq nearest SR-98 and decrease to 35 dBA Leq or less within approximately 5,000 feet (0.95 
miles). This is within the range of ambient noise levels in this area, which are highly affected by the 
use of SR-98. At the boundary of the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, operational noise levels would 
be approximately 50-55 dBA Leq and decrease to 35 dBA Leq or less within approximately 6,400 feet 
(1.2 miles). As such, operational noise levels would result in a significant increase (>10 dBA Leq) in 
ambient noise levels within those areas of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park that border the OWEF site 
(within 1.2 miles). 

The proposed substation is located approximately 6,336 feet (1.2 miles) from the closest sensitive 
receptor (Ocotillo Community Park), resulting in noise levels of approximately 27 dBA Leq (1-hour), 
which would fall below existing ambient noise levels. Switchgear operations at the substation would 
occur infrequently, and accordingly, potential increases in ambient noise levels would be temporary 
and minor in nature. As such, substation operations would result in a less-than-significant impact 
under Criterion NZ-3. 

Regular maintenance activities, such as periodic visits to the wind turbines and substation, would 
result in short-term elevated noise levels (75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet), but would be a moving source 
such that the contribution towards the one-hour measured noise level at any single receptor location 
would be less than significant. Infrequent but noisy maintenance activities would include road 
maintenance or turbine maintenance. Noise levels were estimated at approximately 47 dBA Leq (1-
hour) at 2,640 feet (0.5 miles) for road maintenance (worst-case), which is the closest distance 
between a project feature (road and/or turbine) and a residence (Location L1 shown on Figure 3.10-
3). These activities would result in short-term noticeable increases in ambient noise levels and would 
exceed the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limits for operations [50 dBA Leq (1-hour) 
daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) and 45 dBA Leq (1-hour) nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.) at residential property 
lines] if occurring during nighttime hours. However, these activities would only occur intermittently 
(road maintenance as needed, turbine maintenance once every approximately three years), would be 
of short duration, and would move throughout the proposed OWEF site as maintenance needs are 
identified, such that it is unlikely these elevated noise levels would impact any one residence for more 
than a few hours per year. Considering these factors, road maintenance and turbine maintenance 
activities exhibit characteristics closer to construction than long-term operations; therefore the 
Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limit for construction would more appropriately apply, 
which limits noise levels to 75 dBA Leq (8-hour) and limits the hours of these activities to 7 a.m. to 7 
p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Saturday. If these types of O&M activities were 
to occur outside these time periods, impacts would be significant. To ensure Imperial County’s 
construction hours are observed when these types of O&M activities are occurring in close proximity 
to occupied residences and there is the potential to exceed the Imperial County General Plan Noise 
Element limits, Mitigation Measure Noise-5 (Limit Hours of Road and Turbine Maintenance 
Activities) is recommended. As such, on-site maintenance activities would be less than significant 
under Criterion NZ-3. Furthermore, off-site traffic associated with project operations would be 
minimal and would not result in a perceptible increase in noise levels (< 3 dBA Leq) resulting in a 
less-than-significant noise impact under Criterion NZ-3. 



4.9  Noise 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.9-14 Final EIS/EIR 

• NZ-4. Construction. The maximum on-site construction noise level was determined to occur during 
construction of on-site roads, which would result in an estimated noise level of 51 dBA Leq (1-hour) 
at the closest residence (Location L1 shown on Figure 3.10-3) (see Appendix F). Considering average 
daytime noise levels at this residence of 41 dBA Leq (see Table 3.10-1, Summary of Ambient Noise 
Levels), construction activities would produce a short-term increase over the existing ambient noise 
levels (10 dBA), which would be significant. Construction would produce an estimated noise level of 
52 dBA at the boundary of the Jacumba Wilderness Area, where noise levels are anticipated to be 
around 47 dBA Leq as the wilderness area borders SR-98 (see Table 3.10-1 location N3). As such, 
construction activities would produce a noticeable short-term, increase of over ambient noise 
conditions; however, this increase would be less than significant (<10 dBA Leq) in the Jacumba 
Wilderness Area. At the boundary of the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, construction noise levels 
would be approximately 62 dBA Leq. Ambient noise levels in this area are anticipated to be 35 dBA 
(consistent with 35 Ldn for wilderness areas); therefore, construction would result in a significant 
increase (>10 dBA Leq) in ambient noise levels at the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park boundary. 
Implementation of BLM’s BMPs and Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4 would reduce 
construction noise impacts, such that on-site construction noise would be less than significant under 
Criterion NZ-4. For residences living along the roadways utilized for construction traffic, noise levels 
would temporarily increase; however, this increase would be less than one decibel (see Appendix F), 
and as such would not be a noticeable increase over existing ambient conditions. Therefore, off-site 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant for Criterion NZ-4. 

Decommissioning.  Activities associated with decommissioning would generate a temporary and 
localized increase in ambient noise levels resulting in a significant impact. These noise levels would 
be similar to but less than those generated during construction, as the activities would be less intense 
and of shorter duration. Similarly, traffic volumes associated with decommissioning activities would 
likely be similar to traffic volumes associated with construction activities. Implementation of BLM’s 
BMPs and Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4 would reduce temporary noise impacts 
during decommissioning such that impacts would be less than significant under Criterion NZ-4. 

4.9.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.9.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1); however, 21 fewer WTGs 
would be constructed and operated under this alternative.  

Construction 

The turbines eliminated under Alternative 2 are sited in areas located away from sensitive receptors; 
therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts to sensitive receptors for Alternative 2 would not 
change and would be identical to Alternative 1. However, since construction of Alternative 2 would 
include fewer WTGs, the duration of construction noise impacts would occur over a shorter period of 
time as compared to Alternative 1. 
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Operation and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1; however, with the 
elimination of 21 wind turbines, operational noise from the WTGs would be reduced slightly. As shown 
in Table 4.9-4 (on the following page), which provides a comparison of Alternatives 1 and 2 for the 
worst-case modeled scenario (Scenario 1, 50°F/50% Humidity), the decrease in noise levels would be less 
than one decibel. As such, the change in operational noise levels would not be perceptible (< 3 dBA); 
therefore, impacts would be basically the same as described for Alternative 1. O&M impacts would also 
be identical to Alternative 1, which would be minimized with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Noise-5 (Limit Hours of Road and Turbine Maintenance Activities). 

Any potential for groundbourne noise and vibrations from use of light- or medium-duty vehicles, as well 
as construction equipment for road and turbine maintenance, would be identical under Alternative 2 
compared to Alternative 1. As previously discussed, typical groundborne vibration generated by heavy 
equipment attenuates within 200 feet or less from the source (FTA, 2006); therefore, residences would 
not be affected by the groundborne vibrations during O&M activities.  

Table 4.9-4. Alternative 2 Predicted Worst- Case Noise Levels for OWEF Wind Turbines 
Compared to Alternative 1, dBA 

Location Alternative 1 Scenario 1 
50°F / 50% Humidity 

Alternative 2 Scenario 1 
50°F / 50% Humidity 

Change in Noise Level 

 Ldn Leq Ldn Leq Ldn Leq 
L1 49.5 43.1 49.3 42.9 -0.2 -0.2 
L2 48.7 42.3 48.7 42.3 0 0 
L3 46.2 39.8 46.0 39.6 -0.2 -0.2 
L4 44.2 37.8 43.4 37.0 -0.8 -0.8 
Source: Navcon, 2011. See Appendix F for complete noise modeling inputs and results. 
Note: Noise levels estimated for wind turbines only, not including background noise levels.  

Decommissioning 

The turbines eliminated under Alternative 2 are sited in areas located away from sensitive receptors; 
therefore, decommissioning noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors for Alternative 2 would not 
change and would be identical to Alternative 1. However, since there are fewer WTGs, decommissioning 
could be completed within a shorter period of time as compared to Alternative 1 thereby reducing the 
overall duration of noise impacts. 

4.9.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations  
The CEQA significance determinations for noise and vibration impacts for Alternative 2 would be 
identical to Alternative 1.  

4.9.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.9.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1); however, 53 fewer WTGs 
would be constructed and operated under this alternative. The turbines eliminated under this alternative 
include all those at Site 2 (16), all those in the northeast portion of Site 1 (22), a couple near and the one 
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on the private parcel (3), and several along the perimeter of the project in the northeast portion of Site 1 
(12). 

Construction 

The turbines eliminated under Alternative 3 include many located near the unincorporated community of 
Ocotillo and those located near Nomirage at Site 2. As such, construction activities would be occurring 
farther away from residences. For example, under Alternative 1 the closest residence to a project element 
(road and/or wind turbine) would be located 0.5 miles away, whereas under Alternative 3 this distance 
increases to 0.65 miles. As such, the estimated noise level associated with the construction of on-site 
roads at the property boundary of the closest residence (L1 on Figure 3.10-3) would decrease from 51 to 
49 dBA Leq (1-hour). Considering average daytime noise levels at this residence of 41 dBA Leq (see 
Table 3.10-1, Summary of Ambient Noise Levels), unmitigated construction activities under Alternative 3 
would not result in a substantial increase over the existing ambient noise levels (<10 dBA), unlike 
Alternative 1. Same as Alternative 1, these noise levels would not exceed the Imperial County General 
Plan Noise Element limit for construction (75 dBA Leq [8-hour]); however, construction activities would 
occur outside of the construction hours allowed by the County (7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Saturday). Implementation of BLM’s BMPs and Mitigation Measures Noise-2 
through Noise-4 (Mitigation Measure Noise-1 would not apply since no construction would be occurring 
within 3,000 feet of residential or recreational areas) would reduce construction noise impacts associated 
with Alternative 3 to the extent feasible. Therefore, construction noise and vibration impacts to sensitive 
receptors for Alternative 3 would be minimal. Furthermore, construction of Alternative 3 would include 
fewer WTGs  such that the duration of noise impacts would occur over a shorter period of time than 
Alternative 1. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 1; however, with the 
elimination of wind turbines near sensitive receptors the operational noise from the WTGs would be 
noticeably reduced compared to Alternative 1 at several of the closest receptors. As shown in Table 4.9-5, 
which provides a comparison of Alternatives 1 and 3 for the worst-case modeled scenario (Scenario 1, 
50°F/50% Humidity), noise levels at locations L1, L3, and L4 (see Figure 3.10-3, Ambient Noise 
Measurement Locations, in Appendix A) would be reduced by more than 3 dBA Leq. Figure 4.9-5 
provides the noise contour map for Scenario 1. 

Table 4.9-5. Alternative 3 Predicted Worst-Case Noise Levels for OWEF Wind Turbines 
Compared to Alternative 1, dBA 

Location Alternative 1 Scenario 1 
50°F / 50% Humidity 

Alternative 3 Scenario 1 
50°F / 50% Humidity 

Change in Noise Level 

 Ldn Leq Ldn Leq Ldn Leq 
L1 49.5 43.1 44.4 38.0 -5.4 -5.4 
L2 48.7 42.3 46.3 39.9 -2.6 -2.5 
L3 46.2 39.8 39.6 33.2 -6.2 -6.2 
L4 44.2 37.8 <32 <26 -19.6 -19.6 
Source: Navcon, 2011. See Appendix F for complete noise modeling inputs and results. 
Note: Noise levels estimated for wind turbines only, not including background noise levels. The prediction for L4 does not find any wind turbines 
as none are located within the 4,000 meters (2.5 miles) considered. 
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Considering average ambient noise levels as low as 41 dBA daytime and 30 dBA nighttime, the noise 
levels produced by the wind turbines during daytime hours under Alternative 3 would not be noticeable 
(less than 41 dBA Leq); however, at night these noise levels would be noticeable and could be perceived 
as a doubling of loudness (up to 9.9 dBA Leq increase). As discussed in Section 3.10.1, under “General 
Information on Wind Turbine Noise”, a limit of 35 dBA would be consistent with the EPA noise level for 
no more than “sporadic complaints” and the Pedersen and Waye prediction for community reaction would 
be just above the “high annoyance threshold for wind turbine noise”. As shown in Figure 4.9-5, very few 
residences would be located in areas with greater than 35 dBA Leq. The majority of the unincorporated 
community of Ocotillo would experience noise levels from the wind turbines of less than 35 dBA Leq, 
and Nomirage would no longer be impacted under Alternative 3.   

Noise levels associated with maintenance activities, include road maintenance or turbine maintenance, also 
would decrease compared to Alternative 1 as a result of project elements being located farther away from 
sensitive receptors. For Alternative 1, the worst-case on-site noise level for maintenance activities was 
estimated to be 47 dBA Leq (1-hour) at the closest residence (Location L1 shown on Figure 3.10-3); 
however, under Alternative 2 this noise level would decrease slightly to 45 dBA Leq (1-hour). As such, 
these activities would continue to result in short-term noticeable increases in ambient noise levels (> 3 
dBA) under Alternative 3. However, these noise levels would no longer exceed the Imperial County 
General Plan Noise Element limits for operations [50 dBA Leq (1-hour) daytime (7 a.m.-10 p.m.) and 45 
dBA Leq (1-hour) nighttime (10 p.m.-7 a.m.) at residential property lines], unlike Alternative 1 which 
would exceed these limits if maintenance activities were occurring during nighttime hours. As such, 
Mitigation Measure Noise-5 is unnecessary under Alternative 3.  

Any potential for groundborne noise and vibrations from use of light- or medium-duty vehicles, as well as 
construction equipment for road and turbine maintenance, would be reduced under Alternative 3 
compared to Alternative 1 as the closest residence is located farther away (0.65 miles vs. 0.5 miles). As 
previously discussed, typical groundborne vibration generated by heavy equipment attenuates within 200 
feet or less from the source (FTA, 2006); therefore, residences would not be affected by the groundborne 
vibrations during O&M activities. 

Decommissioning 

The turbines eliminated under Alternative 3 include many located near the unincorporated community of 
Ocotillo and those located near Nomirage at Site 2. As such, decommissioning activities would be 
occurring farther away from sensitive receptors. Similar to the discussion above for construction, 
decommissioning noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors for Alternative 3 would be less than 
Alternative 1. Furthermore, since there are fewer WTGs, decommissioning could be completed within a 
shorter period of time as compared to Alternative 1, thereby reducing the overall duration of noise 
impacts. 

4.9.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations of noise and vibration impacts for Alternative 3 would generally 
be identical to Alternative 1, with the exception of operational impacts. Operational noise from the wind 
turbine generators (Criterion NZ-3) would continue to result in a significant impact under Alternative 3 
within the unincorporated community of Ocotillo; however, the project would no longer affect the 
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community of Nomirage as a result of the elimination of wind turbines at Site 2. In addition, O&M 
activities would occur farther away from residences, due to project elements being sited farther away 
from residence, such that noise impacts would be less than significant.  

4.9.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.9.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment), the land on which the 
project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s CDCA plan, 
including another renewable energy project. The project would not be constructed; no construction 
activities would occur; and, there would be no project-related effects on ambient noise and vibration. If 
the proposed project is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in 
Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as 
developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal 
mandates. Several dozen wind and solar development applications for use of BLM land have been 
submitted for approximately one million acres of the California Desert Conservation Area. Additional 
BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind and solar projects. Construction and 
operation noise and vibration impacts would occur at these other sites when they are developed. While 
wind energy development on non-federal lands is subject to a wide array of environmental reviews and 
approvals by virtue of state and local permitting processes, they may not be subject to NEPA 
requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the other project(s). 

4.9.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in project-related noise or vibration impacts as the project would not be 
built; however, noise and vibration impacts from other projects, including another renewable energy 
project, being developed could result in similar impacts. 

4.9.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.9.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no project-related action would occur and no future 
development of the site for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to noise and vibration 
would continue, but may be altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other 
than proposed wind energy development. While no impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would 
occur at the project site, renewable projects would likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, 
in other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to 
provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. Impacts 
would occur at these other sites when they are developed. 
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4.9.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in project-related noise or vibration impacts as the project would not be 
built; however, noise and vibration impacts from other projects being developed could result in similar 
impacts.  

4.9.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.9.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No noise impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the 
future, if another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts related to noise and vibration 
as those described for the proposed OWEF could occur. The majority of noise impacts would be expected 
to be less than significant with implementation of similar mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures 
Noise-1 through Noise-5 in Section 4.9.10, below); however, operational noise impacts from the wind 
turbines could result in unavoidable adverse impacts on the communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. 

4.9.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in project-related noise or vibration impacts as the project would not be 
built; however, noise and vibration impacts from a future wind project would be expected to result in 
impacts similar to the proposed OWEF with implementation of similar mitigation measures.  

4.9.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.9.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Noise. The geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to noise is generally limited to 
areas within approximately one mile of the proposed OWEF site, including along the haul truck routes. 
This area is defined as the geographic extent of the cumulative noise impact area because noise impacts 
would generally be localized. At distances greater than one mile, impulse noise may be briefly audible 
and steady construction and/or operational noise would generally dissipate such that the level of noise 
would blend in with background noise levels.  Noise in the project area has increased over time as 
development of the area has occurred, including installation of major highways, development of 
communities such as Ocotillo and Nomirage, installation of military facilities, and use of the area for off-
highway vehicle (OHV) recreational activities. These developments have changed the quiet desert of the 
project area such that ambient noise levels existing today are substantially higher than would have 
occurred prior to such development, especially during daytime hours when traffic and human activity are 
greatest. 

Vibration. Ground vibration impacts of the project stem primarily from temporary on-site construction 
activities. Ground vibrations dissipate more rapidly than airborne noise levels, limiting the geographic 
extent of ground vibration to the immediate vicinity of the vibration source. As noted in Section 3.10.1 
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(Noise – Environmental Setting) under “General Information on Vibration”, the geographic extent of 
potentially significant ground vibrations seldom extends more than a few hundred feet from the source of 
the vibrations. Vibration in the project area has increased over time with development of features such as 
railroad tracks, highways, and roads, where use of this infrastructure by trains, trucks, cars, etc. generate 
localized vibrations.  

4.9.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Current ambient noise conditions reflect the cumulative effect of noise generation on a local geographic 
scale. Existing noise levels in the project vicinity are generally low, except along the local highways 
(Imperial Highway, I-8, Evans Hewes Highway, and SR-98), when airplanes (associated with Emory 
Ranch Airport and the R-2510 complex operations) pass through the area, or on weekends when OHV 
activities are more prevalent. 

4.9.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. 

Most of the projects listed in Table 4.1-1 are too far from the proposed OWEF site to result in combined 
noise impacts. The projects that are located within the geographic area of effect for cumulative impacts 
are presented in Table 4.1-2 and listed below: 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Sunrise Powerlink 

• Ketchum Ranch 

• ESJ Wind Project I 

• ESJ Wind Project II 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center West 

• Mt. Signal 

• Centinela Solar 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center South 

• Renewergy LLC wind testing 

• SDG&E Photovoltaic Solar Field 

The Sunrise Powerlink would result in the construction and operation of a transmission line that passes 
directly through the proposed OWEF site in generally a north-south direction. The Coyote Wells Specific 
Plan is located within one mile of the proposed OWEF site boundary and would result in the development 
of a gated community, law enforcement training facility, and motorsports facility, along with accessory 
commercial uses. The other projects listed above (and in Table 4.1-2) could also contribute to traffic 
along the local highways (I-8, Evans Hewes Highway, and/or SR-98) and result in a potential cumulative 
traffic noise impact.  

4.9.9.4 Construction 
Installation of the met towers for the Renewergy LLC wind testing project, which would be located 
immediately east of the OWEF site, would be completed prior to construction of the proposed OWEF. 
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Similarly, construction of the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line in the Ocotillo area will also be 
complete. Therefore, no cumulative construction noise impacts would occur related to these projects. For 
the following projects, the timeframe for construction is unknown at this time due to the projects being on 
hold, including Ketchum Ranch, Mt. Signal, and Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two. In addition, for 
SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CACA-051625) a draft Plan of Development was submitted 
in December 2010 and is in review by Imperial County, such that information on the construction 
schedule is not available. It is assumed that these projects would not result in cumulative construction 
noise impacts as it is unlikely they would be constructed concurrently with construction of the proposed 
OWEF. 

The Coyote Wells Specific Plan would take nine years to fully implement with construction of Phase I 
anticipated to begin in Fall 2011 with completion in Summer 2012; Phase II is anticipated to begin in 
Summer 2015 with completion in Spring 2016; and Phase III is anticipated to being in Summer 2018 with 
completion in Fall 2019 (Wind Zero, 2010). As such, construction of Phase I of the Coyote Wells 
Specific Plan is expected to occur concurrently with the OWEF. The closest OWEF feature to the Coyote 
Wells Specific Plan boundary would be located approximately 1.4 miles east and would be located too far 
away to result in cumulative impacts from on-site construction activities. No other projects within Table 
4.1-2 for Noise have been identified that would have the potential to result in cumulative construction 
impacts resulting from on-site construction; therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur from on-site 
project construction. Construction of the OWEF, however, would cause a minor short-term increase in 
traffic along local highways, including the I-8, SR-98, and Imperial Highway which would have the 
potential to combine with traffic generated by the Coyote Wells Specific Plan. As such, the proposed 
OWEF would contribute to short-term cumulative traffic noise impacts along portions of SR-98 and 
Imperial Highway.  

Construction of the ESJ Wind Project I and ESJ Wind Project II, which are located approximately 7 to 10 
miles south of the OWEF, respectively, are anticipated to be constructed between 2011 and May 2013. 
Imperial Solar Energy Center West and Imperial Solar Energy Center South projects, which are located 
approximately 10 to 20 miles east of the OWEF, respectively, are anticipated to begin in September 2011 
and would last approximately 17 months (Imperial County & BLM, 2010a & 2010b). The Centinela Solar 
Project, which would be located southwest of El Centro near the Mexican border, is expected to be 
completed by 2013 (110 MW) with an expansion completed by 2014 (30 MW) (CPUC, 2011). As such, 
construction of these projects could take place concurrently with the OWEF. These projects would utilize 
I-8, SR-98, and/or Imperial Highway as common access routes for construction worker traffic and 
equipment and materials deliveries, which could result in a cumulative construction traffic noise impact. 
Existing traffic on I-8 east of Ocotillo is 18,300 vehicles per day (assumes year 2015 traffic volumes as 
this more closely relates to current-day conditions than year 1990, provided in Table 3.10-2). Traffic 
volumes on this portion of I-8 would need to be doubled to cause even a perceptible increase in noise 
levels (3 dBA), which is not likely to occur as a result of these projects. Existing traffic on Imperial 
Highway between I-8 and SR-98 (Yuha Cutoff) is estimated to be 250 vehicles per day by 2012 (see Table 
3.10-3). Existing traffic on SR-98 (Yuha Cutoff) west of Imperial Highway is estimated to be 1,200 
vehicles per day by 2012 (see Table 3.10-3) and up to 6,100 vehicles per day east of Ocotillo (see Table 
3.10-2 for year 2015). Again, traffic volumes along these roadways would need to double to even cause a 
perceptible increase in noise levels (3 dBA). While it is unlikely the combined traffic volumes would 
result in a perceivable increase in noise levels on SR-98 east of Ocotillo, it is possible a cumulative noise 
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impact would occur on Imperial Highway between I-8 and SR-98 and on SR-98 west of Imperial 
Highway.  

4.9.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line would result in corona noise, which is heard as a 
crackling or hissing sound, and would combine with the operational noise of the OWEF. Audible corona 
noise from the transmission line would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels of 
more than 5 dBA; however, only noise-sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the transmission line would 
be affected (CPUC, 2008). Within the project area, no residences are located within 500 feet of the 
transmission line. As such, the corona noise levels from the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line would 
dissipate before reaching any residences and would not combine with the operational noise of the OWEF. 

Noise from routine inspection and maintenance of the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line, including 
insulator washing, access road repair, and emergency response, would involve occasional helicopter, 
truck, or earthmoving equipment activity along the ROW. Inspection and maintenance noise would be 
intermittent over the life of the transmission line, occurring at least once a year and more often where 
insulator washing and vegetation management would be needed. Because maintenance activities would 
involve noise at levels similar to transmission line construction, helicopters and other equipment would 
periodically cause a substantial increase in ambient noise levels. These noise levels would combine with 
the long-term operational noise produced by the OWEF to create a cumulative impact. Furthermore, it is 
unlikely that inspection and maintenance activities associated with the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line 
would occur at the same time as road and turbine maintenance at the proposed OWEF site or in the same 
area within the proposed OWEF site and, therefore, would not combine to result in a cumulative noise 
impact. 

Operational activities related to SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CACA-051625) would be 
expected to generate low levels of noise associated with transformers and other electrical equipment 
utilized to generate power. In addition, O&M activities for the solar field, which may include panel 
washing, panel replacement, road maintenance, etc., would be expected to result in more noticeable short-
term increases in ambient noise levels. The noise generated by operation of the photovoltaic solar field 
would have the potential to combine with the operational noise from the proposed OWEF such that 
cumulative operational noise impacts would occur.     

Operation of the OWEF would cause a minor increase in traffic along local highways, including the I-8, 
SR-98, and Imperial Highway which would have the potential to combine with traffic generated by other 
projects in the area, especially the Coyote Wells Specific Plan and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar 
Field (CACA-051625). Long-term cumulative traffic noise impacts would occur along portions of SR-98 
and Imperial Highway. On-site O&M activities for the OWEF would occur approximately 1.4 miles away 
from the Coyote Wells Specific Plan boundary. Noise generated from these activities would occur too far 
away to result in cumulative impacts. 

Operation of the meteorological towers associated with the Renewergy LLC wind testing would not be 
expected to generate perceptible noise levels such that no cumulative noise impact would occur from 
operation of these meteorological towers in conjunction with the proposed OWEF.  
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4.9.9.6 Decommissioning 
Decommissioning of the OWEF would occur 30 years in the future. Noise generated from long-term 
operation of the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line, Coyote Wells Specific Plan, and SDG&E’s 
Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CACA-051625), among other projects that may be in operation by the 
time decommissioning occurs, would have the potential to combine with noise generated from 
decommissioning of the OWEF. Corona noise from the transmission line would combine with on-site 
decommissioning activities, and traffic related to decommissioning activities would combine with traffic 
generated by the Coyote Wells Specific Plan and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CACA-
051625), among other project yet to be identified, resulting in potentially higher noise levels along 
roadways in the project area resulting in a cumulative impact.  Once decommissioning activities are 
completed, noise levels in the project area would decrease, as there would be no longer be operational 
noise generated by the proposed OWEF.  

CEQA Significance Determinations 
Construction/Decommissioning. No permanent noise impacts are associated with construction and 
decommissioning; therefore, Criterion NZ-3 would not apply. 

• NZ-1. With the implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures required under the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives, the project’s would not make cumulatively considerable contribution to 
cumulative impacts associated with exposing persons to noise or vibration levels in excess of 
standards during construction. Noise from decommissioning activities would have the potential to 
combine with the long-term operations of other projects in the area, such as the Sunrise Powerlink 
transmission line, Coyote Wells Specific Plan, and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
(CACA-051625), which could result in potentially significant cumulative noise impacts. The OWEF’s 
contribution to this cumulative impact, however, would not be cumulatively considerable.   

• NZ-2. Groundborne vibration or noise levels from construction activities associated with the OWEF 
would pose no risk of cosmetic damage to any existing buildings and would not combine with other 
projects to result in a cumulative impact. No cumulative impact would occur. 

• NZ-4. Construction of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan may occur concurrently with the OWEF; 
however, construction activities would occur 1.4 miles away from the proposed OWEF and, 
therefore, on-site construction activities would be too far away to result in combined noise impacts. 
Off-site cumulative impacts related to traffic could occur along I-8, SR-98, and/or Imperial Highway 
as common access routes; however, traffic volumes along these roadways would need to be doubled 
to even cause a perceptible increase in noise levels (3 dBA), which is not likely to occur on I-8 but 
could occur on Imperial Highway between I-8 and SR-98 and on SR-98 west of Imperial Highway, 
which would result in a cumulative impact. The OWEF’s contribution to this cumulative impact, 
however, would not be cumulatively considerable.   

Noise generated from long-term operation of the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line, Coyote Wells 
Specific Plan, and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CA-051625), among other projects 
that may be in operation by the time decommissioning occurs, would have the potential to combine 
with noise generated from decommissioning of the OWEF. Corona noise from the transmission line 
would combine with on-site decommissioning activities and traffic related to decommissioning 
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activities would combine with traffic generated by the Coyote Wells Specific Plan and SDG&E’s 
Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CA-051625), among other project yet to be identified, resulting in 
potentially higher noise levels along roadways in the project area resulting in a cumulative impact. 
The OWEF’s contribution to this cumulative impact, however, would not be cumulatively 
considerable.   

Operations. Operational impacts are considered permanent; therefore, Criterion NZ-4 regarding 
temporary or periodic increases in noise levels would not apply. 

• NZ-1. Operational noise impacts of the OWEF and alternatives would meet the Imperial County 
daytime and nighttime noise limits. Noise from other projects operating in the area, such as the 
Sunrise Powerlink transmission line and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CA-051625), 
would have the potential to combine with the operational noise of the OWEF to result in an 
exceedance of the established standards. Therefore, cumulative impact related to exposing persons to 
noise in excess of standards would occur; however, the OWEF’s contribution to this cumulative 
impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

• NZ-2. Groundborne vibration or noise levels from operational activities associated with the OWEF 
would pose no risk of cosmetic damage to any existing buildings and would not combine with other 
projects to result in a cumulative impact. No cumulative impact from excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels would occur. 

• NZ-3. Operational noise from the OWEF’s wind turbines would result in significant permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels that would be cumulatively considerable. Combined with the corona 
noise from the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line (as well as inspection and maintenance activities), 
and noise from operation of SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field (CA-051625), significant 
cumulative permanent increases in ambient noise levels would occur. Operation of the OWEF would 
also cause a minor increase in traffic along local highways, including the I-8, SR-98, and Imperial 
Highway, which would have the potential to combine with traffic generated by other projects in the 
area, especially the Coyote Wells Specific Plan and SDG&E’s Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 
(CACA-051625). Long-term cumulative traffic noise impacts would occur along portions of SR-98 
and Imperial Highway; however, the OWEF’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable, 
as operational traffic noise produced by the OWEF would be minimal.  

4.9.10 Mitigation Measures 
The OWEF would implement recommended BMPs from BLM’s Wind Programmatic EIS, which were 
adopted as part of the proposed Wind Energy Development Program to reduce potential noise impacts 
(BLM, 2005). In addition to the BLM BMPs, project-specific mitigation measures evaluated for their 
ability to eliminate or reduce potential substantial adverse impacts related to construction noise were 
developed for the proposed OWEF. 
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BLM Best Management Practices 

Proponents of wind energy development projects shall take measurements to assess the existing 
background noise levels at a given site and compare them with the anticipated noise levels associated with 
the proposed project. 

Construction BMPs 

• Noisy construction activities shall be limited to the least noise-sensitive times of day (daytime only 
between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.) and weekdays. 

• Whenever feasible, different noisy activities (e.g., earthmoving, foundation construction), shall be 
scheduled to occur at the same time since additional sources of noise generally do not add a 
significant amount of noise.  

• All equipment shall have sound-control devices no less effective than those provided on the original 
equipment.  

• All construction equipment used shall be adequately muffled and maintained. 

• All stationary construction equipment (i.e., compressors and generators) shall be located as far as 
practicable from nearby residences. 

Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 

In addition to the BLM BMPs listed above, project-specific mitigation measures have been developed to 
reduce and/or avoid noise impacts associated with construction, decommissioning, and O&M of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative. These project-specific mitigation measures are presented below. 

Construction/Decommissioning Mitigation 

Noise-1 Limit Hours of Construction/Decommissioning. When construction is occurring within 3,000 
feet of residential and/or recreational areas, construction/decommissioning activities (including 
truck deliveries) shall be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 
9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday and not permitted on Sunday or holidays to avoid exceeding the 
Imperial County Noise Element limits and meet Imperial County construction equipment 
operations limitations.  

Noise-2 Ensure Equipment Performance. During construction/decommissioning and prior to 
commencement of daily construction/decommissioning activities, the Applicant or project 
contractor shall inspect and verify that each piece of equipment, as appropriate, is fitted with 
efficient, well-maintained mufflers no less effective than those provided on the original 
equipment to reduce equipment noise emissions. 

Noise-3 Limit Use of Noise-Producing Signals. The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, 
whistles, electronic alarms, sirens, and bells will be for safety purposes only. Sound-control 
devices shall be installed on all construction equipment, no less effective than those provided on 
the original equipment. Broadband noise backup alarms shall be used on mobile equipment. 

Noise-4 Notify Residences of Construction/Decommissioning. The Applicant or project contractor 
shall provide advanced notification through public mailings and signs directed towards 
residents, landowners, and recreational users within one mile of the site at least one week prior 
to construction/ decommissioning. The notice shall state specifically when and where 
construction/ decommissioning activities would occur in the area. A phone number shall be 
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provided as part of all public notifications to enable individuals to contact the Applicant and/or 
project contractor to report any significant undesirable noise conditions associated with 
construction or decommissioning activities. If the telephone is not staffed 24 hours per day, the 
Applicant and/or project contractor shall include an automatic answering feature, with date and 
time stamp recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. This number shall be 
maintained until the project has been operational for at least one year. The Applicant shall 
document, investigate, and evaluate all complaints and attempt to resolve all legitimate project-
related noise complaints and provide the BLM with the results of said investigation no later than 
15 days after the complaint.  

Noise-5 Limit Hours of Road and Turbine Maintenance Activities. Road and turbine maintenance 
activities involving the use of large construction equipment, such as graders, cranes, and/or 
man lifts shall be limited when occurring within 3,000 feet of an occupied residence to the 
hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday and not 
permitted on Sunday or holidays to avoid exceeding the Imperial County Noise Element limits 
and meet Imperial County construction equipment operations limitations.  

BLM’s BMPs would limit the hours of construction activities; would schedule noise construction activities 
to occur simultaneously, thereby reducing the opportunities for noise impacts; would ensure equipment 
has sound-control devices and are adequately muffled and maintained to limit noise at the source; would 
locate stationary construction equipment away from residences; and would require notification of nearby 
residences when noise activities are required. Mitigation Measure Noise-1 would further limit 
construction activities to within the time limitations specified in the Imperial County General Plan Noise 
Element for construction when occurring near residential receptors and/or recreational areas. Mitigation 
Measure Noise-2 would ensure equipment performance by inspecting and verifying the mufflers and 
sound-control devices required by BLM’s BMPs are implemented. Mitigation Measure Noise-3 would 
limit the use of noise-producing signals, which would minimize irritation to residences from high-pitched 
intermittent noises. Mitigation Measure Noise-4 would provide a notification mechanism for residences to 
not only provide them notice of when construction or decommissioning activities would occur, but also to 
provide a means of contacting the Applicant and/or project contractor in the event noise levels are 
affecting residences.  

In general, O&M activities would not result in substantial noise impacts; however, maintenance activities 
associated with road grading and turbine maintenance would have the potential to result in substantial 
increases in ambient noise levels and exceed Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limits 
(nighttime only). These activities would occur infrequently and would move throughout the site. 
Mitigation Measure Noise-5 would limit the hours of road and turbine maintenance activities to the hours 
allowed by the Imperial County General Plan Noise Element for construction activities when these types 
of O&M activities are occurring in close proximity to occupied residences, which would meet the intent 
of the County and minimize impacts to residences from these activities.  

Because these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment, they would not 
result in additional adverse impacts. 

4.9.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Construction and decommissioning noise would be substantially reduced with implementation of BLM’s 
construction BMPs and Mitigation Measures Noise-1 through Noise-4.  
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Operations of the wind turbines under the worst-case scenario (low temperature and high relative humidity 
– Scenario 1) at the closest residences were predicted to range from 43.1 to 37.8 dBA Leq. Considering 
ambient noise levels as low as 41 dBA daytime and 30 dBA nighttime, the noise levels produced by the 
wind turbines during daytime hours would not be noticeable (< 3dBA Leq increase); however, at night, 
these noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient and in the quieter areas (away from 
highways) would be perceived as a doubling of loudness (>10 dBA Leq increase). Furthermore, as 
discussed in Section 3.10.1 (Noise – Environmental Setting), under “General Information on Wind 
Turbine Noise,” a limit of 35 dBA would be consistent with the EPA noise level for no more than 
“sporadic complaints” and the Pedersen and Waye prediction for community reaction would be just above 
the “high annoyance threshold for wind turbine noise.” As such, these noise levels may result in 
complaints from local residences resulting in an unavoidable adverse impact. No mitigation is available to 
reduce this impact without removal of wind turbines. 

In general, O&M activities would result in only minor impacts; however, noisy maintenance activities 
associated with road grading and turbine maintenance would have the potential to result in substantial 
increases in ambient noise levels and exceed Imperial County General Plan Noise Element limits 
(nighttime only). With implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-5, adverse impacts during O&M 
would be avoided.  
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4.10 Paleontological Resources 
The BLM defines “significant paleontological resources” as any fossil that is considered to be of scientific 
interest, including most vertebrate fossil remains and traces, and certain rare or unusual invertebrate and 
plant fossils. A significant paleontological resource is considered to be of scientific interest if it is a rare 
or previously unknown species, it is of high quality and well preserved, it preserves a previously 
unknown anatomical or other characteristic, provides new information about the history of life on earth, 
or has an identified educational or recreational value. Paleontological resources that may be considered 
not to have scientific significance include those that lack provenience (the source, origin, or location of a 
fossil and the recording thereof) or context, lack physical integrity because of decay or natural erosion, or 
that are overly redundant or are otherwise not useful for research. Vertebrate fossil remains and traces 
include bone, scales, scutes (bony external plate or scale, as on the shell of a turtle), skin impressions, 
burrows, tracks, tail drag marks, vertebrate coprolites (fossilized feces), gastroliths (stomach stones), or 
other physical evidence of past vertebrate life or activities (BLM, 2009).  

4.10.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The scope of this analysis included geologic map research, an aerial photo review, a review of pertinent 
scientific literature, a review of museum data, and a field survey. The paleontological resource work was 
conducted in accordance with current BLM paleontological resource management policy (BLM Manual 
and Handbook 8270-1, 1998; BLM IM 2008-009, 2007; BLM IM 2009-011, 2008). The field survey was 
completed under BLM Paleontological Resource Use Permit # CA-10-00-006P.   

The greater the amount of disturbance to paleontologically sensitive geologic formations (rocks and 
sediments), the greater the likelihood of adverse impacts to scientifically significant paleontological 
resources.  Because a block field survey (pedestrian examination of all outcrops) of the project area was 
completed in December 2010 and January 2011 it is assumed that few if any additional scientifically 
significant fossils remain on the ground surface within the project area, and that adverse impacts to fossils 
on the ground surface from project-related ground disturbing actions will be negligible. Over time, 
additional fossils will erode onto the surface, so it should also not be assumed that future ground 
disturbing projects in the area will not disturb scientifically significant fossils. Furthermore, it is assumed 
that scientifically significant fossils are located under the ground surface and although their specific 
locations cannot be determined within the project area, the potential for adverse effects resulting from 
project-related ground disturbing actions correlates with the paleontological sensitivity rankings of the 
geologic formations within the project area as determined using the Potential Fossil Yield Classification 
System (PFYC) (BLM, 2007) (see Aron and Kelly, 2010).   

This impact analysis is based on a comparison of the amount of project-related surface disturbance under 
each alternative in paleontologically sensitive geologic formations. The greater the acreage of surface 
disturbance in high sensitivity formations (PFYC Class 5), the greater the potential for adverse impacts to 
scientifically significant fossils that are located in the subsurface. Conversely, lesser amounts of 
disturbance in high sensitivity geologic formations have a lower potential for adverse impacts to 
scientifically significant fossils that are located in the subsurface. The analysis is a two-dimensional 
approach that does not take into account depth (volume of subsurface disturbance), only areal (lateral) 
extent.   
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The approach taken in this analysis is to: (1) determine the acreage under each alternative of 
paleontologically sensitive areas (as determined by geologic mapping and the PFYC) that would be 
subject to surface disturbance in order to estimate potential impacts to buried fossils which are still 
contained within bedrock and surficial sediments within the project area, and whose specific locations are 
unknown; and (2) determine the number and locations of recorded fossil sites within each alternative that 
should be avoided or otherwise mitigated prior to surface disturbance. It is assumed that the surface 
geology and geographic distribution of geologic units as published and as modified as the result of the 
paleontological field survey (Aron and Kelly, 2011) is the same as will be encountered in the subsurface 
during construction excavations. Disturbance acreage for turbine pads, substations, underground 
connections and access roads was calculated based on temporary impact areas.  

4.10.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
Adverse impacts to paleontological resources occur with the damage or destruction of fossils that are 
scientifically significant and the loss of associated scientific information. This includes destruction as the 
result of surface and subsurface disturbance as well as unlawful vandalism and unauthorized collection of 
fossil remains. Implementing paleontological mitigation for known fossil sites and unknown subsurface 
fossil sites would ensure that potential adverse impacts on paleontological resources within the project 
area are reduced or avoided. This includes collecting or avoiding scientifically significant fossils located 
on the ground surface and monitoring construction excavations in rocks and sediments with the potential 
to contain subsurface fossils so that they can be salvaged when they are uncovered. 

Direct impacts to paleontological resources are the result of breakage and crushing as the result of 
disturbance to fossils that have eroded onto the surface and subsurface rocks and sediments in which 
fossils are entombed. Indirect impacts involve increased access to paleontological resources by 
construction personnel and recreational users of public lands as the result of project-related construction, 
leading to vandalism and unauthorized collection (theft) of the resource.   

The indicator listed below was used to determine if the proposed OWEF would result in impacts to 
paleontological resources. This indicator is the same as the significance criteria for paleontological 
resources listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A project 
would have a significant paleontological resources impact if it would:  

Paleo-1 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource1 or site or unique geologic 
feature.  

4.10.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.10.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction-related disturbance of geologic formations (rocks and sediments) with paleontological 
potential could result in direct adverse impacts consisting of damage or destruction of scientifically 
significant paleontological resources and the loss of associated scientific information. As shown in Table 

                                              
1  i.e., a scientifically significant paleontological resource. 
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4.10-1, under Alternative 1 there would be an estimated 640 acres of geologic units with low 
paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 2) disturbed by construction and an estimated 23.9 acres of geologic 
units with moderate paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) disturbed by construction. The potential for 
direct impacts to paleontological resources during construction would be substantially reduced with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, below).   

Table 4.10-1.  Construction-Related Disturbance of Paleontological Resources, Acres 

Paleontological Potential Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Low (PFYC Class 2) 640 598.7 493.2 
Moderate (PFYC Class 4)  23.9 17.6 2.6 
Very High (PFYC Class 5) 0 0 0 
Total 663.9 616.3 495.8 
Source: Paleo Solutions, Inc., 2011. 

The potential for construction-related indirect impacts is anticipated to be low because most of the project 
area has low paleontologic potential, and in areas with moderate and high potential, scientifically 
significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the project area and that were 
potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to construction. Few if any additional 
scientifically significant fossils are expected to remain on the ground surface within the project area. 
Additionally, with the implementation of paleontological mitigation measures for known fossil sites and 
unknown subsurface fossil sites, potential adverse impacts on paleontological resources within the project 
area are reduced or avoided and adverse impacts to fossils on the ground surface from project-related 
ground-disturbing actions would be negligible.  

Operation and Maintenance 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project operation and 
maintenance. The potential for indirect impacts in association with project operation and maintenance is 
anticipated to be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential, and in areas with 
moderate and high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the 
surface of the project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior 
to construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
lifetime of the OWEF, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size, 
and will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection. Therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measures for 
known fossil sites and unknown subsurface fossil sites, including Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 
4.10.10, below), potential adverse impacts on paleontological resources within the project area would be 
negligible.  

Decommissioning 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project 
decommissioning. The potential for indirect impacts in association with project decommissioning is 
anticipated to be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential, and in areas with 
moderate and high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the 
surface of the project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior 
to construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
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lifetime of the OWEF, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size, 
and will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection and impacts on paleontological resources within the project area 
would be negligible. 

4.10.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As shown in Table 4.10-1, under Alternative 1 there would be 640 acres with low paleontologic potential 
(PFYC Class 2) and 23.9 acres with high paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) disturbed during 
construction, for a total of 23.9 acres with paleontologic potential. Areas with low paleontologic potential 
constitute 640 acres, which is 96.4 percent of the total amount (663.9 acres total) of proposed disturbance 
area under this alternative. Scientifically significant paleontological resources located on the surface of the 
project area were collected prior to construction and transferred to a federally approved paleontological 
repository, thereby eliminating the potential for adverse impacts on these resources.  

The potential for damaging or destroying scientifically significant paleontological resources is low. The 
potential for directly or indirectly destroying a unique geologic feature associated with paleontological 
resources is low. The potential for causing the loss of valuable scientific information by disturbing the 
geologic context in which scientifically significant paleontological resources are contained is low. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure Paleo-1 would avoid construction in two areas of Palm Spring 
Formation (PFYC Class 4) exposures within the OWEF boundaries; Mitigation Measure Paleo-2 requires 
construction personnel be trained on the recognition of the types of paleontological resources that could be 
encountered in the project area and the procedures to be followed; and Mitigation Measure Paleo-3 
requires that when potential fossils are discovered they be left undisturbed and provides for notification of 
the proper personnel (see Section 4.10.10). With implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts on 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.   

4.10.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.10.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction-related disturbance of geologic formations (rocks and sediments) with paleontological 
potential could result in direct adverse impacts consisting of damage or destruction of scientifically 
significant paleontological resources and the loss of associated scientific information. As shown in Table 
4.10-1, under Alternative 2 there would be an estimated 598.7 acres of geologic units with low 
paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 2) disturbed by construction; and an estimated 17.6 acres of geologic 
units with high paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) disturbed by construction. The potential for direct 
impacts to paleontological resources during construction would be substantially reduced with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, below). 

The potential for construction-related indirect impacts is anticipated to be low because most of the project 
area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with moderate and high potential, scientifically 
significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the project area and that were 
potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to construction. Therefore, the area of 
disturbance would be reduced compared to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and, with the 
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implementation of mitigation measures for known fossil sites and unknown subsurface fossil sites, 
potential adverse impacts on paleontological resources would be reduced or avoided and adverse impacts 
to fossils on the ground surface from project-related ground-disturbing actions for Alternative 2 would be 
negligible as well.  

Operation and Maintenance 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project operation and 
maintenance. The potential for indirect impacts in association with operation and maintenance is 
anticipated to be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with 
moderate and high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the 
surface of the project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior 
to construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
lifetime of the project, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size and 
will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection. Adverse impacts would be slightly reduced from those of the 
Proposed Action and would remain negligible.  

Decommissioning 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project 
decommissioning. The potential for indirect impacts in association with decommissioning is anticipated to 
be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with moderate and 
high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the 
project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to 
construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
lifetime of the project, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size and 
will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection. Impacts on paleontological resources for Alternative 2 area would 
be similar, but slightly reduced compared to the Proposed Action and would remain negligible.  

4.10.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As shown in Table 4.10-1, under Alternative 2 there would be 598.7 acres with low paleontologic 
potential (PFYC Class 2) and 17.6 acres with high paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) disturbed 
during construction, for a total of 616.3 acres with paleontologic potential. Areas with low paleontologic 
potential constitute 598.7 acres, which is 97.1 percent of the total amount (616.3 acres total) of proposed 
disturbance area under this alternative. Scientifically significant paleontological resources located on the 
surface of the project area were collected prior to construction and transferred to a federally approved 
paleontological repository, thereby eliminating the potential for adverse impacts on these resources.   

The potential for damaging or destroying scientifically significant paleontological resources is low. The 
potential for directly or indirectly destroying a unique geologic feature associated with paleontological 
resources is low. The potential for causing the loss of valuable scientific information by disturbing the 
geologic context in which scientifically significant paleontological resources are contained is low. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, below), impacts on 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.   
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4.10.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.10.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction-related disturbance of geologic formations (rocks and sediments) with paleontological 
potential could result in direct adverse impacts consisting of damage or destruction of scientifically 
significant paleontological resources and the loss of associated scientific information. As shown in Table 
4.10-1, under Alternative 3 there would be an estimated 493.2 acres of geologic units with low 
paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 2) disturbed by construction; and an estimated 2.6 acres of geologic 
units with high paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) disturbed by construction (495.8 acres total). The 
potential for direct impacts to paleontological resources during construction would be reduced 
substantially with implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, 
below).   

The potential for construction-related indirect impacts is anticipated to be low because most of the project 
area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with moderate and high potential, scientifically 
significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the project area and that were 
potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to construction. The area of disturbance 
would be further reduced compared to Alternative 2 (616.3 acres vs. 663.9 acres, as shown in Table 
4.10-1) and, with implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, 
below) impacts on paleontological resources would be reduced or avoided. Adverse impacts to fossils on 
the ground surface from ground-disturbing actions would be further reduced from those described for 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 (see Table 4.10-1) and would be negligible as well.  

Operation and Maintenance 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project operation and 
maintenance. The potential for indirect impacts in association with operation and maintenance is 
anticipated to be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with 
moderate and high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the 
surface of the project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior 
to construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
lifetime of the Project, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size, 
and will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection. Adverse impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 
1 and Alternative 2 and would remain negligible 

Decommissioning 

No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project 
decommissioning. The potential for indirect impacts in association with decommissioning is anticipated to 
be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential and, in areas with moderate and 
high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the 
project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to 
construction. Although it is likely that additional fossils will erode onto the surface over time during the 
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lifetime of the project, based on existing conditions these will be highly fragmentary and of small size, 
and will therefore be protected by virtue of the fact that they will be difficult to locate for the purpose of 
vandalism or unauthorized collection. Impacts on paleontological resources from implementation of 
Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, although slightly reduced. Impacts 
would remain negligible. 

4.10.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As shown in Table 4.10-1, under Alternative 3 there would be an estimated 493.2 acres with low 
paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 2) and 2.6 acres with high paleontologic potential (PFYC Class 4) 
disturbed during construction, for a total of 495.8 acres with paleontologic potential. Areas with low 
paleontologic potential constitute 493.2 acres, which is 99.5 percent of the total amount (495.8 acres total) 
of proposed disturbance area under this alternative. Scientifically significant paleontological resources 
located on the surface of the project area were collected prior to construction and transferred to a federally 
approved paleontological repository, thereby eliminating the potential for adverse impacts on these 
resources. As such, those significant paleontological resources previously located on the surface of the 
project area would not be affected.   

The potential for damaging or destroying scientifically significant paleontological resources is low. The 
potential for directly or indirectly destroying a unique geologic feature associated with paleontological 
resources is low. The potential for causing the loss of valuable scientific information by disturbing the 
geologic context in which scientifically significant paleontological resources are contained is low. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 (see Section 4.10.10, below), impacts on 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

4.10.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.10.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4, the proposed project would not be approved and BLM would not amend the CDCA 
Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would 
continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 
Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which the project 
is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s CDCA plan, including 
another renewable energy project. If the proposed project is not approved, renewable projects would 
likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent states 
within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility 
requirements and State/Federal mandates. Several dozen wind and solar development applications for use 
of BLM land have been submitted for approximately one million acres of the California Desert 
Conservation Area. Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind and solar 
projects. Potential adverse impacts to paleontological resources on non-BLM-administered lands under the 
no action alternative could increase in the event developers focus their wind energy development efforts 
on state-owned, Tribal, and private lands. While wind energy development on nonfederal lands is subject 
to a wide array of environmental reviews and approvals by virtue of state and local permitting processes, 
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they may not be subject to NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the 

project. 

4.10.6.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions  
Under Alternative 4, the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions and, as such, this alternative would not result in project-related paleontological resources 
impacts. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to 
meet State and Federal mandates, and those projects would likely have impacts similar to the proposed 
project in other locations. 

4.10.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.10.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5, the proposed project would not be approved and the BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new 
structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. Impacts would be similar to Alternative 4 above 
in that potential adverse impacts to paleontological resources on non-BLM-administered lands could 
increase in the event developers focus their wind energy development efforts on state-owned, Tribal, and 
private lands. While wind energy development on nonfederal lands is subject to a wide array of 
environmental reviews and approvals by virtue of state and local permitting processes, they may not be 

subject to NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the project. 

4.10.7.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
Under Alternative 5 the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing conditions 
and, as such, this alternative would not result in project-related paleontological resources impacts. 
However, as discussed for Alternative 4 above, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy 
projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal mandates, and those projects would have impacts 
similar to the proposed project in other locations and impacts on non-BLM-administered lands could 
increase in the event developers focus their wind energy development efforts on state-owned, Tribal, and 
private lands. 
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4.10.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.10.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6, the proposed project would not be approved. However, BLM would amend the 
CDCA Plan to allow for wind energy projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind 
energy project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be developed with the same 
or a different wind energy technology. As a result, impacts would result from the construction and 
operation of the wind energy technology and would likely be similar to the impacts from the proposed 
project. 

4.10.8.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
Under Alternative 6 the activities at the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing conditions 
and, as such, this alternative would not result in project-related impacts to paleontological resources. 
However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed at the project 
site or elsewhere to meet State and Federal mandates, and those projects could have impacts similar to the 
proposed project. 

4.10.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.10.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent for cumulative impacts analysis of paleontological resources includes a broad 
region where fossil records can be encountered due to ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, all projects 
discussed in Section 4.1.5 and identified in Table 4.1-1 are considered in the cumulative analysis for 
paleontological resources. Impacts to paleontological resources within the area of ground-disturbing 
activities for the proposed project have the potential to combine with similar impacts of past, present, and 
future (planned) projects identified in Table 4.1-1.   

4.10.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Cumulative conditions to paleontological resources involve the loss of non-renewable scientifically 
important fossils and associated data, and the incremental loss to science and society of these resources 
over time. Energy development projects, as well as commercial and residential development projects, 
have resulted in cumulative conditions affecting paleontological resources in the Imperial Valley. A block 
field survey (pedestrian examination of all outcrops) of the project area was completed in December 2010 
and January 2011 and, based on the survey results, it is assumed that few if any additional scientifically 
significant fossils remain on the ground surface within the project area, and that adverse impacts to fossils 
on the ground surface from project-related ground disturbing actions will be negligible. Additionally, two 
areas of Palm Spring Formation within the greater project area were identified during the field survey as 
having relatively high densities of vertebrate fossils on the ground surface. These areas are not anticipated 
to be affected by project construction, but it is recommended that they be avoided by future surface-
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disturbing actions in order to preserve the fossils in their native geologic context. The implementation of 
paleontological mitigation measures during surface disturbing projects has resulted in the salvage and 
permanent preservation of large numbers of scientifically significant paleontological resources that would 
otherwise have been destroyed making these fossils available for scientific research and education by 
placing them in museum collections. This has greatly reduced the cumulative effects of such projects on 
paleontological resources.   

4.10.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. Table 4.1-2 identifies the cumulative projects that are 
located in the geographic area of analysis for cumulative impacts to paleontological resources.  

4.10.9.4 Construction 
Unknown, unrecorded paleontological resources may be found at nearly any present and future 
development site. However, as they are discovered, sites are recorded and information retrieved. If the 
nature of the resource requires it, the resource is protected. When discovered, paleontological resources 
are treated in accordance with applicable federal and State laws and regulations as well as the mitigation 
measures and permit requirements applicable to a project. 

It is not known what paleontological resources, if any, would be affected by development of all present 
and future projects identified in Table 4.1-2. However, given the density of past development in San 
Diego and Imperial Counties, and the large number of reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Table 4.1-
2, it is reasonable to assume that resources exist and could be uncovered at several of these sites. 
Mitigation Measures Paleo-1 through Paleo-3 require that resources discovered during construction of any 
present and future projects be protected, thereby reducing impacts. Assuming that pre-project surveys are 
required, it is reasonable that few if any additional scientifically significant fossils will remain on the 
ground surface within a project area. Additionally, with the implementation of paleontological mitigation 
measures during surface disturbance would result in the salvage and permanent preservation of large 
numbers of scientifically significant paleontological resources that would otherwise be destroyed. This 
would greatly reduce the cumulative effects of such projects on paleontological resources, and would 
make these fossils available for scientific research and education by placing them in museum collections. 
Therefore, the proposed OWEF impacts, when combined with impact from past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable projects would be negligible. 

4.10.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
As discussed in Alternative 1, no direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association 
with project operation and maintenance and  indirect impacts are anticipated to be low because most of the 
project area has low paleontologic potential, and in areas with moderate and high potential, scientifically 
significant paleontological resources that were located on the surface of the project area and that were 
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potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior to construction. Therefore, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures for known fossil sites and unknown subsurface fossil sites potential 
adverse impacts on paleontological resources within the project area would be negligible.  

4.10.9.6 Decommissioning 
No direct impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated in association with project 
decommissioning. The potential for indirect impacts in association with project decommissioning is 
anticipated to be low because most of the project area has low paleontologic potential, and in areas with 
moderate and high potential, scientifically significant paleontological resources that were located on the 
surface of the project area and that were potentially vulnerable to vandalism and theft were collected prior 
to construction. With the implementation of the included mitigation measures, no decommissioning-
related cumulative impacts to paleontological resources are anticipated.   

4.10.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.10.10, all adverse 
impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed 
OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts on Paleontological Resources would not be significant. 

4.10.10 Mitigation Measures 
In paleontologically sensitive areas, the objective of paleontological mitigation is to reduce adverse effects 
on paleontological resources by recovering fossils and associated contextual data prior to and during 
ground disturbing activities. Paleontological mitigation results in a beneficial impact when scientifically 
important fossils and associated data are housed in perpetuity and made available for educational purposes 
and scientific research in an accredited and federally approved museum.   

Paleo-1 The two areas of Palm Spring Formation (Potential Fossil Yield Classification [PFYC] Class 
4) exposures identified within the Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility (OWEF) boundary, where a 
high density of vertebrate fossils were found, shall be avoided to preserve subsurface fossils 
in their native stratigraphic context. Avoidance areas shall be marked prior to construction.   

Paleo-2 Prior to construction, a training session on the recognition of the types of paleontological 
resources that could be encountered within the project area and the procedures to be followed 
if they are found shall be presented to project construction personnel by a qualified and BLM-
permitted professional paleontologist.  

Paleo-3 If construction or other project personnel discover any potential fossils during construction, 
project operation and maintenance, or decommissioning, the fossils shall be left undisturbed 
and the BLM Authorized Officer shall be notified immediately.   

Because these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment, they would not 
result in or create additional adverse impacts. 

4.10.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
The implementation of the included mitigation measures would substantially reduce potential adverse 
impacts on scientifically significant paleontological resources. Such mitigation measures have been proven 
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to be effective in reducing adverse effects on fossils resulting from surface-disturbing projects on BLM 
land throughout the western United States. However, even in the most effective paleontological mitigation 
monitoring program, inadvertent damage to paleontological resources does occur. This damage occurs at 
the point at which the fossils are uncovered by excavation equipment, and in cases in which fossils are not 
identified by paleontological monitors during excavation. The damage caused by construction equipment 
can typically be repaired in a paleontological laboratory. However, damage to fossils that are not 
identified by paleontological monitors represents an unavoidable adverse impact.  
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4.11 Public Health and Safety 
This section describes effects on public health and safety that could result from implementation of the 
proposed OWEF and alternatives. The following discussion addresses potential environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of the proposed OWEF and recommends measures to reduce or avoid 
adverse impacts anticipated from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF 
and alternatives. A discussion of cumulative impacts related to public health and safety is also included in 
this section. 

4.11.1 Methodology for Analysis 
To complete this analysis of environmental consequences associated with impacts on public health and 
safety, the BLM considered potential impacts on the following issue areas: aircraft operations, seismic 
hazards, hazardous materials, public health, and intentionally destructive acts. 

Aircraft Operations 
Research on the presence of public and private airports within the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site was 
conducted as well as coordination with the Department of the Navy, which is located immediately north of 
the proposed OWEF site. Analysis of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) guidelines was 
conducted to ensure that the Proposed Action and Alternatives determine whether they would adversely 
affect commercial, military, or personal air navigation safety. 

Seismic Hazards 
The Proposed Action and alternatives are evaluated in terms of their susceptibility to geologic and seismic 
hazards. Potential effects on these resources are assessed based upon existing publications and maps 
completed by regulatory agencies, such as the U.S. Geological Survey, California Geologic Survey, 
California Division of Mines and Geology and geotechnical engineers who have evaluated the proposed 
OWEF site. The potential for damage to proposed structures or increased risk of injury due to geologic 
hazards was analyzed using available data from the aforementioned sources. In addition, the conclusions 
and recommendations provided in the preliminary geotechnical investigation are evaluated and, where 
appropriate, incorporated into the analysis. 

Hazardous Materials 
In order to assess the potential for released hazardous materials to affect the public, this analysis evaluates 
several aspects of the proposed use of these materials at the facility. It is recognized that some hazardous 
substances must be used at the facility. Therefore, this analysis was conducted by examining the choice 
and amount of chemicals to be used, the manner in which the Applicant would use the chemicals, the 
manner by which they would be transported to the facility, and the way in which the Applicant plans to 
store the materials on site. 

Engineering and administrative controls concerning the use of hazardous materials are included as part of 
the Proposed Action. Engineering controls are the physical or mechanical systems, such as storage tanks 
or automatic shut-off valves, that can prevent the spill of hazardous material from occurring, or that can 
either limit the spill to a small amount or confine it to a small area. Administrative controls are the rules 
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and procedures that workers at the facility must follow that would help to prevent accidents or to keep 
them small if they do occur. Both engineering and administrative controls can act as methods of 
prevention or as methods of response and minimization. In both cases, the goal is to prevent a spill from 
moving off-site and causing harm to the public. 

Public Health 
Potential impacts from the Proposed Action to public health for residents of Imperial County with respect 
to disease vectors, pesticide use, shadow flicker, Wind Turbine Syndrome, and electromagnetic fields (see 
“Public Health” under “Operation and Maintenance,” Section 4.11.3) are discussed in this section. 
Potential impacts will be discussed as they compare to changes in existing conditions. Several controls and 
programs are already in place within the County such as vector control activities. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
The potential for intentional destructive acts, such as sabotage or terrorism events, to cause impacts to 
human health and the environment are discussed. As opposed to industrial hazards, collisions, and natural 
events, where it is possible to estimate event probabilities based on historical statistical data and 
information, it is not possible to accurately estimate the probability of an act of terrorism or sabotage. 

4.11.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 

Aircraft Operations 
The proposed OWEF could affect human health and safety by affecting aircraft operations. Effects on 
aircraft operations would occur if the proposed OWEF would: 

PH&S-1 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. 

PH&S-2 Result in a safety hazard to people that may reside or work within the vicinity of 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. 

Seismic Hazards 
The proposed OWEF could affect human health and safety with seismic hazards. Effects by seismic 
hazards would occur if the proposed OWEF would: 

PH&S-3 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; 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; or 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
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Hazardous Materials 
The proposed OWEF could affect human health and safety by exposing the public and the environment to 
hazardous materials. Effects on human health and safety would occur if the proposed OWEF would: 

PH&S-4 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials;  

PH&S-5 Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment;  

PH&S-6 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

PH&S-7 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 (i.e., the Cortese List of underground leaking storage 
tanks) that would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

Emergency Response 

PH&S-8 Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. 

PH&S-9 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire 
protection and police protection. 

Solid Waste 

PH&S-10 Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

Public Health 
There are no CEQA significance criteria related to public health.   

Intentionally Destructive Acts 
There are no CEQA significance criteria related to intentionally destructive acts.   

Removed from Consideration 
For all project alternatives, the following criteria were determined to be inapplicable or to result in no 
impact under alternatives. The determinations regarding these criteria are discussed below and then are 
not considered further in this analysis. 

PH&S-2 Result in a safety hazard to people that may reside or work within the vicinity of 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. 
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This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact as the project site would not be 
located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport that would result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. There would be no impacts under this criterion from any 
component of the Proposed Action or alternatives. 

PH&S-6 Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  

This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact as no component associated with 
any project alternative is located within one-quarter of a mile of an existing or proposed school. There 
would be no impacts under this criterion from any component of the Proposed Action or alternatives. 

PH&S-7 Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 (i.e., the Cortese List of underground leaking storage 
tanks) that would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact. According to the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances site “Cortese” list, no hazardous 
waste facilities subject to corrective action are located on the project site (DTSC, 2011). 

PH&S-9 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire 
protection and police protection. 

This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact as the proposed OWEF would 
not induce population growth in the area and fire and security services would be provided during 
construction and on an as-need basis. Implementation of the proposed OWEF is not expected to result in 
the need to construct new, or to physically alter existing, fire or police protection facilities to maintain 
acceptable services. There would be no impacts under this criterion from any component of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives. 

PH&S-10  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

This criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact as the proposed OWEF would 
comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The California Solid 
Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991, as amended, requires expanded or new development 
projects to incorporate storage areas for recycling bins into the Project design. During operation of the 
proposed OWEF, recycling bins would be located on the project site for those domestic recycled materials 
for which a recycling program is established. The Applicant would contract with a recycler or waste 
hauler to transport waste to a regional offsite recycling facility. During construction, a Construction 
Waste Management Plan will be developed to define the minimum practices which are to be employed on 
the project site to minimize diversion of construction waste and land clearing debris from landfill disposal 
and re-direct recyclable material. Reuse and recycling of construction debris would reduce operating 
expenses and save valuable landfill space. Implementation of the proposed OWEF is expected generate a 
minimal amount of waste and would comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related 
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to solid waste. There would be no impacts under this criterion from any component of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives. 

4.11.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.11.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations could occur during construction of the Proposed Action. The 
construction process would occur over the course of 24-30 months and the completed portions of the 
Proposed Action could pose a potential safety hazard to aircraft operations by presenting an 
obstruction for low-flying aircraft. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires a notice of 
proposed construction for a project so that it can determine whether it would adversely affect commercial, 
military, or personal air navigation safety. The Proposed Action would comply with the requirement 
through implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) to minimize safety hazards 
during construction to commercial, military, or civilian air navigation. With the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-1, impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. 

The Emory Ranch private airstrip is located approximately 0.2 mile south of the northeast portion of the 
project site. The Applicant has consulted with the owner of this private airstrip. At the owner’s request, 
one proposed turbine location was eliminated in order to provide a buffer for the private airstrip. 
Continued coordination with the County of Imperial and the Emory Ranch private airstrip would address 
potential safety concerns from the proposed OWEF and minimize safety hazards during construction to 
this private airstrip (See Mitigation Measure PHS-1 in Section 4.11.10). With the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-1, impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. 

Additionally, the Proposed Action would be located approximately five miles southwest of Naval 
Reservation Target 103, which is identified as a live bombing area. The Department of the Navy Airspace 
Consultation Area would be located immediately north of the project site. Wind turbines located on the 
northern portion of the project site would underlie a low-level military training route which has a lower 
altitude or “floor” of 200 feet above ground level. Therefore, wind turbines would encroach into the route 
and impact the military training conducted on it.  

The BLM provided the preliminary Plan of Development to the DOD and initiated a consultation process 
between the Applicant, the DOD, and the BLM. The DOD expressed concern that the wind turbines 
could interfere with low-level training flights in the Airspace Consultation Area located along the north 
edge of the project site. Upon conclusion of the consultation, the DOD provided a letter requesting two 
mitigation measures be implemented by the Proposed Action to address DOD’s concerns. The first 
measure was to limit total turbine height to 400 feet or less in a small area along the northern edge of the 
project area, due to the existence of a low-level training route with a centerline to the north of the project 
area. The second request relates to utilization of turbine lighting that is compatible with military night-
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vision goggles. The Proposed Action will comply with these requests to reduce safety hazard impacts to 
military training conducted in this airspace consultation area. Mitigation has been recommended reflecting 
these requests (See Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 in Section 4.11.10) and no adverse impacts 
would occur with the implementation of these measures.  

Seismic Hazards 

The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone; however, the project site is 
located within three miles of the Elsinore-Coyote Mountain Fault surface trace, and the potential for 
strong ground shaking is considered high due to this proximity. The potential for surface rupture at the 
project site is low. (NAA, 2010) Additionally, the highland on which the Proposed Action is located is 
traversed by multiple strands of the Coyote Mountain and the Laguna Salada faults, and is punctuated by 
localized compressional squeeze-ups that form dome-shaped hills of uplifted sand and gravel. Given the 
proximity of the project site to the Elsinore-Coyote Mountain Fault surface trace, structures on the project 
site may be subject to severe ground shaking, which may result in structural damage. Structural damage 
to wind turbine generators (WTGs), overhead transmission lines, or other project facilities could injure 
construction workers at the project site. Although impacts would not be completely avoided, Mitigation 
Measure PHS-3 (Section 4.11.10) has been recommended to reduce impacts from ground shaking. 

Based on review of existing geotechnical reports, published literature as well as the International Building 
Code (IBC), the project site is considered to be within a high seismic zone that requires additional 
measures to prevent structural failures from occurring. The published design parameters from the 
geotechnical report, along with the IBC codes, require the structural engineer to account for large 
horizontal ground accelerations that would be caused from a maximum credible earthquake (MCE) event.  
The additional loads from the horizontal ground accelerations would cause the engineer to account for 
more steel and possibly foundation size to resist these seismic loads. That would mean that based on these 
site specific seismic loads, these foundations compared to a normal non seismic area, would be larger and 
would include more reinforcing steel and concrete. 

The amount of risk due to the public is relatively small, considering these are not inhabited structures and 
these are typically located in rural and mostly non populated areas. The design is based on a small 
probability that a MCE would occur during the design life of the turbines which is about 30 years. 
Typical earthquake probabilities are based on a 10 percent chance that this size of an earthquake would 
occur in 50 years. Added to that is an engineered factor of safety of 1.1 which would decrease the 
chances of complete structural failure. The design for a wind turbine foundation takes into account seismic 
loadings as follows: (1) Using the IBC methodology; (2) a geotechnical investigation is performed and a 
seismic site class is selected based on review of the soil type and observed soil strength for this site. The 
site class is considered with the site-specific earthquake shaking parameters defined by the U.S. 
Geological Survey as well as overall turbine/tower geometry, stiffness and weights to calculate the seismic 
load (forces and moments) transferred into the foundation from the design seismic event. These maximum 
seismic design loads are then combined with the appropriate operational load event (from wind and weight 
of tower/foundation) event to calculate the maximum force and moment combination resulting from a 
seismic event. The appropriate operational plus seismic load combination is compared against the extreme 
wind event to determine if the extreme seismic or extreme wind event controls the design. The controlling 
load case is then used for designing the turbine foundation. If designed and constructed properly, these 
turbines should be able to withstand a MCE event (Pattern, 2011). Therefore, structure failure at the 
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project site is not likely and, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3, impacts would be 
reduced, but not completely avoided. 

The project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction. There is no evidence in the area that 
liquefaction induced by seismic ground motions have occurred. The lack of groundwater in the upper 50 
feet along with the age and density/stiffness of the geologic formation indicate that the area is not prone to 
liquefaction surface distress (NAA, 2010). Since the project site is considered to have low potential for 
liquefaction, the potential for lateral spreading to occur is also considered low. Further, the turbine 
foundations and structures would be engineered to withstand lateral forces that would be anticipated in 
association with strong seismic ground motion. Structure failure at the project site is not likely and, with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3, impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

A limited amount of hazardous material may be used during construction of the Proposed Action. This 
may include cleaning fluids, fuels (gasoline, diesel fuel, etc.), lubricants, cleaning solvents, paints, 
pesticides, and potentially explosives; and would require appropriate storage, use, and disposal. 
Additionally, soiled rags and similar applicators and clean up materials would require disposal.  

Results of an Environmental Data Resources Report prepared on February 4, 2011, showed that the 
project site was not located in any of the environmental database searches and that no properties of 
environmental concern were located within 1 mile of the project site (EDR, 2011). The project site is not 
expected to have any existing contamination (a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment is currently in 
preparation and would be completed prior to commencement of construction).  

The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste associated with the Proposed Action 
could result in potential adverse health and environmental impacts associated with improper management 
of these materials. In general, most potential impacts are associated with the release of these materials to 
the environment, which could occur if the materials are improperly used, stored, or disposed of. Direct 
impacts of such releases could include contamination of vegetation, soil, and water, which could result in 
indirect impacts to human and wildlife populations. All hazardous materials would be handled and stored 
in compliance with the requirements set forth in the applicable codes and regulations. The Applicant 
would store all paint, solvents, and any other hazardous materials in the manner specified by the 
manufacturer and in accordance with local, State, and federal regulations. In addition, all employees 
would receive training in the use and handling of hazardous materials. A material safety data sheet would 
be stored with each hazardous material. Although impacts cannot be completely avoided, implementation 
of a health and safety program during construction of the project (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would 
reduce impacts. 

Construction of the Proposed Action would result in a potential hazard to the public or personnel if a 
hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, 
the Applicant would prepare a hazardous materials management plan which would delineate storage areas 
for hazardous material and hazardous waste; describe proper handling, storage, and disposal techniques; 
describe methods to be used to avoid spills and minimize impacts in the event of a spill; describe 
procedures for handling and disposing of unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during 
construction; and establish public and agency notification procedures for spills and other emergencies, 
including fires. Implementation of the hazardous materials management plan would ensure that materials 
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are handled in a safe manner and would minimize the risk of accidental releases of hazardous materials 
occurring at the project site (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10). With the implementation of recommended 
BMPs, hazard to the public or personnel from a hazardous material spill or leak would be reduced, but 
not completely avoided. 

Although not observed during site reconnaissance, contamination from petroleum products (crude oil, 
gasoline, motor oil, and diesel) is one of the most common types of unknown contamination encountered 
and is generally detectable by visual and olfactory observation. Grading, drilling, or excavation at the 
project site has the potential to mobilize hazardous materials currently in the soil, which could result in 
exposure of personnel and other sensitive receptors such as plants and wildlife to contaminant levels that 
could result in short-term and/or long-term health effects. Implementation of BMPs (see Section 4.11.10) 
would reduce this impact by requiring a hazardous materials management plan to contain procedures for 
handling and disposing of unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) would further reduce impacts by 
requiring the construction contractor to stop work if suspected contamination is identified, cordon off 
areas of suspected contamination, take appropriate health and safety measures, have a trained individual 
conduct sampling and testing of suspected material, and, if contamination is found to be greater than 
regulatory limits, notify the Imperial County Public Health Department and document all actions. 
Contamination from hazardous materials at the project site would be reduced with the implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures, but impacts would not be completely avoided.  

Herbicides may be used for vegetation removal around the base of WTGs during construction. Herbicides 
used for vegetation control around towers and other project facilities could result in adverse health effects 
to the public, maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation if herbicides are handled improperly 
or chemical drift occurs away from the target area. The Applicant or contractor applying herbicides would 
have all the appropriate State and local herbicide applicator licenses and comply with all State and local 
regulations regarding herbicide use. Herbicides would be mixed and applied in conformance with the 
product manufacturer’s directions. The herbicide applicator would be equipped with splash protection 
clothing and gear, chemical resistant gloves, chemical spill/splash wash supplies, and material safety data 
sheets for all hazardous materials to be used. To minimize harm to wildlife, vegetation, and water bodies, 
herbicides would not be applied directly to wildlife, products identified as non-toxic to birds and small 
mammals would be used if nests or dens are observed, and herbicides would not be applied within 50 feet 
of any surface water body when water is present. Herbicides would not be applied if it is raining at the 
site, rain is imminent, or the target area has puddles or standing water. Herbicides would not be applied 
when wind velocity exceeds 10 miles per hour. According to the Plan of Development for the OWEF, if 
chemical treatment is applied, it would be consistent with BLM’s Record of Decision: Vegetation 
Treatments Using Herbicides, as supported by the Final EIS for Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides. 
Mitigation Measure PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10) would avoid potential impacts from herbicide use. 
Adverse health effects to the public, maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation would not 
occur. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into the desert 
washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see Section 
4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from watercourses, 
which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses. With implementation of 
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Mitigation Measure PHS-8, impacts from the release of hazardous materials to desert washes and 
ephemeral streams would be reduced, but not completely avoided.  

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for transformer 
oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, 
water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. As jurisdictional drainages occur on the project site, the 
Applicant would be subject to a spill prevention and response plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10), which 
requires a secondary means of containment for spills of large quantities of petroleum products used at the 
project site. Implementation of this BMP (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce impacts from the release of 
motor vehicle fuel or transformer oil. Impacts would be reduced, but not completely avoided. Solid 
wastes produced during construction of the Proposed Action would include containers, dunnage 
(support/padding for materials), and packaging materials for turbine components, and miscellaneous 
wastes associated with assembly activities. Solid wastes resulting from the presence of the construction 
work crews would include food scraps and other putrid or rotten wastes. All such wastes are expected to 
be nonhazardous, and would be containerized on site and periodically removed by commercial haulers to 
existing off-site, appropriately permitted disposal facilities. No adverse impacts from solid waste would 
occur. 

Emergency Response 

Although the turbines contain relatively few flammable components, the presence of electrical generating 
equipment and electrical cables, along with various oils (lubricating, cooling, and hydraulic) creates the 
potential for fire or a medical emergency within the tower or the nacelle. The project site is located in a 
rural area with several alternative access roads allowing easy access to the site in the event of an 
emergency. However, perimeter fencing and security gates could physically interfere with emergency 
vehicle access or personnel evacuation from the project site. The security fence surrounding the 
substation/utility switchyard, the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) building, and meteorological towers 
would be the only permanent fencing associated with the Proposed Action. The type and height of this 
security fence, and the need for temporary security fencing around temporary construction areas, would 
be determined based on an assessment of risk prior to commencement of construction. The fences for the 
substation/utility switchyard, O&M building, and meteorological towers would remain locked whenever 
these facilities are unattended.  

During the construction phase, access roads would have gates or signs installed, as necessary, to control 
public access to the site for safety reasons. Heavy construction-related traffic could interfere with 
emergency response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency 
such as a wildfire, a natural gas pipeline explosion, or a chemical spill at the project site. Heavy 
construction-related traffic could also potentially interfere with emergency response to residences in the 
project vicinity. To ensure emergency access to the project site during construction, Mitigation Measure 
PHS-7 and a traffic management plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) have been recommended, which 
would require the Applicant to appoint an Emergency Response Liaison to coordinate the reduction of 
construction-related traffic for the duration of any emergency at or nearby the project site and preparation 
of a traffic management plan that includes assurance of access for emergency vehicles to the project site. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-8 and the traffic management plan BMP would reduce 
impacts to emergency access, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 
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Public Health 

The current public health status of residents of rural Imperial County is evaluated as it relates to 
environmental health factors that could be potentially affected by the Proposed Action. Vector-borne 
disease incidence is a potential issue of concern related to project construction.  

Vector-Borne Diseases. Imperial County already actively manages and abates potential disease vectors 
through the Imperial County Vector Control District which detects and reduces the spread of mosquito-
borne disease through surveillance and abatement activities throughout the County (Imperial County, 
2011).  

Implementation of the proposed project will involve construction that could result in standing water, trash 
piles, or open containers that could provide breeding areas for mosquitoes, flies, or rodents. These 
potential disease vectors could pose a hazard to personnel or the public. Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would 
prohibit standing water, trash piles, and open containers from being accumulated at the site.  

Construction of the proposed project would occur in an area favorable to the growth of the Valley Fever 
vector, the fungus Coccidioides immitis, which grows in soils in areas of low rainfall, high summer 
temperatures, and moderate winter temperatures. Project construction would disturb the soil and cause the 
fungal spores to become airborne, potentially putting construction personnel and wildlife at risk of 
contracting Valley Fever. In extreme cases the disease can be fatal. However, Imperial County is not 
considered a high incidence county for incidences of Valley Fever and most Valley Fever cases are very 
mild, and more than half of infected people either have no symptoms or experience flu-like symptoms and 
never seek medical attention. In addition, mitigation for dust control (Air-1) as described in Section 4.2 
(Air Resources) would minimize the spread of fungal spores.  

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in 
constructing the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the 
consequences of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility 
would be expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials 
regarding accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific 
and unlikely to occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations would potentially occur during operation and maintenance of the 
Proposed Action. As discussed earlier under “Construction,” the FAA requires a notice of proposed 
construction for a project so that it can determine whether it would adversely affect commercial, military, 
or personal air navigation safety. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) 
would reduce safety hazards during operation and maintenance to commercial, military, or civilian air 
navigation, but impacts would not completely be avoided. 

As previously mentioned under “Construction,” the Emory Ranch private airport is located approximately 
0.2 mile south of the northeast portion of the Proposed Action site and the Proposed Action would be 
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located approximately five miles southwest of Naval Reservation Target 103, which is identified as a live 
bombing area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential 
aircraft operation impacts to the private airport, but impacts would not completely be avoided.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 (Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential 
aircraft operation impacts to Naval Reservation Target 103 and no adverse impacts would occur. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of the Proposed Action would be the 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-3 would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

As discussed under “Construction,” operation of the Proposed Action would require the use of limited 
amounts of various petrochemicals, including fuels, lubricants, and solvents to operate and maintain 
equipment for maintenance activities. Additionally, the Proposed Action would require a stand-by 
auxiliary power source for the Project substation and the 500-kV interconnect substation. The power 
source would be a propane or natural gas generator. Project operations would require the use of 
transformer oil at Project substations and storage of propane for heating the O&M facility. 

Operation of the Proposed Action could result in a potentially significant hazard to the public or personnel 
if a hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. Implementation of a health and safety program for 
project operation and maintenance (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce impacts. Additionally, 
implementation of a hazardous materials management plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce 
this potential impact by requiring the hazardous materials management plan to contain procedures for 
handling and disposing of unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction, and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) would further reduce potential 
impacts by requiring the construction contractor to stop work if suspected contamination is identified. 
Although, impacts would be reduced, they would not be completely avoided. 

Similar to the discussion under “Construction,” during operation and maintenance, the potential also 
exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into the desert washes and 
ephemeral streams that traverse the site. Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see Section 4.11.10) would require 
hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from watercourses, which would reduce the 
potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses, but impacts would not be completely avoided.  

Also, as described under “Construction,” the potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released 
from on-site storage tanks or for transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to 
occur, potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. The spill 
prevention and response plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the 
release of motor vehicle fuel or transformer oil, but impacts would not be completely avoided.  

Pad-mount transformers at each WTG site could leak oil to the underlying soil. To prevent such an 
occurrence, the Applicant would install a containment vessel (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) at each WTG 
site. A containment vessel is a concrete curb around a raised concrete pad which the pad-mounted 
transformers rest on. The area between the concrete pad and curb is filled with coarse aggregate, with 
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sufficient void space to hold the volume of oil in the transformer. The bottom of the containment would 
consist of a filter type media to bind oil particles and yet let clean water pass through. Impacts would be 
reduced, but not completely avoided. 

Solid wastes produced during the operational phase would be very limited and consist primarily of office-
related wastes generated at the O&M facility and food wastes from the maintenance crews who might be 
present on the project site during business hours. All such wastes are expected to be nonhazardous, and 
would be containerized on site and periodically removed by commercial haulers to existing off-site, 
appropriately permitted disposal facilities. No adverse impacts related to solid waste would occur. 

Emergency Response 

As described under “Construction,” the project site is located in a rural area with several alternative 
access roads allowing easy access to the site in the event of an emergency. However, perimeter fencing 
and security gates could physically interfere with emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation from 
the project site. During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not 
likely to interfere with emergency response activities. 

Public Health 

The current public health status of residents of rural Imperial County is evaluated as it relates to 
environmental health factors that could be potentially affected by the operations of the project as part of 
the Proposed Action. Vector-borne disease incidence, potential for Valley Fever, as well as potential 
issues related to shadow flicker and electro-magnetic fields (EMFs) are potential issues of concern related 
to project operations.  

Vector-Borne Diseases. Imperial County actively manages and abates potential disease vectors through 
the Imperial County Vector Control District which detects and reduces the spread of mosquito-borne 
disease through surveillance and abatement activities (Imperial County, 2011).  

Similar to construction, implementation of the proposed project may involve operations activities that 
could result in standing water, trash piles, or open containers that could provide breeding areas for 
mosquitoes, flies, or rodents. These potential disease vectors could pose a hazard to personnel or the 
public. Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would prohibit standing water, trash piles, and open containers from 
being accumulated at the site.  

Valley Fever. Operations and maintenance activities could potentially disturb soil and cause fungal spores 
related to Valley Fever to become airborne, potentially putting operations personnel and wildlife at risk of 
contracting Valley Fever. Unlike construction, however, activities during operations that could potentially 
disturb soil would be occasional and not expected to be of the same magnitude as during construction. 
Additionally, Imperial County is not considered a high incidence County for incidences of Valley Fever; 
therefore, operations activities are unlikely to cause impacts to public health. 

Shadow Flicker. With the installation of WTGs, the proposed project has the potential to result in a 
phenomenon known as “shadow flicker.” Shadow flicker is the alternating change in light intensity that 
occurs when rotating WTG blades cast moving shadows on the ground or on structures. Shadow flicker 
effects may have the potential to cause seizures in individuals prone to epilepsy. Flicker from turbines that 
interrupt or reflect sunlight at frequencies greater than 3 Hertz (equivalent to 180 rotations per minute) 
poses a potential risk of inducing photosensitive seizures (Harding et al., 2008). The rotor speed of the 
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proposed WTGs is between 6 and 14.8 rotations per minute (see Table 2-1 in Section 2), which is 
substantially slower than the slowest speed that has the potential to cause photosensitive epilepsy. The 
OWEF has been designed to avoid shadow flicker on sensitive receptors through a combination of careful 
siting of turbines in relations to residences, and the commitment to deploy Siemens technology which 
prevents blade rotation on individual turbines as needed to avoid causing shadow flicker on residences. 

In addition, the closest sensitive receptors are approximately 0.5 mile from the project site. According to 
Figure  4.11- 1, the nearest sensitive receptor would have a maximum exposure of 40 hours per year to 
shadow flicker, with the majority of sensitive receptors in the area having no exposure to shadow flicker. 
As a result of the extremely slow rotation speed of rotors and the low exposure of residents to any shadow 
flicker from the Proposed Action, the Proposed Action would not have the potential to result in impacts to 
individuals with photosensitive epilepsy. 

Wind Turbine Syndrome. Wind Turbine Syndrome (WTS) is described as an illness in certain 
individuals that is potentially caused by wind turbine noise and vibration resulting in sleep disturbance, 
nausea, tinnitus, and other symptoms. As discussed in Section 3.12.1.5, there is no known dose-response 
relationship between exposure to wind turbine noise/vibration and health effects. A single study prepared 
in 2009 (Pierpoint) reported a correlation between distance to large (1.5 to 3 MW) wind turbines and 
WTS, and suggested that symptoms are eliminated by siting wind turbines a minimum of 1.25 miles away 
from sensitive receptors. However, the small clinical case study does not support a dose-response 
relationship, and more research is needed to identify whether wind turbine noise and vibration may cause 
the reported symptoms. Without any recognized regulatory guidance or thresholds related to WTS, 
potential impacts cannot be quantified or qualified.  

Electromagnetic Fields. Electric voltage (electric field) and electric current (magnetic field) from 
transmission lines create EMFs. Currently, the State has not adopted any specific limits or regulation on 
EMF levels related to electric power facilities. The Proposed Action involves the installation of an 
electrical collection system that will primarily be installed underground as well as a short overhead 
connection to the new Sunrise Powerlink 500-kV transmission line. Due to the lack of nearby sensitive 
receptors, long-term exposure to EMFs related to the collection and transmission lines is not expected to 
occur. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in servicing 
the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the consequences 
of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility would be 
expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials regarding 
accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and 
unlikely to occur.  

Decommissioning 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations would potentially occur during decommissioning of the Proposed 
Action. As discussed earlier under “Construction” and “Operation and Maintenance,” the FAA 
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requires a notice of proposed construction for a project so that it can determine whether it would 
adversely affect commercial, military, or personal air navigation safety. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during decommissioning to 
commercial, military, or civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be completely avoided. As wind 
turbines are dismantled during decommissioning, potential safety hazards to aircraft operations would be 
removed. 

As previously mentioned under “Construction” and “Operation and Maintenance,” the Emory Ranch 
private airport is located approximately 0.2 mile south of the northeast portion of the project site and the 
Proposed Action would be located approximately five miles southwest of Naval Reservation Target 103, 
which is identified as a live bombing area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 
4.11.10) would reduce potential aircraft operation impacts to the private airport, but impacts would not be 
completely avoided. Implementation of Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 (Section 4.11.10) would 
reduce potential aircraft operation impacts to Naval Reservation Target 103 and no adverse impacts would 
occur. As wind turbines are dismantled during decommissioning, potential safety hazards to aircraft 
operations would be removed. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of the Proposed Action would be the same as 
described under “Construction” and “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure 
of project structures during seismic events, but impacts would not be completely avoided. After 
completion of decommissioning activities, project structures would no longer exist on the project site and, 
therefore, would not be subject to severe ground shaking and potential structural damage. 

Hazardous Materials 

During decommissioning, substantial quantities of solid wastes and industrial wastes could result from 
dismantling of the Proposed Action. Fluids drained from turbine drivetrain components (e.g., lubricating 
oils, hydraulic fluids, coolants) are likely to be similar in chemical composition to spent fluids removed 
during routine maintenance and would be managed in the same manner as analogous maintenance-related 
wastes. Tower segments are expected to be stored on site for a brief period and eventually sold as scrap. 
Likewise, turbine components (emptied of their fluids) may have some salvage value. Recycling turbine 
components would diminish any impacts created by solid wastes during decommissioning. Electrical 
transformers are expected to be removed from the site and available for other applications elsewhere (in 
most cases, without the need for removing dielectric fields). Substantial amounts of broken concrete from 
tower and building foundations as well as rock or gravel from on-site roads or electrical substations would 
also result from decommissioning. All such materials are expected to be salvageable for use in road-
building or bank stabilization projects. Miscellaneous materials without salvage value are expected to be 
nonhazardous and should be removed from the site by a licensed hauler and delivered to appropriately 
permitted disposal facilities. 

As discussed under “Construction” and “Operation and Maintenance,” implementation of a health and 
safety program, hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4, PHS-6, and a spill 
prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use of 
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hazardous materials at the project site. After decommissioning activities, the use of hazardous materials 
associated with the Proposed Action would no longer exist. 

Emergency Response 

As described under “Construction,” the project site is located in a rural area with several alternative 
access roads allowing easy access to the site in the event of an emergency. However, perimeter fencing 
and security gates could physically interfere with emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation from 
the project site.  

Similar to the construction phase, during the decommissioning phase, access roads would have gates or 
signs installed, as necessary, to control public access to the site for safety reasons. Heavy traffic could 
interfere with emergency response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of 
an emergency such as a wildfire, a natural gas pipeline explosion, or a chemical spill at the project site. 
Heavy traffic could also potentially interfere with emergency response to residences in the project 
vicinity. To ensure emergency access to the project site during decommissioning, Mitigation Measure 
PHS-8 and a traffic management plan have been recommended, which would require the Applicant to 
appoint an Emergency Response Liaison to coordinate the reduction of construction-related traffic for the 
duration of any emergency at or nearby the project site and preparation of a traffic management plan that 
includes assurance of access for emergency vehicles to the project site. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-8 and a traffic management plan would reduce impacts to emergency access, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

After decommissioning activities are completed, potential impacts to emergency response associated with 
the Proposed Action would no longer exist. 

Public Health 

Decommissioning activities are expected to have similar public health impacts as construction of the 
Proposed Action. Vector-borne disease incidences would be the primary potential issue of concern related 
to decommissioning activities.  

Vector Borne Diseases. Imperial County actively manages and abates potential disease vectors through 
the Imperial County Vector Control District which detects and reduces the spread of mosquito-borne 
disease through surveillance and abatement activities (Imperial County, 2011).  

Similar to construction, decommissioning activities could result in standing water, trash piles, or open 
containers that could provide breeding areas for mosquitoes, flies, or rodents. These potential disease 
vectors could pose a hazard to personnel or the public. Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would prohibit 
standing water, trash piles, and open containers from being accumulated at the site.  

Valley Fever. Decommissioning of the proposed project would occur in an area favorable to the growth 
of the Valley Fever vector. Decommissioning activities could disturb soil and cause the fungal spores to 
become airborne, potentially putting construction personnel and wildlife at risk of contracting Valley 
Fever. However, Imperial County is not considered a high incidence County for incidences of Valley 
Fever and most Valley Fever cases are very mild, and more than half of infected people either have no 
symptoms or experience flu-like symptoms and never seek medical attention. In addition, mitigation for 
dust control (Air-1) as described in Section 4.2 (Air Resources) would minimize the spread of fungal 
spores during decommissioning activities. 
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Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in dismantling 
the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the consequences 
of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility would be 
expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials regarding 
accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site specific and 
unlikely to occur.  

After decommissioning activities are completed, potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts 
associated with the Proposed Action would no longer exist. 

4.11.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.11.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.11.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction  

• PH&S-1. The Proposed Action could result in safety hazards to aircraft operations. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure compliance with the FAA 
requirement for notice of proposed construction for a project so that it can determine whether it would 
adversely affect commercial, military, or civilian air navigation safety; and to coordinate with the 
County of Imperial and the Emory Ranch private airport to address potential safety concerns from the 
Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure 
that the Proposed Action does not result in a safety hazard to people that may reside or work within 
the vicinity of a private air strip. Impacts from the Proposed Action would be less than significant. 

With regard to the project’s potential effect on the Department of the Navy Consultation Area located 
immediately north of the project site, implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-2 would avoid 
adverse effects from the project. 

• PH&S-3. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone; however, the 
project site is located within three miles of the Elsinore-Coyote Mountain Fault surface trace, and the 
potential for strong ground shaking is considered high due to this proximity. Structural damage to 
WTGs, overhead transmission lines, or other project facilities could injure construction workers at the 
project site.  

As discussed above in Section 4.11.3.1, based on review of existing geotechnical reports, published 
literature as well as the IBC, the project site is considered to be within a high seismic zone that 
requires additional measures to prevent structural failures from occurring. The published design 
parameters from the geotechnical report along with the IBC codes, require the structural engineer to 
account for large horizontal ground accelerations that would be caused from a MCE event. The 
additional loads from the horizontal ground accelerations would cause the engineer to account for 
more steel and possibly foundation size to resist these seismic loads. That would mean that based on 
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these site-specific seismic loads, these foundations compared to a normal non-seismic area, would be 
larger and would include more reinforcing steel and concrete. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce impacts from a known earthquake fault or strong seismic 
ground shaking to a less-than-significant level. 

The project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction. There is no evidence in the area 
that liquefaction induced by seismic ground motions have occurred and the lack of groundwater in the 
upper 50 feet along with the age and density/stiffness of the geologic formation is not prone to 
liquefaction surface distress. (NAA, 2010)  Since the project site is considered to have low potential 
for liquefaction, the potential for lateral spreading to occur is also considered low. The Proposed 
Action would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

• PH&S-4. The Proposed Action would result in the use of a limited amount of hazardous material. 
These may include cleaning fluids, fuels (gasoline, diesel fuel, etc.), lubricants, cleaning solvents, 
paints, pesticides, and potentially explosives; and would require appropriate storage, use, and 
disposal. Additionally, soiled rags and similar applicators and clean up materials would require 
disposal. The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste associated with the 
Proposed Action could result in potential adverse health and environmental impacts associated with 
improper management of these materials. Direct impacts of a release could include contamination of 
vegetation, soil, and water, which could result in indirect impacts to human and wildlife populations. 
The Proposed Action would implement a health and safety program (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) 
and a hazardous materials management plan (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) to ensure that all 
hazardous materials would be handled and stored in compliance with the requirements set forth in the 
applicable codes and regulations. The Applicant would store all paint, solvents, and any other 
hazardous materials in the manner specified by the manufacturer and in accordance with local, State, 
and federal regulations. In addition, all employees would receive training in the use and handling of 
hazardous materials. A material safety data sheet would be stored with each material.  

Construction of the Proposed Action would result in a potential hazard to the public or personnel if a 
hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. Implementation of a hazardous materials management 
plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would delineate storage areas for hazardous material and 
hazardous waste; describe proper handling, storage, and disposal techniques; describe methods to be 
used to avoid spills and minimize impacts in the event of a spill; describe procedures for handling and 
disposing of unanticipated hazardous materials encountered during construction; and establish public 
and agency notification procedures for spills and other emergencies, including fires. The Applicant 
would also implement Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) to further reduce potential 
impacts by requiring the construction contractor to stop work if suspected contamination is identified, 
cordon off areas of suspected contamination, take appropriate health and safety measures, have a 
trained individual conduct sampling and testing or suspected material, and, if contamination is found 
to be greater than regulatory limits, notify the Imperial County Public Health Department and 
document all actions. 

A large wildfire would pose hazards both to personnel and the public. Additionally, herbicides may 
be used for vegetation removal around the base of WTGs during construction. Herbicides used for 
vegetation control around towers and other project facilities could result in adverse health effects to 
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the public, maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation if herbicides are handled 
improperly or chemical drift occurs away from the target area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10) would avoid impacts from herbicide use. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into the desert 
washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see 
Section 4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from 
watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses. 

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in 
a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. Implementation of spill prevention 
and response plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use of 
hazardous materials at the project site. With implementation of a health and safety program, 
hazardous materials management plan, and Mitigation Measure PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10), the 
Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. With implementation of a hazardous 
materials management plan, Mitigation Measure PHS-6, and a spill prevention and response plan, the 
Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment. Additionally, with implementation of a health and safety program, the Proposed 
Action would not expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those 
permitted by the Federal OSHA in CFR 29, Part 1910, and the Cal/OSHA in CCR Title 8, or expose 
members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from project construction 
or operations. Impacts to hazardous materials from the Proposed Action would be less than 
significant. 

• PH&S-5. The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into 
the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 
(see Section 4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from 
watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses.   

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in 
a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. The Proposed Action would 
implement a spill prevention and response plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) to reduce potential 
impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the project site.  

Implementation of a hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measure, PHS-4, PHS-6, and 
a spill prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure that the Proposed Action 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Additionally, with implementation of a health and safety program, the Proposed Action would not 
expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those permitted by the 
Federal OSHA in CFR 29, Part 1910, and the Cal/OSHA in CCR Title 8, or expose members of the 
public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from project construction or operations. 
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Impacts from the release of hazardous materials associated with the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

• PH&S-8. Although the turbines contain relatively few flammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating equipment and electrical cables, along with various oils (lubricating, cooling, and 
hydraulic) creates the potential for fire or a medical emergency within the tower or the nacelle. The 
project site is located in a rural area with several alternative access roads allowing easy access to the 
site in the event of an emergency. However, perimeter fencing and security gates could physically 
interfere with emergency vehicle access or personnel evacuation from the project site. Project traffic 
during construction and decommissioning could interfere with emergency response to the project site 
or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency such as a wildfire, a natural gas 
pipeline explosion, or a chemical spill at the project site. Project traffic could also potentially interfere 
with emergency response to residences in the project vicinity. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-8 and a traffic management plan would require the Applicant to appoint an Emergency Response 
Liaison to coordinate the reduction of construction-related traffic for the duration of any emergency at 
or nearby the project site and preparation of a traffic management plan that includes assurance of 
access for emergency vehicles to the project site. With implementation of PHS-7 and a traffic 
management plan, the Proposed Action would not impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• PH&S-1. The Proposed Action could result in safety hazards to aircraft operations during operation 
and maintenance. Please see discussion above under “Construction”. Impacts from the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

With regard to the project’s potential effect on the Department of the Navy Consultation Area located 
immediately north of the project site, implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-2 would avoid 
adverse effects from the project. 

• PH&S-3. Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of the Proposed Action 
would be the same as described above under “Construction.” Impacts would be less than significant. 

• PH&S-4. The Proposed Action would result in the use of a limited amount of hazardous material 
during operation and maintenance. The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste 
associated with the Proposed Action could result in potential adverse health and environmental 
impacts associated with improper management of these materials. Potential impacts would be the 
same as described above under ‘Construction.” With implementation of a health and safety program, 
hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measure PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10), the 
Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts from the Proposed Action would 
be less than significant. 

• PH&S-5. The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site during operation 
and maintenance to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site. 
The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
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transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in 
a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site.  

Implementation of a hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4, PHS-6, and 
a spill prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure that the Proposed Action 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  

Pad-mount transformers at each WTG site could leak oil to the underlying soil. The Applicant would 
install a containment vessel (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) at each WTG site to provide extra 
protection ensuring oil will not leak into the soil. 

Additionally, with implementation of a health and safety program, the Proposed Action would not 
expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those permitted by the 
Federal OSHA in CFR 29, Part 1910, and the Cal/OSHA in CCR Title 8, or expose members of the 
public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from project construction or operations. 
Impacts from the release of hazardous materials associated with the Proposed Action would be less 
than significant. 

• PH&S-8. Although the turbines contain relatively few flammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating equipment and electrical cables, along with various oils (lubricating, cooling, and 
hydraulic) creates the potential for fire or a medical emergency within the tower or the nacelle. 
Potential impacts would be as described above under “Construction.” With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-7 and a traffic management plan, the Proposed Action would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Decommissioning 

• PH&S-1. The Proposed Action could result in safety hazards to aircraft operations during 
decommissioning. Please see discussion above under “Construction”. Impacts from the Proposed 
Action would be less than significant. 

With regard to the project’s potential effect on the Department of the Navy Consultation Area located 
immediately north of the project site, implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-2 would avoid 
adverse effects from the project. 

• PH&S-3. Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of the Proposed Action would be 
the same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

• PH&S-4. The Proposed Action would result in the use of a limited amount of hazardous material 
during decommissioning. The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste associated 
with the Proposed Action could result in potential adverse health and environmental impacts 
associated with improper management of these materials. Potential impacts would be the same as 
described above under ‘Construction.” With implementation of a health and safety program, 
hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measure PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10), the 
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Proposed Action would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant. 

• PH&S-5. The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site during 
decommissioning to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site. 
The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for 
transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in 
a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site.  

Implementation of a hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4, PHS-6, and 
a spill prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure that the Proposed Action 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Additionally, with implementation of a health and safety program, the Proposed Action would not 
expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those permitted by the 
Federal OSHA in CFR 29, Part 1910, and the Cal/OSHA in CCR Title 8, or expose members of the 
public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from project construction or operations. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

• PH&S-8. Although the turbines contain relatively few flammable components, the presence of 
electrical generating equipment and electrical cables, along with various oils (lubricating, cooling, and 
hydraulic) creates the potential for fire or a medical emergency within the tower or the nacelle. 
Potential impacts would be as described above under “Construction.” With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-7 and a traffic management plan, the Proposed Action would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.11.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators  

4.11.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 2 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during construction of Alternative 2 would be the 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-1 (Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during construction to commercial, military, or 
civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not need to be restricted to 400 feet or less. 
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Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during construction of Alternative 2 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see Section 
4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during construction of Alternative 2 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a health and safety program, hazardous 
materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through PHS-6, and a spill prevention and 
response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use or release of hazardous 
materials, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during construction of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-7 
and a traffic management plan would reduce potential impacts to emergency access, but impacts would 
not be completely avoided. 

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during construction of Alternative 2 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would 
reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 2 would be the same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. The 
potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 
would be the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during 
operation and maintenance to commercial, military, or civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be 
completely avoided. 

This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not be restricted to 400 feet or less. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
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Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from 
seismic hazards, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a 
health and safety program, hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through 
PHS-6, a spill prevention and response plan (Section 4.11.10), and containment vessels (see Section 
4.11.10) would avoid potential impacts from the use or release of hazardous materials, but impacts would 
not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. During project operation 
and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely to interfere with emergency 
response activities.  

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-8 would reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 2 would be the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed 
Action. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

Decommissioning 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be 
the same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during decommissioning to 
commercial, military, or civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not be restricted to 400 feet or less. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as described 
under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see 
Section 4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but 
impacts would not be completely avoided. 
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Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a health and safety 
program, hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through PHS-6, and a spill 
prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use or release 
of hazardous materials, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. This Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-7 and a traffic management plan would reduce potential impacts to emergency access, but 
impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-8 would reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 2 would be the same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. The 
potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

4.11.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the Proposed Action, 
based on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.11.2. Potential impacts of Alternative 2 
would be less than significant. 

4.11.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators  

4.11.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 3 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during construction of Alternative 3 would be the 
same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during construction to commercial, military, or 
personal air navigation, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 
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This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not be restricted to 400 feet or less. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see Section 
4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a health and safety program, hazardous 
materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through PHS-6, and a spill prevention and 
response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use or release of hazardous 
materials, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-7 
and a traffic management plan would reduce potential impacts to emergency access, but impacts would 
not be completely avoided. 

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same as described 
under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would 
reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 3 would be the same as described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. The 
potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 
would be the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during 
operation and maintenance to commercial, military, or civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be 
completely avoided. 

This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not be restricted to 400 feet or less. 
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Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from 
seismic hazards, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during operation and maintenance of the Alternative 3 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a 
health and safety program, hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through 
PHS-6, a spill prevention and response plan (Section 4.11.10), and containment vessels (see Section 
4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use or release of hazardous materials, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. During project operation 
and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely to interfere with emergency 
response activities. No adverse impacts would occur 

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-8 would reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 3 would be the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed 
Action. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

Decommissioning 

Aircraft Operations 

Potential safety hazard impacts to aircraft operations during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be 
the same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-1 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce safety hazards during decommissioning to 
commercial, military, or civilian air navigation, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

This alternative, however, would not install wind turbines within the low-level training route operated by 
the Department of the Navy. Therefore, turbine height would not be restricted to 400 feet or less. 

Seismic Hazards 

Potential seismic hazard impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as described 
under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see 
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Section 4.11.10) would reduce the potential for failure of project structures from seismic hazards, but 
impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Hazardous Materials 

Potential hazardous materials impacts during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of a health and safety 
program, hazardous materials management plan, Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through PHS-6, and a spill 
prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use or release 
of hazardous materials, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Emergency Response 

Potential impacts to emergency response during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-8 and a traffic management plan would reduce potential impacts to emergency access, but impacts 
would not be completely avoided. 

Public Health 

Potential impacts to public health during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
PHS-8 would reduce potential impacts, but impacts would not be completely avoided. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Potential impacts from intentionally destructive acts, including sabotage or terrorism during construction 
of Alternative 3 would be the same as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. The 
potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and unlikely to occur. 

4.11.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) would be the same as described above for the Proposed Action, 
based on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.11.2. Potential impacts of Alternative 3 
would be less than significant. 

4.11.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.11.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be 
constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Plan, as amended. No action would occur and existing conditions relevant to 
public health and safety would continue. No impacts associated with the Proposed Action would occur. 
The land on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with 
the BLM’s CDCA Plan, including another renewable energy project. If the proposed project is not 
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approved, renewable energy projects would likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, in 
other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide 
renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. Several dozen wind 
and solar development applications for use of BLM land have been submitted for approximately one 
million acres of the CDCA. Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind 
and solar projects. Potential adverse impacts to public health and safety on non-BLM-administered lands 
under the No Action alternative could increase in the event developers focus their wind energy 
development efforts on state-owned, Tribal, and private lands. While wind energy development on 
nonfederal lands is subject to a wide array of environmental reviews and approvals by virtue of state and 
local permitting processes, they may not be subject to NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting 
is not required for the project. 

4.11.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to public health and safety.  

4.11.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.11.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. No 
action would occur and no future development of the project site for wind energy would occur. Existing 
conditions relevant to public health and safety would continue, but may be altered at some point in the 
future by construction of a potential project other than wind energy development. No impacts associated 
with the Proposed Action would occur. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy 
projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates, and those projects would have similar 
impacts in other locations. 

4.11.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to public health and safety. 

4.11.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.11.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. No action would occur but the area would be available to wind 



4.11  Public Health and Safety 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.11-29 February 2012 

power development in the future. No impacts associated with the Proposed Action would occur. In the 
future, if another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts to public health and safety as 
those described for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

4.11.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to public health and safety. 

4.11.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.11.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for cumulative impacts from public health and safety is Imperial County, including 
the city of Imperial and community of Ocotillo, where potential waste disposal facilities for the project are 
located. This area also includes interference with emergency response to fire, medical emergencies and 
hazardous materials spills or leaks. During the 24- to 30-month period of construction for the proposed 
OWEF, interference with emergency response vehicles can result from construction traffic of the 
proposed OWEF and other projects (listed below in Section 4.11.9.3) in the area in locations relatively 
remote from the project site, whereas hazardous materials impacts and other hazards discussed in this 
section are typically highly localized.  

4.11.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
The project area consists of undeveloped land, open space land, scattered rural residences, and the 
communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. Within the undeveloped and open space land and residential areas 
there is little likelihood of significant soil or groundwater contamination, based on a lack of uses that 
would involve hazardous materials. Within the limited commercial and industrial land use areas of the 
communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage, many sites, historic and current, may have soil or groundwater 
contaminated by hazardous substances such as heavy metals and vehicle fuels. The continued development 
of lands within these communities would result in the continued potential for public health and safety risk 
factors as former contaminated sites undergo cleanup or are developed for new uses. However, sites with 
known environmental contamination would be required by law to be investigated and remediated in 
accordance with regulatory agency standards prior to redevelopment. In addition, areas with previously 
unknown contamination would likely be discovered during planning, followed by the required reporting 
and cleanup.  

4.11.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
A wide variety of past and present development projects could contribute to the cumulative conditions for 
public health and safety in regards to emergency response in the cumulative analysis area. Tables 4.1-1 
and 4.1-2, presented in Section 4.1 of this EIS/EIR, list cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project 
site and surrounding area. Consideration of the projects listed in Imperial County, identified in Tables 
4.1-1 and 4.1-2 and shown on Figures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b were used to develop this analysis of cumulative 
effects for public health and safety. 

Several types of development projects could contribute to the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives, including housing development projects, commercial and industrial development, and 
renewable energy projects. These types of past and existing projects could combine with potential impacts 
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of the Proposed Action or an alternative to affect public health and safety within the geographic extent of 
this cumulative analysis.  

Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or 
CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Multiple projects included in the cumulative projects list described 
in Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, will undergo construction during construction of the proposed OWEF and their 
effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

4.11.9.4 Construction 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations could occur during construction of the proposed OWEF. This 
impact does not have the potential to combine with impacts of other projects because of the localized 
nature of this impact. Furthermore, compliance with FAA regulations and Mitigation Measures PHS-1 
and PHS-2 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce this potential impact. Therefore, impacts of the proposed 
OWEF would not have the potential to combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Seismic Hazards 

The project site is located within three miles of the Elsinore-Coyote Mountain Fault surface trace, and the 
potential for strong ground shaking is considered high due to this proximity. The potential for surface 
rupture at the project site is low (NAA, 2010). Additionally, the highland on which the proposed OWEF 
is located is traversed by multiple strands of the Coyote Mountain and the Laguna Salada faults, and is 
punctuated by localized compressional squeeze-ups that form dome-shaped hills of uplifted sand and 
gravel. Given the proximity of the project site to the Elsinore-Coyote Mountain Fault surface trace, 
structures on the project site may be subject to severe ground shaking, which may result in structural 
damage. Structural damage to wind turbine generators (WTGs), overhead transmission lines, or other 
project facilities could injure construction workers at the project site. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10), the Applicant would be required to site project facilities outside of 
fault traces and to construct project facilities in conformance with relevant building codes, which would 
minimize placement of structures in active fault zones. Potential impacts would be site specific and would 
be reduced by the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10). Therefore, 
proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

The project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction. There is no evidence in the area that 
liquefaction induced by seismic ground motions have occurred. The lack of groundwater in the upper 50 
feet along with the age and density/stiffness of the geologic formation is not prone to liquefaction surface 
distress. (NAA, 2010)  The project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction; therefore the 
potential for lateral spreading to occur is also considered low. Structure failure at the project site is not 
likely and with the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3, no adverse impacts would occur. As 
such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
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Hazardous Materials 

A limited amount of hazardous material may be used during construction of the proposed OWEF. These 
may include cleaning fluids, fuels (gasoline, diesel fuel, etc.), lubricants, cleaning solvents, paints, 
pesticides, and potentially explosives; and would require appropriate storage, use, and disposal. The use, 
storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste associated with the proposed OWEF could result 
in potential adverse health and environmental impacts associated with improper management of these 
materials. All hazardous materials would be handled and stored in compliance with the requirements set 
forth in the applicable codes and regulations. Implementation of a health and safety program during 
construction of the project (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce impacts. This impact would be 
site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

Construction of the proposed OWEF would result in a potential hazard to the public or personnel if a 
hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. Additionally, grading, drilling, or excavation at the project 
site has the potential to mobilize hazardous materials currently in the soil, which could result in exposure 
of personnel and other sensitive receptors such as plants and wildlife to contaminant levels that could 
result in short-term and/or long-term health effects. Implementation of a hazardous materials management 
plan (see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) and Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure 
that potential impacts are reduced. This impact does not have the potential to combine with contamination 
from spills from other projects to result in a cumulative impact due to the site-specific nature of soil 
contamination and implementation of a hazardous materials management plan that would ensure proper 
cleanup and disposal of contaminated soil. 

Herbicides may be used for vegetation removal around the base of WTGs during construction. Herbicides 
used for vegetation control around towers and other project facilities could result in adverse health effects 
to the public, maintenance personnel, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation if herbicides are handled improperly 
or chemical drift occurs away from the target area. To reduce potential impacts from herbicides, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-5 (see Section 4.11.10) would occur. This impact would be 
site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

The potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into the desert 
washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see Section 
4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from watercourses, 
which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses. This impact would be 
site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

The potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for transformer 
oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, 
water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. Implementation of a spill prevention and response plan 
(see BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the 
project site. This impact would be site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 
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Emergency Response 

Although the turbines contain relatively few flammable components, the presence of electrical generating 
equipment and electrical cables, along with various oils (lubricating, cooling, and hydraulic) creates the 
potential for fire or a medical emergency within the tower or the nacelle. The project site is located in a 
rural area with several alternative access roads allowing easy access to the site in the event of an 
emergency. However, perimeter fencing and security gates could physically interfere with emergency 
vehicle access or personnel evacuation from the project site. Heavy construction-related traffic could 
interfere with emergency response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of 
an emergency such as a wildfire, a natural gas pipeline explosion, or a chemical spill at the project site. 
Heavy construction-related traffic could also potentially interfere with emergency response to residences 
in the project vicinity. To ensure emergency access to the project site during construction, implementation 
of Mitigation Measure PHS-7 and a traffic management plan would require the Applicant to appoint an 
Emergency Response Liaison to coordinate the reduction of construction-related traffic for the duration of 
any emergency at or nearby the project site and preparation of a construction traffic control plan that 
includes assurance of access for emergency vehicles to the project site.  

This impact has the potential to combine with other current and future projects that would generate high 
volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction schedules overlap with that of the proposed 
OWEF by creating a cumulative traffic burden on regional roadways as a result of an abundance of 
construction vehicles. However, given the rural nature of the project area and the fact that most 
cumulative projects in the project vicinity would not generate high volumes of traffic, the potential for a 
cumulative impact on emergency response is low. As such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to 
combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed 
OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Public Health 

With regard to generating disease vectors, project construction could attract disease vectors by allowing 
standing water, trash piles, or open containers to accumulating at the site, potentially resulting in a hazard 
to construction personnel or the general public. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-8 
would reduce this impact to acceptable levels. Mitigation would reduce this impact to a level that would 
not combine with other projects, therefore, impacts of the proposed project would not have the potential 
to combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in 
constructing the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the 
consequences of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility 
would be expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials 
regarding accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific 
and unlikely to occur. As such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar 
impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed OWEF would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts. 
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4.11.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations could occur during operation and maintenance of the Proposed 
Action. This impact does not have the potential to combine with impacts of other projects because of the 
localized nature of this impact. Furthermore, compliance with FAA regulations and Mitigation Measures 
PHS-1 and PHS-2 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce this potential impact. Therefore, impacts of the 
proposed OWEF would not have the potential to combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Seismic Hazards 

As discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), potential impacts would be site specific and would be 
reduced by the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 (see Section 4.11.10). Therefore, proposed 
OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

As discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), the project site is considered to have low potential 
for liquefaction; therefore the potential for lateral spreading to occur is also considered low. As such, 
proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Hazardous Materials 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
materials and waste associated with the proposed OWEF could result in potential adverse health and 
environmental impacts associated with improper management of these materials. Implementation of a 
health and safety program during operation of the project (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) would reduce 
impacts. This impact would be site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts. 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), operation of the proposed OWEF would result 
in a potential hazard to the public or personnel if a hazardous material spill or leak were to occur. 
Additionally, grading, drilling, or excavation at the project site has the potential to mobilize hazardous 
materials currently in the soil, which could result in exposure of personnel and other sensitive receptors 
such as plants and wildlife to contaminant levels that could result in short-term and/or long-term health 
effects. Implementation of a hazardous materials management plan (See BMPs in Section 4.11.10) and 
Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure that potential impacts are reduced. This 
impact does not have the potential to combine with contamination from spills from other projects to result 
in a cumulative impact due to the site-specific nature of soil contamination and implementation of 
hazardous materials management plan that would ensure proper cleanup and disposal of contaminated soil. 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), the potential exists for hazardous materials 
being used at the project site to be released into the desert washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the 
site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see Section 4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use 
and storage to occur at a distance from watercourses, which would reduce the potential for any spilled 
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materials to enter watercourses. This impact would be site-specific and is not expected to combine with 
similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), the potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel 
to be released from on-site storage tanks or for transformer oil to be released at the project substation if a 
leak were to occur, potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, water, wildlife, or personnel at the project 
site. Implementation of a spill prevention and response plan (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential 
impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the project site. This impact would be site-specific and is 
not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), pad-mount transformers at each WTG site 
could leak oil to the underlying soil. The Applicant would install a containment vessel (see BMPs in 
Section 4.11.10) at each WTG site. A containment vessel is a concrete curb around a raised concrete pad 
which the pad-mounted transformers rest on. The area between the concrete pad and curb is filled with 
coarse aggregate, with sufficient void space to hold the volume of oil in the transformer. The bottom of 
the containment would consist of a filter type media to bind oil particles and yet let clean water to pass 
through. This impact would be site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Emergency Response 

During project operation and maintenance, minimal traffic is expected to occur and is not likely to 
interfere with emergency response activities. Therefore, this impact would not combine with similar 
impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 

Public Health 

With regard to generating disease vectors, project operations could potentially attract disease vectors by 
allowing standing water, trash piles, or open containers to accumulating at the site, potentially resulting in 
a hazard to construction personnel or the general public. However, implementation of PHS-8 would 
reduce this impact to acceptable levels. Mitigation would reduce this impact to a level that would not 
combine with other projects; therefore, impacts of the proposed project would not have the potential to 
combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in servicing 
the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the consequences 
of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility would be 
expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials regarding 
accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and 
unlikely to occur. As such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed OWEF would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 
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4.11.9.6 Decommissioning 

Aircraft Operations 

Safety hazards to aircraft operations could occur during decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
This impact does not have the potential to combine with impacts of other projects because of the localized 
nature of this impact. Furthermore, compliance with FAA regulations and Mitigation Measures PHS-1 
and PHS-2 (see Section 4.11.10) would reduce this potential impact. Therefore, impacts of the proposed 
OWEF would not have the potential to combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Seismic Hazards 

As discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), potential 
impacts would be site specific and would be reduced by the implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-3 
(see Section 4.11.10). Therefore, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar 
impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 

As discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), the 
project site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction; therefore the potential for lateral spreading 
to occur is also considered low. As such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with 
similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Hazardous Materials 

Similarly discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), 
the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste associated with the proposed OWEF could 
result in potential adverse health and environmental impacts associated with improper management of 
these materials. Implementation of a health and safety program during operation of the project (See BMPs 
in Section 4.11.10) would reduce impacts. This impact would be site-specific and is not expected to 
combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and proposed OWEF 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Similarly discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), 
the proposed OWEF would result in a potential hazard to the public or personnel if a hazardous material 
spill or leak were to occur. Additionally, grading, drilling, or excavation at the project site has the 
potential to mobilize hazardous materials currently in the soil, which could result in exposure of personnel 
and other sensitive receptors such as plants and wildlife to contaminant levels that could result in short-
term and/or long-term health effects. Implementation of a hazardous materials management plan (See 
BMPs in Section 4.11.10) and Mitigation Measure PHS-4 (see Section 4.11.10) would ensure that 
potential impacts are reduced. This impact does not have the potential to combine with contamination 
from spills from other projects to result in a cumulative impact due to the site-specific nature of soil 
contamination and implementation of a hazardous materials management plan that would ensure proper 
cleanup and disposal of contaminated soil. 
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Similarly discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), 
the potential exists for hazardous materials being used at the project site to be released into the desert 
washes and ephemeral streams that traverse the site; however, Mitigation Measure PHS-6 (see Section 
4.11.10) would require hazardous materials use and storage to occur at a distance from watercourses, 
which would reduce the potential for any spilled materials to enter watercourses. This impact would be 
site-specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects. 

Similarly discussed under Sections 4.11.9.4 (Construction) and 4.11.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), 
the potential also exists for motor vehicle fuel to be released from on-site storage tanks or for transformer 
oil to be released at the project substation if a leak were to occur, potentially resulting in a hazard to soil, 
water, wildlife, or personnel at the project site. Implementation of a spill prevention and response plan 
(see Section 4.11.10) would reduce potential impacts from the use of hazardous materials at the project 
site. This impact would be site specific and is not expected to combine with similar impacts of past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. 

Emergency Response 

Similarly discussed under Section 4.11.9.4 (Construction), traffic associated with decommissioning could 
interfere with emergency response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the event of 
an emergency such as a wildfire, a natural gas pipeline explosion, or a chemical spill at the project site. 
Project related traffic could also potentially interfere with emergency response to residences in the project 
vicinity. To ensure emergency access to the project site during decommissioning, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-8 and a traffic management plan require the Applicant to appoint an Emergency 
Response Liaison to coordinate the reduction of construction-related traffic for the duration of any 
emergency at or nearby the project site and preparation of a traffic management plan that includes 
assurance of access for emergency vehicles to the project site.  

This impact has the potential to combine with other current and future projects that would generate high 
volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction schedules overlap with that of the proposed 
OWEF by creating a cumulative traffic burden on regional roadways as a result of an abundance of 
construction vehicles. However given the rural nature of the project area and the fact that most cumulative 
projects in the project vicinity would not generate high volumes of traffic, the potential for a cumulative 
impact on emergency response is low. 

Public Health 

With regard to generating disease vectors, decommissioning activities could potentially attract disease 
vectors by allowing standing water, trash piles, or open containers to accumulating at the site, potentially 
resulting in a hazard to construction personnel or the general public. However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would reduce this impact to acceptable levels. Mitigation would reduce this 
impact to a level that would not combine with other projects, therefore, impacts of the proposed project 
would not have the potential to combine with impacts from past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects. 
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Intentionally Destructive Acts 

Depending on the severity of the event, fixed components of a wind facility could be damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in economic, safety, and environmental consequences. Equipment used in dismantling 
the wind facility could also be impacted, potentially resulting in loss of life. In general, the consequences 
of an intentionally destructive act, including sabotage or terrorist attack on a wind facility would be 
expected to be similar to those discussed under seismic hazards and hazardous materials regarding 
accidental and natural events. The potential consequences of such events would be site-specific and 
unlikely to occur. As such, proposed OWEF impacts are not expected to combine with similar impacts of 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects, and the proposed OWEF would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts. 

4.11.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Proposed OWEF cumulative impacts related to aircraft operations, seismic hazards, and hazardous 
materials are localized in nature and site specific. Potential impacts are not expected to combine with 
similar impacts of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. Therefore, significance 
determinations are not provided below for CEQA Significance Criteria PH&S-1, PH&S-3, PH&S-4 or 
PH&S-5.  

• PH&S-8. Traffic associated with the project during construction and decommissioning could 
interfere with emergency response to the project site or emergency evacuation procedures in the 
event of an emergency. This impact has the potential to combine with other current and future 
projects that would generate high volumes of traffic on area roadways and whose construction 
schedules overlap with that of the proposed OWEF. Although the potential for a cumulative impact 
to emergency response is unlikely to occur due to the rural nature of the project area and the fact that 
most cumulative projects in the project vicinity would not generate high volumes of traffic, with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure PHS-7 and a traffic management plan, the project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

4.11.10 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed OWEF would include implementation of recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
from the BLM’s Programmatic EIS for Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the 
Western United States (BLM, 2005). In addition to the BLM BMPs, project-specific mitigation measures 
have been developed to reduce and/or avoid potential public health and safety impacts associated with 
construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF. These BLM 
BMPs and project-specific mitigation measures are presented below.  

Facility Commitments 
• Containment vessels would be installed at each WTG site. A containment vessel is a concrete curb 

around a raised concrete pad which the pad-mounted transformers rest on. The area between the 
concrete pad and curb is filled with coarse aggregate, with sufficient void space to hold the volume 
of oil in the transformer. The bottom of the containment would consist of a filter type media to bind 
oil particles and yet let clean water to pass through.  
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• Installation of Siemens technology which prevents blade rotation on individual turbines as needed to 
avoid causing shadow flicker on residences. 

BLM Best Management Practices 
• The FAA-required notice of proposed construction shall be made as early as possible to identify any 

air safety measures that would be required. 

• “Good housekeeping” procedures shall be developed to ensure that during operation the site will be 
kept clean of debris, garbage, fugitive trash or waste, and graffiti; to prohibit scrap heaps and 
dumps; and to minimize storage yards. 

• A traffic management plan shall be prepared for the site access roads to ensure that no hazards would 
result from the increased truck traffic and that traffic flow would not be adversely impacted. Under 
this plan, informational signs would be used to inform the public of temporary traffic hazards, 
flaggers would be employed when equipment would block throughways, and traffic cones would be 
used to identify any temporary changes in lane configuration necessary to minimize traffic impacts. 
This plan would be submitted to the BLM and Imperial County Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. 

• If pesticides are used on the site, an integrated pest management plan shall be developed to ensure 
that applications would be conducted within the framework of BLM and DOI policies and entail only 
the use of EPA-registered pesticides. Pesticide use shall be limited to nonpersistent, immobile 
pesticides and shall only be applied in accordance with label and application permit directions and 
stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic applications. 

• Operators shall develop a hazardous materials management plan addressing storage, use, 
transportation, and disposal of each hazardous material anticipated to be used at the site. The plan 
shall identify all hazardous materials that would be used, stored, or transported at the site. It shall 
establish inspection procedures, storage requirements, storage quantity limits, inventory control, 
nonhazardous product substitutes, and disposition of excess materials. The plan shall also identify 
requirements for notices to federal and local emergency response authorities and include emergency 
response plans. 

• Operators shall develop a waste management plan identifying the waste streams that are expected to 
be generated at the site and addressing hazardous waste determination procedures, waste storage 
locations, waste-specific management and disposal requirements, inspection procedures, and waste 
minimization procedures. This plan shall address all solid and liquid wastes that may be generated at 
the site. 

• Operators shall develop a spill prevention and response plan identifying where hazardous materials 
and wastes are stored on site, spill prevention measures to be implemented, training requirements, 
appropriate spill response actions for each material or waste, the locations of spill response kits on 
site, a procedure for ensuring that the spill response kits are adequately stocked at all times, and 
procedures for making timely notifications to authorities. 

• A safety assessment shall be conducted to describe potential safety issues and the means that would 
be taken to mitigate them, including issues such as site access, construction, safe work practices, 
security, heavy equipment transportation, traffic management, emergency procedures, and fire 
control. 

• A health and safety program shall be developed to protect both workers and the general public during 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of a wind energy project. Regarding occupational 
health and safety, the program shall identify all applicable federal and state occupational safety 
standards; establish safe work practices for each task (e.g., requirements for personal protective 
equipment and safety harnesses; Occupational Safety and Health Administration [OSHA] standard 
practices for safe use of explosives and blasting agents; and measures for reducing occupational 
electric and magnetic fields [EMF] exposures); establish fire safety evacuation procedures; and 
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define safety performance standards (e.g., electrical system standards and lightning protection 
standards). The program shall include a training program to identify hazard training requirements for 
workers for each task and establish procedures for providing required training to all workers. 
Documentation of training and a mechanism for reporting serious accidents to appropriate agencies 
shall be established. 

• Regarding public health and safety, the health and safety program shall establish a safety zone or 
setback for wind turbine generators from residences and occupied buildings, roads, ROWs, and other 
public access areas that is sufficient to prevent accidents resulting from the operation of wind turbine 
generators. It shall identify requirements for temporary fencing around staging areas, storage yards, 
and excavations during construction or decommissioning activities. It shall also identify measures to 
be taken during the operation phase to limit public access to hazardous facilities (e.g., permanent 
fencing would be installed only around electrical substations, and turbine tower access doors would 
be locked). 

• Operators shall consult with local planning authorities regarding increased traffic during the 
construction phase, including an assessment of the number of vehicles per day, their size, and type. 
Specific issues of concern (e.g., location of school bus routes and stops) shall be identified and 
addressed in the traffic management plan. 

• If operation of the wind turbines is expected to cause significant adverse impacts to nearby residences 
and occupied buildings from shadow flicker, low-frequency sound, or EMF, site-specific 
recommendations for addressing these concerns shall be incorporated into the project design (e.g., 
establishing a sufficient setback from turbines). 

• The project shall be planned to minimize electromagnetic interference (EMI) (e.g., impacts to radar, 
microwave, television, and radio transmissions) and comply with Federal Communications 
Commission [FCC] regulations. Signal strength studies shall be conducted when proposed locations 
have the potential to impact transmissions. Potential interference with public safety communication 
systems (e.g., radio traffic related to emergency activities) shall be avoided. 

• The project shall be planned to comply with FAA regulations, including lighting regulations, and to 
avoid potential safety issues associated with proximity to airports, military bases or training areas, or 
landing strips. 

• Operators shall develop a fire management strategy to implement measures to minimize the potential 
for a human-caused fire. 

• Explosives shall be used only within specified times and at specified distances from sensitive wildlife 
or streams and lakes, as established by the BLM or other federal and state agencies. 

• Secondary containment shall be provided for all on-site hazardous materials and waste storage, 
including fuel. In particular, fuel storage (for construction vehicles and equipment) shall be a 
temporary activity occurring only for as long as is needed to support construction activities. 

• Wastes shall be properly containerized and removed periodically for disposal at appropriate off-site 
permitted disposal facilities. 

• In the event of an accidental release to the environment, the operator shall document the event, 
including a root cause analysis, appropriate corrective actions taken, and a characterization of the 
resulting environmental or health and safety impacts. Documentation of the event shall be provided 
to the BLM authorized officer and other federal and state agencies, as required. 

• Any wastewater generated in association with temporary, portable sanitary facilities shall be 
periodically removed by a licensed hauler and introduced into an existing municipal sewage treatment 
facility. Temporary, portable sanitary facilities provided for construction crews shall be adequate to 
support expected on-site personnel and shall be removed at completion of construction activities. 

• Temporary fencing shall be installed around staging areas, storage yards, and excavations during 
construction to limit public access. 



4.11  Public Health and Safety 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.11-40 Final EIS/EIR 

• Permanent fencing shall be installed and maintained around electrical substations, and turbine tower 
access doors shall be locked to limit public access. 

• In the event an installed wind energy development project results in EMI, the operator shall work 
with the owner of the impacted communications system to resolve the problem. Additional warning 
information may also need to be conveyed to aircraft with onboard radar systems so that echoes from 
wind turbines can be quickly recognized. 

Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 
PHS-1 Prior to issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall submit documentation to the BLM 

and Imperial County Planning & Development Services demonstrating a Determination of No 
Hazard to Air Navigation from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) of Form 7460-1 
(Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration). Documentation shall also be furnished to the 
BLM and Imperial County Planning & Development Services demonstrating that a copy of 
the approved form(s) has been provided to the operator of the Emory Ranch private airport. 
All project components shall have lighting and marking required by the Federal Aviation 
Administration so not to create a hazard to air navigation. Lighting placed on wind turbines 
must be compatible with military night-vision goggles utilized by the Department of the 
Navy. 

PHS-2 All wind turbines constructed within the area 1.5 nautical miles south of the centerline of the 
Department of Defense Airspace Consultation Area shall be less than 400 feet tall at the 
maximum blade tip height. 

PHS-3 Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, the Applicant shall conduct a full 
geotechnical study to evaluate soil conditions and geologic hazards on the project site and 
submit it for approval to the BLM for federal lands and the Imperial County Planning & 
Development Services for County lands. The geotechnical study must be signed by a 
California-registered professional engineer and must identify the following:  

• Location of fault traces and potential for surface rupture;  

• Potential for seismically induced ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, differential 
settlement, and mudflows;  

• Stability of existing cut-and-fill slopes;  

• Collapsible or expansive soils;  

• Foundation material type;  

• Potential for wind erosion, water erosion, sedimentation, and flooding;  

• Location and description of unprotected drainages that could be impacted by the proposed 
development; and  

• Recommendations for placement and design of facilities, foundations, and remediation of 
unstable ground.  

 The Applicant shall determine the final siting of project facilities based on the results of the 
geotechnical study and implement recommended measures to minimize geologic hazards. The 
Applicant shall not locate project facilities on or immediately adjacent to a fault trace. The 
BLM and Imperial County Planning & Development Services will evaluate any final facility 
siting design developed prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits to verify that 
geological constraints have been avoided. 
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PHS-4 If, during grading or excavation work, the contractor observes visual or olfactory evidence of 
contamination or if soil contamination is otherwise suspected, work near the excavation site 
shall be terminated, the work area cordoned off, and appropriate health and safety procedures 
implemented for the location by the contractor’s Health & Safety Officer. Samples shall be 
collected by an Occupational Safety and Health Administration-trained individual with a 
minimum of 40-hours hazardous material site worker training. Laboratory data from 
suspected contaminated material shall be reviewed by the contractor’s Health and Safety 
Officer. If the sample testing determines that contamination is not present, work may proceed 
at the site. However, if contamination is detected above regulatory limits, the BLM and the 
Imperial County Public Health Department shall be notified. All actions related to 
encountering unanticipated hazardous materials at the site shall be documented and submitted 
to the BLM for federal lands and the Imperial County Public Health Department for County 
lands. 

PHS-5 If herbicides are utilized, the contractor or personnel applying herbicides must have all the 
appropriate State and local herbicide applicator licenses and comply with all State and local 
regulations regarding herbicide use. Herbicides shall be mixed and applied in conformance 
with the product manufacturer’s directions. The herbicide applicator shall be equipped with 
splash protection clothing and gear, chemical resistant gloves, chemical spill/splash wash 
supplies, and material safety data sheets for all hazardous materials to be used. To minimize 
harm to wildlife, vegetation, and waterbodies, herbicides shall not be applied directly to 
wildlife, products identified as non-toxic to birds and small mammals shall be used if nests or 
dens are observed, and herbicides shall not be applied within 50 feet of any surface water-
body when water is present. Herbicides shall not be applied if it is raining at the site, rain is 
imminent, or the target area has puddles or standing water. Herbicides shall not be applied 
when wind velocity exceeds 10 miles per hour. If spray is observed to be drifting to a non-
target location, spraying shall be discontinued until conditions causing the drift have abated. 

PHS-6 The Applicant shall site all fueling, hazardous materials storage areas, and operation and 
maintenance activities involving hazardous materials at least 100 feet away from blue-line 
drainages as identified on U.S. Geological Survey topography maps and wetlands. 

PHS-7 The Applicant shall appoint an Emergency Response Liaison to coordinate the reduction of 
construction-related traffic for the duration of any emergency at or nearby the project site. 
The BLM, Imperial County Fire Department, Imperial County Sheriff’s Office, and the 
California Highway Patrol shall be provided with the construction schedule and the on-site 
contact information for the Liaison prior to construction. The Liaison shall be immediately 
reachable at all times during project construction. The Liaison shall have radio contact with 
project construction vehicles at all times to coordinate traffic reduction measures. In addition, 
the Liaison shall coordinate with the BLM, Imperial County Fire Department, the Imperial 
County Sheriff’s Office and the California Highway Patrol to establish emergency procedures 
for access to the project site in the event of an emergency. 

PHS-8 In order to eliminate the risk of generating disease vectors at the site, during project 
construction and operations, the Applicant shall ensure that trash is stored in closed containers 
and removed from the site at regular intervals. Open containers shall be inverted and 
construction ditches shall not be allowed to accumulate water. Construction and maintenance 
operations shall not generate standing water. Naturally occurring depressions, drainages, and 
pools at the site shall not be drained or filled without consulting with the appropriate resource 
agency (BLM, Imperial County, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)) and obtaining 
the appropriate permits. The environmental monitor will ensure that standing water and large 
quantities of trash do not accumulate on site. 

Mitigation Measures PHS-1 and PHS-2 would substantially reduce potential impacts to aircraft 
operations by requiring compliance with conditions stipulated by the Department of Defense and the 
FAA. These measures would ensure that the project would pose no hazards to air navigation and would 
not compromise the operational mission of the DOD Airspace Consultation Area. Mitigation Measure 
PHS-3 would effectively minimize impacts from geologic hazards by requiring investigation of local 
soil and geologic conditions at the proposed wind turbine locations and requiring that turbine 
foundations be designed and constructed in accordance with engineering recommendations addressing 
local conditions and hazards, including avoidance of fault traces. Mitigation Measures PHS-4 through 
PHS-7 would substantially reduce potential impacts associated with the use, storage, or handling of 
hazardous substances or the existence of other hazardous conditions at the project site, by requiring the 
implementation of preventive measures and precautions. These measures also require that necessary 
licenses and permits be obtained, and that hazardous substances only be handled and used by properly 
trained and certified personnel. Mitigation Measure PHS-8 would substantially reduce risk of 
generating disease vectors by implementing preventive measures, avoiding the establishment of 
conditions that might promote disease, and monitoring conditions at the project site. 

Because these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment, including the 
emission of pollutants or release of hazardous substances, and would not threaten the health or safety of 
people, their implementation would not result in adverse impacts. 

4.11.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Although unlikely, following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures provided in Section 
4.11.10, it is possible that an accidental hazardous material release could occur and could cause a public 
health and safety risk to the human environment. No other residual impacts to public health and safety are 
expected to occur as a result of construction, operation and maintenance, and/or decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative. 
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4.12 Recreation 

4.12.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The following discussion identifies and analyzes the impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives on 
recreational resources.  Existing and planned recreational resources were identified through a variety of 
sources. Recently published maps including United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps 
and available aerial photos were used to verify the location of recreational areas and resources. Federal, 
State, and local (County) plans, such as land management plans and general plans, were consulted to 
describe the project regions with regards to recreation. A site visit was made in May 2010 to identify on-
site land uses, and extensive internet searches of agency (federal, State, and local) websites were 
conducted to verify the location and specifics of both existing and planned recreational facilities.  

Impacts/effects associated with other existing land use activities are discussed in separate sections of 
Chapters 3 and 4, and are as follows: Lands and Realty (Section 3.6 and 4.6); Livestock Grazing (Section 
3.7); Multiple-Use Classes (Sections 3.9 and 4.8); Mineral Resources (Sections 3.8 and 4.7); and Wild 
Horses and Burros (Section 3.21).  

4.12.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed OWEF would result in significant 
impacts to recreational resources under CEQA. These indicators below are the same as the significance 
criteria for recreation listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines:  

Rec-1 Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that the physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; or 

Rec-2 Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

For the proposed OWEF, the Rec-2 criterion was determined to result in no impacts under all alternatives 
since the development of recreational facilities is not included in the Proposed Action. As discussed in 
Section 4.13 (Social and Economic Issues), construction of the proposed OWEF would require a peak of 
approximately 315 workers. It is anticipated that the majority of construction personnel would stay in 
hotels and rental properties in El Centro for the duration of construction. Operation and maintenance of 
the proposed OWEF would require a workforce of approximately 17 staff year-round, and approximately 
10 temporary or contract workers for 12 weeks per year. It is anticipated that few, if any, workers would 
relocate to the area permanently. Consequently, construction, operation, and maintenance of the OWEF 
would not substantially increase the population and the project would not require the construction of 
recreational facilities. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines also includes a criterion under Public Services 
for potential adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
government facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental impacts, including parks. For 
the reasons stated under the Rec-2 criterion, the Proposed Action would not result in the construction of 
new parks and would not result in the physical alteration of parks. There would be no impact to 
recreational facilities and parks; therefore, the Rec-2 and Public Services criteria are not discussed further 
in this section.  
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4.12.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.12.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

The proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreation activities, including camping, off-highway 
vehicle (OHV) use, and recreational shooting. The majority of the project site is within Multiple-Use 
Class L (Limited Use), under the BLM’s CDCA Plan. This classification allows for low to moderate 
recreation activities, including non-competitive vehicle touring and events on approved routes of travel 
(BLM, 1980). In addition, the Western Colorado Desert Routes of Travel Designations (WECO) is an 
amendment to the CDCA Plan. There are approximately 27 open routes of travel designated within the 
project site (BLM, 2002). A map of the open routes designated by WECO is included in Appendix A, 
Figure 3.13-1. 

During the construction period, the project site would be closed to the public, which would result in a 
temporary disruption to current recreational uses and access roads would have gates or signs installed to 
limit public access for safety reasons. However, access would be preserved for private landowners. Upon 
completion of the construction period, access to the OWEF site would be restored for recreational uses. 
As such, construction of the Proposed Action would temporarily disrupt existing recreational uses and/or 
interfere with the public’s access to the project area.  

In addition to this direct impact to recreational resources, the temporary preclusion of the OWEF site 
could result in indirect impacts to surrounding recreational resources due to increased usage of 
recreational resources surrounding the project site (see Figure 3.13-2 and Table 3.13-1 for a map and a 
list of the surrounding recreation areas, respectively). In addition to local recreational users and visitors, 
the project would result in a temporary increase in population due to the influx of construction workers. 
As proposed, the project would require a peak construction workforce of up to approximately 356 
workers. Construction workers are expected to travel to the site from various locations throughout 
southern California. The number of construction workers expected to relocate to the surrounding area is 
not expected to be substantial; however, any workers that relocate to these areas may use the 
neighborhood and regional recreation areas in the vicinity of the project site. The Jacumba Wilderness, 
Yuha Basin, Coyote Mountains, and Table Mountains are in the immediate vicinity of the project site, 
which consist of thousands of acres of land available for the same recreation activities as the project site, 
including camping, hunting, and hiking. OHV use is not allowed in wilderness areas and various other 
recreation sites; however, it is allowed at the Yuha Basin and Plaster City Open Area which are both 
within ten miles of the project site. Given that there are several large recreation areas in the project 
vicinity, the limited addition of people to the area, and the short-term duration of construction, the 
potential temporary increase in use by project personnel at any one recreation area is not anticipated to be 
at such a level that would lead to the increased physical deterioration of the recreation resources. 

Although the Proposed Action would not result in deterioration of any recreational facilities as a result of 
increased use, construction of the project would alter the existing character of the proposed OWEF site 
and, therefore, may affect on-site and surrounding recreational uses of the site as a result of the altered 
viewshed, increased noise, altered airplane and glider routes, and possible safety concerns. These issues 
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are addressed in Sections 4.18 (Visual Resources), 4.9 (Noise), 4.16 (Transportation and Public Access), 
and 4.11 (Public Health and Safety), respectively. 

As indicated in Table 3.13-1 (Recreation and Open Areas), the developed recreation resources that are 
located within the project site and in the surrounding area predominantly include camping and OHV use. 
Since there is a concentration of OHV use in the vicinity of the project site, it is possible that in reaction 
to existing OHV routes being restricted during project construction, some OHV recreationists may choose 
to utilize illegal OHV routes or create new, unauthorized OHV routes, thereby contributing to unmanaged 
or unauthorized recreational uses. Impacts associated with illegal OHV use include disturbances to 
surrounding desert lands that may be preserved or under management plans that protect biological, 
cultural, or geologic resources. However, impacts associated with illegal OHV use are expected to be 
limited since there are several large recreation areas in the project vicinity that are specifically designated 
for OHV use, and that would not be affected by the construction of the Proposed Action. 

Operation and Maintenance 

As mentioned above under “Construction,” the proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreational 
purposes and there are several recreational resources surrounding the proposed site. The proposed OWEF 
site would be reopened during the operation period; therefore, the public would have access to the site and 
use of the site for recreational purposes would not be discouraged.  

Operation of the project would require a permanent staff of up to 12 individuals. It is expected that some 
of these individuals may already reside in the area and operation of the project would not result in a 
substantial influx of people to the area. Therefore, given that there are several parks and recreational 
facilities in the project vicinity and the limited addition of project-related operations and maintenance 
employees to the area, there would not be a detectable increase in use at any one recreational facility or 
area resulting in the physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. However, as discussed under 
“Construction,” the Proposed Action would alter the existing character of the proposed OWEF site and, 
therefore, may affect on-site and surrounding recreational uses of the site as a result of the altered 
viewshed, increased noise, altered airplane and glider routes, and possible safety concerns. These issues 
are addressed in Sections 4.18 (Visual Resources), 4.9 (Noise), 4.16 (Transportation and Public Access), 
and 4.11 (Public Health and Safety), respectively. 

Decommissioning 

As mentioned above under “Construction,” the proposed OWEF site is currently used for recreational 
purposes and there are several recreational resources surrounding the proposed site. Decommissioning 
activities would cause temporary, indirect disturbance to users of the recreation areas similar to those 
described under “Construction” above. However, after the Proposed Action has been decommissioned, 
users would experience a beneficial impact, as the site would return to its undeveloped state. 

4.12.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Construction  

• Rec-1.  The temporary disruption to the project site as a result of construction could increase the use 
of neighborhood and regional recreation facilities such that the physical deterioration of the facilities 
may occur. However, the physical deterioration of recreational resources would be less than 
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significant given the limited addition of people to the area, the short-term duration of construction, 
and the numerous recreation opportunities in the project vicinity. 

Operation and Maintenance  

• Rec-1.  During the operation period of the proposed OWEF, the project site would be available for 
recreational uses. Therefore, the potential increase in the use of neighborhood and regional 
recreational facilities as a result of construction on the project site would no longer be an impact. In 
addition, operation of the project would require a permanent staff of up to 12 individuals. This 
minimal increase in potential long-term recreation users would not substantially contribute to the 
physical deterioration of neighborhood and regional recreational opportunities. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Decommissioning 

• Rec-1.  The temporary disruption to the project site as a result of decommissioning activities could 
increase the use of neighborhood and regional recreation facilities such that the physical deterioration 
of the facilities may occur. However, the physical deterioration of recreational resources would be 
less than significant given the limited addition of people to the area, the short-term duration of 
decommissioning activities, and the numerous recreation opportunities in the project vicinity. 

4.12.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.12.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but with 21 fewer WTGs 
(137 total). Compared to the OWEF, the turbines eliminated under this alternative include four in the 
southern portion of Site 2, five in the northeast portion of Site 1, and twelve along the perimeter of the 
northwest portion of Site 1. 

Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for Alternative 1.  However, since construction of Alternative 2 would be 
completed in a single phase, the duration of impacts to recreational resources would occur over a shorter 
period of time as compared to Alternative 1. 

Operation and Maintenance 

During operation and maintenance of this alternative, potential impacts on recreational resources would be 
the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1. 

Decommissioning 

During decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts on recreational resources would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1.  
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4.12.4.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 2 would be identical to 
Alternative 1.  

4.12.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.12.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 is conceptually similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), but with 53 fewer WTGs 
(105 total). Compared to the OWEF, the turbines eliminated under this alternative include all 16 WTGs at 
Site 2, 22 in the northeast portion of Site 1, the two near the private parcel, the one on the private parcel, 
and twelve along the perimeter of the northeast portion of Site 1. 

Construction 

During construction of this alternative, potential impacts to recreational resources would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Alternative 1. However, with the elimination of Site 2, a smaller 
number of turbines would be constructed. Additionally, construction of Alternative 3 would be completed 
in a single phase, so the duration of impacts to recreational resources would occur over a shorter period of 
time as compared to Alternative 1. Nonetheless, temporary effects would still be experienced. 

Operation and Maintenance 

During operation and maintenance of this alternative, potential impacts on recreational resources would be 
the same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for Alternative 1.  

Decommissioning 

During decommissioning of this alternative, potential impacts on recreational resources would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for Alternative 1.  

4.12.5.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 3 would be identical to 
Alternative 1.  

4.12.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.12.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the CDCA 
Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage 
the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no wind project approved for the site under 
this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on the site and no new 
ground disturbance would occur. As a result, none of the impacts on recreational resources from 
construction or operation of the Proposed Action would occur.     
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4.12.6.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
There would be no impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 4. 

4.12.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.12.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan.  

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would remain in its existing condition unless another use is 
designated in this amendment. As a result, access to the site would not change and recreation activities 
would continue without any disruptions from construction of wind energy facilities. As such, this No 
Project Alternative would have no adverse impact on recreational resources within and adjacent to the site 
in the long term.  

4.12.7.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
There would be no impacts to recreational resources under Alternative 5. 

4.12.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.12.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF, but would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. If this were to occur, it is likely that construction and operation 
impacts to recreational resources would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative 1.  

4.12.8.2 CEQA Significance Conclusions 
The CEQA significance determinations of recreation impacts for Alternative 6 would be identical to 
Alternative 1.  
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4.12.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.12.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Construction of the proposed OWEF would have temporary effects on the existing recreation activities on 
the Project site and several surrounding recreation areas listed in Section 3.13 (Table 3.13-1). The 
geographic extent of analysis consists of the boundaries encompassing these areas, including the northern 
boundaries of the Coyote Mountains/Fossil Site and Plaster City OHV Open Area to the southern 
boundaries of Table Mountain and the Jacumba Wilderness. Also included in this analysis is the eastern 
boundary of the Cleveland National Forest to the eastern boundary of the Yuha Basin (see Figure 3.13-2). 
This geographic extent was selected based on the distances of the local and regional recreation areas 
(listed in Table 3.13-1) that allow for the same or similar recreation activities as the proposed OWEF site 
and are at a distance from the OWEF site (approximately 16 miles) such that they represent a reasonable 
alternative for potential recreationalists.  

4.12.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past and present projects occurring in the vicinity of the Proposed Action site include recreational 
activities, mining, and quarry activities in and around Plaster City. Potential cumulative recreation 
impacts surrounding the proposed OWEF site may result from the new structures and activities that could 
restrict access to recreational resources and/or physically degrade existing recreational facilities and 
resources.  

4.12.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Table 4.1-2 summarizes the cumulative projects that would have potential to 
combine the Proposed Action and result in cumulative recreation impacts. Most of these projects have 
either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior 
to approval. Even if environmental review has not been completed for the cumulative projects described 
in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. 

The subset of cumulative project listed in Table 4.1-1 within a 16-mile radius of the proposed OWEF that 
would impact designated recreation lands are listed in Table 4.12-1, along with the acreage of each 
cumulative project site and the surrounding recreational resources that may be affected by cumulative 
impacts. For the cumulative projects that have undergone an environmental review, specific acreage and 
on-site recreational resources are included; otherwise, the determination for potentially affected resources 
is based on the designated recreation areas immediately surrounding the project site. 
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Table 4.12-1.  Recreational Resources Potentially Affected by Cumulative Projects  

Project Name Approximate 
Acreage  

Potentially Affected  
Recreational Resource(s) 

National Quarries – CACA 050635 (wind testing) 4,435 • Cleveland National Forest  
• Sawtooth Mountains 

Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two, CACA 047740 
(Stirling Energy Systems (SES)) 6,440 

• 3,250 acres within the Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 
• 10 on-site WECO routes   
• 640 acres of private recreation land surrounded by the 

project 
Centinela Solar (SDG&E) 2,067 • Yuha Desert Recreation Lands (Environmental 

Assessment is pending) 
La Posta Mountain Warfare Training Facility (Naval 
Special Warfare Center) 2,250 • A portion of the project site is within the boundaries of 

the Cleveland National Forest  
Coyote Wells Specific Plan (Wind Zero Group, Inc.) 944 • 380 acres of land within the County’s recreation land 

use and zoning designations 
Ketchum Ranch - TM 5524 (residential subdivision) 1,250 • Table Mountain 

Imperial Solar Energy Center West (CSOLAR 
Development, LLC) 1,130 

• Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 
• Plaster City OHV Open Area 
• Limited use routes located within and adjacent to the 

transmission line 
Imperial Solar Energy Center South (CSOLAR 
Development, LLC) 946.6 • Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 

• On-site OHV routes 
SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, CACA-
051625 100 • Coyote Mountains 

• Coyote Mountains Fossil Site 
Mount Signal Solar Farm (8 Minute / SDG&E) 1,375 • Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 

Renewergy, LLC, CACA 048004 (wind testing) N/A 
• Plaster City OHV Open Area 
• Coyote Mountains 
• Coyote Mountains Fossil Site 
• Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 

Sunrise Powerlink (through the southwestern portion 
of Imperial County and the southeastern portion of 
San Diego Count) 

55 miles 

• Yuha Desert Recreation Lands 
• Plaster City OHV Open Area 
• Anza National Historic Trail 
• Jacumba Wilderness 
• Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 
• Table Mountain 
• Carrizo Gorge 
• In-Ko-Pah Mountains 
• Lark Canyon OHV Area  
• McCain Valley Resource Conservation Area 
• Cleveland National Forest 

       *Specific cumulative project information is not available. 

4.12.9.4 Construction 
Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action are expected to result in short-term adverse 
impacts to recreational resources in the project area. It is expected that some of the cumulative projects 
described above which are not yet built may be under construction at the same time as the proposed 
OWEF. As a result, there may be substantial short-term impacts during construction of those cumulative 
projects related to recreational resources, and the Proposed Action could contribute to these impacts.  

Of the projects listed in Table 4.12-1, construction of the following projects is expected to occur at the 
same times as the proposed OWEF: development of Phase I of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan; tower 
erection for the Sunrise Powerlink in the vicinity of Ocotillo was completed at the end of 2011, but 
stringing activities will continue into 2012; construction of the Imperial Solar Center West and South 
projects is expected to begin in September 2011 and last for 17 months; and construction of Centinela 
Solar, which  is expected to be online by April 2013, will also be occurring during that time. Construction 
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dates for the Imperial Valley Solar Project, SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field, Renewergy wind 
testing site, National Quarries, La Posta Mountain Warfare Training Facility, and Ketchum Ranch are not 
known. However, considering that these projects are reasonably foreseeable, the assumption is that 
construction periods would overlap with the proposed OWEF. 

Regionally, there have been both positive and negative impacts to recreational resources as a result of 
development projects within Imperial Valley. Development of highway access to the region has provided 
direct vehicular access to open desert scenery for residents throughout southern California. This increased 
access improved the recreational experience for some users by making the area more accessible, but has  
detracted from the recreational experience for other users who preferred remote camping, hiking, and 
hunting away from populated areas.  

Presently, as discussed above, numerous development projects, including the Proposed Action, would 
temporarily remove large acreages of land from potential recreational use during the construction period. 
The combined effect of construction of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the Imperial 
Valley would adversely affect recreation activities and potentially result in indirect impacts to the 
surrounding recreational resources for the duration of construction which is likely to last for at least 
months based on currently projected schedules. However, because the operation of the proposed OWEF, 
unlike some of the other cumulative projects, would allow for recreation activities to resume on the 
project site after construction in the areas surrounding the wind turbines and associated facilities. 
Therefore, recreation impacts due to the Proposed Action, alternatives, or the cumulative project during 
the construction period would be temporary.  

4.12.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
Operation of the Proposed Action is not expected to result in long-term adverse impacts associated with 
the disruption of recreational uses or interfere with the public’s right of access to the project site. In 
addition, increase in use by project personnel at any one recreation area is not anticipated to be significant 
or result in a detectable physical deterioration of recreational resources.  

It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above will be operational during the same 
time period as the Proposed Action. In particular, development of the solar energy facilities, the 
components of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan, Ketchum Ranch, and the warfare training facility (all 
listed in Table 4.12-1) would result in the permanent conversion of approximately 16,000 acres of land 
within or adjacent to recreational resources. As a result of these projects, all other land uses would be 
precluded, including recreation opportunities; and these developments would adversely affect the 
viewscape which would result in some users seeking out other areas of the desert for their recreation 
activities (see the cumulative analysis in the Visual Resources section). As a result, there may be 
substantial long-term recreation impacts during operation of these projects, such as the conversion of 
recreation lands to non-recreational land uses. The proposed OWEF would also contribute to viewscape 
impacts, but would not remove any land from recreational use as the project site would remain available 
for recreation activities during its operational life. Therefore, the Proposed Action would only make a 
minor contribution to cumulative recreation impacts during the operation period.  
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4.12.9.6 Decommissioning 
Decommissioning activities would cause temporary, indirect disturbances to users of the recreation areas 
similar to those described under “Construction” above. However, after the OWEF has been 
decommissioned, the site would return to an undeveloped condition. There is potential for the 
decommissioning of other projects concurrently with the decommissioning of the proposed OWEF, which 
may result in cumulative impacts to recreation resources during decommissioning of the proposed OWEF. 
The sites of other projects that are being decommissioned during the same period would be returned to an 
undeveloped condition, similar to the Proposed Action. Impacts would be temporary due to nature of 
decommissioning activities and would be similar to those described under.  

4.12.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 

Construction  

• Rec-1.  During construction of the proposed OWEF or the alternatives, the physical deterioration of 
recreational resources would be less than significant given the limited addition of people to the area, 
the short-term duration of construction, and the numerous recreation opportunities in the project 
vicinity. Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.12.10, 
all adverse impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of 
the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on Recreation would not be significant.  

Operation and Maintenance  

• Rec-1.  During the operation period of the proposed OWEF, the project site would be available for 
recreational uses. In addition, operation of the project would require a permanent staff of up to 12 
individuals. This minimal increase in potential long-term recreation users would not substantially 
contribute to the physical deterioration of neighborhood and regional recreational opportunities. 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.12.10, all adverse 
impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on Recreation would not be significant.  

Decommissioning 

• Rec-1.  Disruption to the project site as a result of decommissioning activities associated with the 
proposed OWEF would be temporary, and the physical deterioration of recreational resources would 
be less than significant given the limited addition of people to the area, the short-term duration of 
decommissioning activities, and the numerous recreation opportunities in the project vicinity. 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.12.10, all adverse 
impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on Recreation would not be significant.  
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4.12.10 Mitigation Measures 
Rec-1 Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail (Anza Trail) Corridor. As recommended 

by the National Park Service (NPS), a Comprehensive Interpretive Plan for the Anza Trail 
will be prepared through Applicant cooperation and coordination with the BLM and the NPS. 
Potential components of this Plan as identified by the NPS could include, but not be limited to 
the following:  

• New Interpretive Facilities  

• Installation of Yuha Well Wayside Exhibit  

• Additional Interpretation at the Anza Trail Overlook  

• Interpretive Exhibit at Plaster City Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Open Area  

• Supplement Exhibit at Sunbeam Rest Area on Interstate 8 (I-8)  

• Anza Trail-Themed Exhibit at a Local Museum  

• Anza Trail Interpretive Brochure  

• Increase Accessibility of the BLM Yuha Desert Cultural History Anza Tour  

• Re-evaluate and Complete the Anza Recreational Trail  

• Historic Campsite Surveys (Archaeological Studies)  

• Trail-Wide Mitigation Fund  

Final determination of the measures may include any of the above measures, in conjunction 
with consultation with the NPS and the BLM. 

4.12.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There would be no adverse unavoidable impact to recreational resources as a result of construction, 
operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of the Proposed Action. 
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4.13 Social and Economic Issues 

4.13.1 Methodology for Analysis 
In the analysis, population, housing, employment, income, labor force, and tax revenue data from federal, 
State and local agencies were compared to labor force projections, construction cost estimates, and design 
specifications for the proposed OWEF. Social and economic effects may include those that are growth 
inducing or related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate. It 
should be noted that under CEQA social and economic effects in and of themselves are not considered 
significant effects on the environment.   

4.13.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
Significance criteria related to socioeconomics impacts (including population and housing) listed in the 
CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines are presented below. 

SOC-1 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); 

SOC-2 Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere; 

SOC-3 Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere; 

The indicators above were also used as criteria for determining the significance of impacts under CEQA.  
For the OWEF, criteria SOC-2 and SOC-3 are not included in the proposed action, and are therefore not 
addressed further in the impact analysis presented in this section.   

4.13.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.13.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section presents the effects on population, income, employment, and housing as both a direct result 
of the proposed project and as a result of the expenditures, income, employment, and tax revenues 
generated by the proposed project. The discussion of socioeconomic impacts from the Proposed Action is 
separated into three categories: construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Construction of the proposed OWEF would require a peak of approximately 356 workers and last 11 
months. As described in Section 2, the majority of construction personnel would stay in hotels and rental 
properties in El Centro for the duration of construction. A transportation plan, including carpooling, 
would be included under the Proposed Action. 
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Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

Construction employment for the Proposed Action would include skilled or semi-skilled positions 
including line workers, welders, heavy equipment operators, surveyors, engineers, utility equipment 
workers, truck drivers, warehouse workers, clerical workers, and laborers. As indicated in Table 3.14-3, 
Imperial and San Diego Counties contain a large construction workforce in proportion to the Proposed 
Action labor force requirements. Workers from either county or other nearby counties would potentially 
work on the OWEF. 

The maximum required construction workforce of 246 personnel required for the Proposed Action would 
comprise 0.43 percent of the total combined construction workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties 
(56,900 persons) (CAEDD, 2011a; CAEDD, 2011b). Although Ocotillo and its immediate surroundings 
have low populations, large local construction workforces are generally available in the region because of 
larger population centers in San Diego County and the El Centro area in Imperial County. Local highways 
provide good access to the site from throughout the region. It is approximately 115 miles (less than a 2-
hour drive) between downtown San Diego and El Centro. Therefore, few, if any, workers are expected to 
relocate to the area permanently for construction. Please see Section 4.16, Transportation and Public 
Access, for a discussion of construction traffic. 

Changes in Revenue 

No business uses occur in the immediate vicinity of the proposed OWEF, and the project would not 
require the removal or relocation of any businesses. As described in Section 3.8 (Mineral Resources), 
while mineral claims have been made on the proposed site, no active mineral extraction is occurring. A 
variety of surface mines are located in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF, as shown in Table 3.8-1, but 
none would be displaced by the OWEF. Impacts on these and other local businesses would potentially 
result from degradation of views, views of construction equipment and activity, vehicular or pedestrian 
access restrictions, land use, air quality, and noise effects, or health and safety concerns (such as 
electromagnetic frequencies [EMF]). These issues are analyzed in this document in Sections 4.18 (Visual 
Resources), 4.6 (Lands and Realty), 4.9 (Noise), 4.16 (Transportation and Public Access), and 4.11 
(Public Health and Safety). As short-term construction impacts for these issues would not be substantial 
or have been mitigated such that they would not be substantial, any associated loss of local business 
revenue impacts would be minimal. In addition, these short-term impacts would not displace existing 
businesses and would result in minimal revenue impacts. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are 
recommended outside of those presented in Sections 4.18 (Visual Resources), 4.16 (Transportation and 
Public Access), 4.6 (Lands and Realty), and 4.11 (Public Health and Safety) to mitigate potential impacts 
that would result in a substantial change to local business revenues. 

Employment of construction personnel would be beneficial to local businesses and the regional economy 
through increased expenditure of wages for goods and services. Personnel for construction would be 
drawn from local populations in Imperial and San Diego Counties, creating new temporary employment 
in these counties. A limited number of construction personnel would require temporary housing, likely in 
local hotels, and would purchase food, beverages, and other commodities, which would provide economic 
benefit to the local economy. 
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Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would require a workforce of approximately 17 staff 
year-round, and approximately 10 temporary or contract workers for 12 weeks per year. As described in 
Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, operation and maintenance personnel would commute from 
El Centro.  

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

As described above for construction impacts, the maximum required operations and maintenance 
workforce of 27 personnel required for the Proposed Action would comprise 0.01 percent of the total 
combined utilities workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties (211,000 persons) (CAEDD, 2011a; 
CAEDD, 2011b). With less than a two-hour drive between downtown San Diego and El Centro, it is 
anticipated that a few workers would relocate to the area permanently. Please see Section 4.16, 
Transportation and Public Access, for a discussion of construction traffic. 

Changes in Revenue 

Employment of operation and maintenance personnel would be beneficial to local businesses and the 
regional economy through increased expenditure of wages for goods and services. Personnel would be 
drawn from local populations in Imperial and San Diego Counties, creating new employment in these 
counties. A limited number of personnel would require housing and would purchase food, beverages, and 
other commodities, which would provide economic benefit to the local economy in terms of increased 
revenues. 

Changes in Property Values 

During the public scoping process for the proposed OWEF, the public expressed interest and concern 
regarding the potential impacts of the project on property values. Other agencies, such as the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and California Energy Commission (CEC) have noted a high level 
of public concern associated with the siting of power plant projects, transmission lines, and other locally 
undesirable land uses (LULUs) and potential effects on property values. Claims of diminished property 
value through decreased marketability are based on reported concerns about hazards to human health and 
safety, and increased noise, traffic, and visual impacts associated with living in proximity to unwanted 
land uses such as power plants, freeways, high-voltage transmission lines, landfills, and hazardous waste 
sites. 

A 2009 Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory study, The Impact of Wind Power 
Projects on Residential Property Values in the United States: A Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis, by Hoen, et 
al., collected data on approximately 7,500 sales of single-family homes situated within 10 miles of 24 
existing wind facilities in 9 different U.S. states. Each of the homes in the analysis was visited by the 
researchers to determine the degree to which the wind facility was visible at the time of the home sale and 
to collect other pertinent data. The study authors applied a variety of models, conducted a sales analysis, 
and evaluated the possible impacts on sales volumes. While the analysis cannot dismiss the possibility that 
individual homes have been or could be negatively affected by proximity to wind facilities, the impacts 
were either too small or too infrequent to result in any widespread and consistent statistically observable 
effect. Based on the evidence in the 2009 Hoen, et al. report, no evidence is found that home prices in the 
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vicinity of wind facilities are consistently, measurably, and substantially affected by the view of the wind 
facilities or the distance of the home to the facilities. 

Similarly, numerous studies of other LULUs, such as energy generation and transmission line projects, 
conclude that the potential for environmental concerns associated with projects to have an effect on 
property value is usually smaller than anticipated and essentially impossible to quantify due to the 
individuality of properties and their respective neighborhoods, as well as differences in the personal 
preferences of individual buyers and the weight of other factors that contribute to a person’s decision to 
purchase a property. Studies indicate that other property-specific factors such as neighborhood features, 
square footage, size of lot, and irrigation potential are substantially more likely than the presence of 
energy infrastructure to be major determinants of the sales price of property (McCann, 1999). Across the 
board, studies have generally concluded that over time, potential adverse effects to property value tend to 
diminish to a point of being negligible within five years; the studies determine that this decreasing effect is 
most likely due to increased screening of facilities over time, as vegetation increases in size, as well as 
diminished public sensitivity to the facility proximity, particularly resulting from the absence of adverse 
publicity. 

As demonstrated by the studies discussed above, factors that have the potential to affect property value are 
numerous and varied; as a result, it is not possible to identify exactly how the proposed OWEF would 
potentially affect private property values. However, because the conclusions of the Kinnard-Dickey 
(1995) paper, the Crocket (1992) analysis, and the Hoen, et al. (2009) paper are applicable to this 
analysis, it is possible to say that property-specific factors such as neighborhood features, square footage, 
size of lot, and water availability are more likely to be major determinants in affecting property values 
than the presence of a wind generating facility such as the OWEF. It is not unreasonable to assume that 
some aspect of project construction and/or operation and maintenance could potentially affect private 
property values. However, as discussed above, the effects of industrial facilities on property value are 
generally smaller in comparison to other relevant factors and generally diminish within five years to be 
negligible.  

Decommissioning 

According to Section 2.6.11, Decommissioning and Repowering, the proposed OWEF is expected to have 
a lifespan of 30 years. At any point during this time, temporary or permanent closure of the facility could 
occur. Temporary closure would be a result of necessary maintenance, hazardous weather conditions, or 
damage due to a natural disaster. Permanent closure would be a result of damage that is beyond repair, 
adverse economic conditions, or other significant reasons. 

Both temporary and permanent closures would require the Applicant to submit to the BLM a contingency 
plan or a decommissioning plan, respectively. A contingency plan would be implemented to ensure 
compliance with applicable plans, regulations, and standards, and appropriate shutdown procedures 
depending on the length of the cessation. A decommissioning plan would be implemented to ensure 
compliance with applicable plans, regulations, and standards, removal of equipment and shutdown 
procedures, site restoration, potential decommissioning alternatives, and the costs and source of funds 
associated with decommissioning activities. As described in Section 2.6.11, it is assumed 
decommissioning of the facility would be similar to that described above for construction of the OWEF.  
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The long-term economic and fiscal effects that closure and decommissioning activities would have on the 
study area would be speculative, because future conditions are unknown. Upon permanent closure of the 
OWEF, the beneficial socioeconomic operational impacts such as worker payroll, project expenditures, 
and local economic stimulus would no longer occur.  

No business uses or mineral extraction occur in the immediate vicinity of Alternative 1 and 
decommissioning of the project would not require the removal or relocation of any business uses. Impacts 
on local businesses and mines would potentially result from degradation of views, views of construction 
equipment and activity, vehicular or pedestrian access restrictions, land use, air quality, and noise effects, 
or health and safety concerns (such as EMF). These issues are analyzed in this document in Sections 4.18 
(Visual Resources), 4.6 (Lands and Realty), 4.9 (Noise), 4.16 (Transportation and Public Access), and 
4.11 (Public Health and Safety). Short-term construction impacts for these issues would not be substantial 
or have been mitigated such that they would not be substantial, any associated loss of local business 
revenue impacts would be minimal. In addition, these short-term impacts would result in minimal revenue 
impacts. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are recommended outside of those presented in 
Sections 4.18 (Visual Resources), 4.16 (Transportation and Public Access), 4.6 (Lands and Realty), and 
4.11 (Public Health and Safety) to mitigate potential impacts that would result in a substantial change to 
local business revenues. 

Employment of decommissioning personnel would be beneficial to local businesses and the regional 
economy through increased expenditure of wages for goods and services. Personnel for decommissioning 
would be drawn from local populations in Imperial and San Diego Counties, creating new temporary 
employment in these counties. A limited number of decommissioning personnel would require temporary 
housing, likely in local hotels, and would purchase food, beverages, and other commodities, which would 
provide economic benefit to the local economy in increased revenues. 

4.13.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.13.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.13.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• SOC-1. Construction labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
approximately 0.43 percent of the combined construction labor force. As this would represent a 
minute amount of the labor force, the regional labor force would have a sufficient supply of labor for 
the project. Few workers from outside the region would be necessary for the project. Consequently, 
construction of the OWEF would not substantially increase the population. Any impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• SOC-1. Operational labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
approximately 0.01 percent of the combined utilities labor force. As this would represent a minute 
amount of the labor force, the regional labor force would have a sufficient supply of labor for the 
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project. Few workers from outside the region would be necessary for the project. Consequently, 
operation of the OWEF would not substantially increase the population. Any impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• SOC-1. Decommissioning labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and is 
anticipated to require a minute proportion of the combined construction labor force. Any impacts on 
labor and employment would be less than significant and would potentially be a beneficial impact to 
the region.  

4.13.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.13.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section presents the effects on population, income, employment, housing, public facilities and 
services as both a direct result of the project alternatives and as a result of the expenditures, income, 
employment, and tax revenues generated by the project alternatives. The discussion of socioeconomic 
impacts from Alternative 2: 137 Wind Turbines is separated into three categories: construction, operations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Construction of Alternative 2 would utilize the same equipment and materials as the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 1); however, fewer workers would be required due to the reduction in the number of WTGs. 
Construction of this alternative would be completed in a single phase lasting 11 months. As described in 
Section 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, it is anticipated that the majority of construction personnel 
would stay in hotels and rental properties in El Centro. A transportation plan, including carpooling, would 
be included under Alternative 2. Please see Section 4.16, Transportation and Public Access, for a 
discussion of construction traffic and the transportation plan. 

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

Construction employment for Alternative 2 would include the same skilled or semi-skilled positions as 
described above for the Proposed Action. As indicated in Table 3.14-3, Imperial and San Diego Counties 
contain a large construction workforce in proportion to Alternative 2 labor force requirements. Workers 
from either county or other nearby counties would potentially work on Alternative 2. 

As Alternative 2 would require fewer workers than the Proposed Action, the maximum required 
construction workforce would be less than 246 personnel and would comprise less than 0.43 percent of 
the total combined construction workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties (56,900 persons). With 
larger population centers in San Diego County and the El Centro area in Imperial County and good access 
to the site from throughout the region, few, if any, workers are expected to relocate to the area 
permanently for construction. The project would not adversely impact the local labor force. 
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Changes in Revenue 

Any changes in revenue associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to that described above for 
Alternative 1, although with a smaller workforce and fewer WTGs, any adverse impacts would be less 
severe and any benefits would also be reduced.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would require the same workforce as Alternative 1 - 
approximately 17 staff year-round and 10 temporary or contract workers for 12 weeks per year.   

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

As the maximum required operations and maintenance workforce of 27 personnel would comprise 0.01 
percent of the total combined utilities workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties (211,000 persons), it 
is anticipated that few, if any, workers would relocate to the area permanently. The project would not 
adversely impact the local labor force. 

Changes in Revenue 

Employment of operation and maintenance personnel would be beneficial to local businesses and the 
regional economy through increased expenditure of wages for goods and services and new employment 
would be created in the region. A limited number of personnel would require housing and would purchase 
food, beverages, and other commodities, which would provide economic benefit to the local economy. 

Changes in Property Values 

Under Alternative 2, the northern-most WTGs, would not be constructed. As these WTGs would be the 
farthest away from populated areas, Alternative 2 would be functionally the same as Alternative 1 with 
regard to property value impacts.   

Decommissioning 

The long-term economic and fiscal effects that closure and decommissioning activities would have on the 
study area would be speculative, because future conditions are unknown. Upon permanent closure of 
Alternative 2, the beneficial socioeconomic operational impacts such as worker payroll, project 
expenditures, and local economic stimulus would no longer occur. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 
would have some beneficial fiscal and non-fiscal impacts to the area as decommissioning workers would 
require temporary housing in the area and would purchase food, beverages, and other commodities, 
contributing to the local economy. 

4.13.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.13.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.13.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 
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Construction 

• SOC-1. Construction labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
less than 0.43 percent of the combined construction labor force. Few workers from outside the region 
would be necessary for the project. Consequently, construction of Alternative 2 would not 
substantially increase the population. Any impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• SOC-1. Operational labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
approximately 0.01 percent of the combined utilities labor force. Few workers from outside the 
region would be necessary for the project and would not substantially increase the population. Any 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• SOC-1. Decommissioning labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and is 
anticipated to require a minute proportion of the combined construction labor force. Any impacts on 
labor and employment would not be less than significant and would potentially be a beneficial impact 
to the region.  

4.13.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.13.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This section presents the effects on population, income, employment, housing, public facilities and 
services as both a direct result of the project alternatives and as a result of the expenditures, income, 
employment, and tax revenues generated by the project alternatives. The discussion of socioeconomic 
impacts from Alternative 3: 105 Wind Turbines is separated into three categories: construction, operations 
and maintenance, and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Construction of Alternative 3 would utilize the same equipment and materials as Alternative 1; however, 
fewer workers would be required due to the reduction in the number of WTGs. Construction of this 
alternative would be completed in a single phase lasting 11 months. As described in Section 2, Proposed 
Action and Alternatives, it is anticipated that the majority of construction personnel would stay in hotels 
and rental properties in El Centro. A transportation plan, including carpooling, would be included under 
Alternative 3. 

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

Alternative 3 impacts on employment or labor force would be the same as described for Alternative 2. 

Changes in Revenue 

Any changes in revenue associated with Alternative 3 would be the same as for Alternative 2.  
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Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would require a similar workforce to Alternative 1:  
approximately 17 staff year-round and 10 temporary or contract workers for 12 weeks per year.  

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

As the maximum required operations and maintenance workforce of 27 personnel would comprise 0.01 
percent of the total combined utilities workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties (211,000 persons), it 
is anticipated that few, if any, workers would relocate to the area permanently. The project would not 
adversely impact the local labor force. 

Changes in Revenue 

Employment of operation and maintenance personnel would be beneficial to local businesses and the 
regional economy through increased expenditure of wages for goods and services and new employment 
would be created in the region. A limited number of personnel would require housing and would purchase 
food, beverages, and other commodities, which would provide economic benefit to the local economy. 

Changes in Property Values 

Under Alternative 3, the eastern-most WTGs, would not be constructed. As these WTGs would be the 
some of the closest to residences, Alternative 3 would have less of an impact than the Proposed Action 
with regard to property value impacts. It is not unreasonable to assume that some aspect of project 
construction and/or operation and maintenance would still potentially affect private property values. 
However, as discussed above, the effects of industrial facilities on property value are generally smaller in 
comparison to other relevant factors and generally diminish within five years to be negligible.  

Decommissioning 

The long-term economic and fiscal effects that closure and decommissioning activities would have on the 
study area would be speculative, because future conditions are unknown. Upon permanent closure of 
Alternative 3, the beneficial socioeconomic operational impacts such as worker payroll, project 
expenditures, and local economic stimulus would no longer occur. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 
would have some beneficial fiscal and non-fiscal impacts to the area as decommissioning workers would 
require temporary housing in the area and would purchase food, beverages, and other commodities, 
contributing to the local economy. 

4.13.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.13.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.13.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• SOC-1. Construction labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
less than 0.43 percent of the combined construction labor force. Few workers from outside the region 
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would be necessary for the project. Consequently, construction of Alternative 3 would not 
substantially increase the population. Any impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• SOC-1. Operational labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and would require 
approximately 0.01 percent of the combined utilities labor force. Few workers from outside the 
region would be necessary for the project and would not substantially increase the population. Any 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• SOC-1. Decommissioning labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and is 
anticipated to require a minute proportion of the combined construction labor force. Any impacts on 
labor and employment would be less than significant and would potentially be a beneficial impact to 
the region.  

4.13.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.13.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur and existing conditions relevant to socioeconomics would continue. No impact would 
occur. 

4.13.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in impacts to socioeconomics. 

4.13.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.13.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to socioeconomics would continue, but may be 
altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. 

4.13.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to socioeconomics. 
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4.13.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.13.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the future, if 
another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts to socioeconomics as those described 
for the Alternative 1 could occur. 

4.13.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
As a future wind development project would likely be implemented under Alternative 6, the 
socioeconomics significance determinations for Alternative 6 would be the same as described for 
Alternative 1. 

4.13.9 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative socioeconomic impacts resulting from the Proposed Action would occur if similar impacts of 
other projects located within the geographic extent of this analysis were to occur during the same time 
period as those impacts of the proposed OWEF, including during the construction, operation and 
maintenance, and decommissioning phases. 

4.13.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
As described above and in Section 3.14, the socioeconomic effects of the project would occur in San 
Diego and Imperial Counties, particularly unincorporated portions of eastern San Diego County, 
unincorporated western Imperial County, the unincorporated community of Ocotillo and the City of El 
Centro. Additionally, as any socioeconomic impacts generated by the proposed OWEF would be limited 
to occurring within the lifespan of the project, cumulative socioeconomic impacts would also occur only 
during the lifespan of the project. 

4.13.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Past development and population growth within the project area have affected the population size and 
composition, settlement patterns, housing demand, business revenues and conflicts, as well as property 
values throughout the local area and region. Population increases have both an indirect and direct 
influence on development – e.g., housing demand increases and the workforce expands. In addition, 
continued development creates more infrastructure affecting business operations, revenues, and property 
values. Section 3.14 (Social and Economic Setting) describes existing socioeconomic conditions within the 
project area, including demographics, housing characteristics, and labor characteristics, which have 
developed as a result of the past and present projects that comprise existing cumulative conditions. 

These past and existing projects would contribute to the cumulative impact of the proposed OWEF and 
alternatives. These types of past and existing projects, together with reasonably foreseeable projects 
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described below, could combine with impacts of the proposed OWEF or an alternative to affect 
socioeconomics within the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis.  

4.13.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider to be 
reasonably foreseeable. The cumulative projects relevant to the geographic extent of this cumulative 
analysis of socioeconomic impacts associated with the proposed OWEF are described above, in Section 
4.13.9.2 (Existing Cumulative Conditions). Most of the projects presented in Table 4.1-1 and described 
above have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will 
do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not yet been completed for projects determined 
to be located within the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis, the potential effects of all projects 
comprising the existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative conditions relevant to the proposed OWEF 
were considered in the cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. Of the cumulative projects listed in 
Table 4.1-1, the following list provides a summary of projects which characterize the reasonably 
foreseeable projects affecting socioeconomic conditions based on needs for large labor force and increases 
in local population:  

• Sunrise Powerlink. This is a 150-mile transmission line routes from SDG&E’s Imperial Valley 
Substation near El Centro to SDG&E’s Peñasquitos Substation near Interstate 805, in coastal San 
Diego. Construction would require a large labor force for construction in San Diego and Imperial 
Counties. Stringing activities associated with Sunrise Powerlink may overlap the timeframe for 
construction of the proposed OWEF. Construction of the Sunrise Powerlink would require 
approximately 800 workers and operation would require approximately 20 workers. Construction of 
the Sunrise Powerlink transmission towers would have similar impacts on businesses and property 
values as the proposed OWEF, although Sunrise Powerlink would affect revenues from agricultural 
lands crossed by the transmission line. 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two, CACA 047740. This solar energy project encompasses 6,140 
acres in southwestern Imperial County, and would require a large labor force for construction. Solar 
Two would require a peak construction workforce of 731 workers and average 360 workers per 
month during construction. Operation of Solar Two would require approximately 164 workers. 
Construction is anticipated to overlap with the construction of the proposed OWEF. According to the 
Solar Two EIR, the project would not displace housing or people, induce population growth, or 
result in environmental justice impacts. 

• Desert Springs Oasis. This project is a master-planned luxury resort community with vacation 
homes and recreational facilities, located in southwestern Imperial County, north of El Centro. As a 
residential community, this would have potential to increase local populations. 

• Coyote Wells. The Wind Zero Group, Inc. has proposed to construct this residential development, 
per a Specific Plan which describes 22 parcels and 10 land use designations. Construction of Phase I 
of Coyote Wells would overlap with construction of the proposed OWEF. Implementation of the 
Specific Plan would require approximately 200 workers during and after construction. Phase III of 
the Coyote Wells Specific Plan would include 32 townhomes and 28 garage lofts which would be 
utilized by visitors, but would not have permanent residents. Phase III also includes three single-
family residences resulting in approximately nine new residents. 

• Alder 70. Scaroni Properties, Inc. has proposed this 75-acre residential development located within 
the urban planning area of El Centro. As a residential community, this would have potential to 
increase local populations.  
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• Renewergy. Renewegy LLC is planning to conduct wind testing with meteorological towers 
immediately east of the OWEF site. While Renewergy could result in similar impacts as the proposed 
OWEF, it is similarly unlikely to substantially affect property values or business revenues and would 
have little impact on employment, population, or housing. 

Some possible cumulative effects include but are not limited to: increased temporary employment during 
construction, increased permanent employment during operation and maintenance, alter business 
revenues, or alteration of property values. 

While San Diego and Imperial Counties continue to increase in population, requiring additional housing, 
public services, and utilities, eastern San Diego County and western Imperial County are both 
characterized by plans for rapid expansion of renewable energy projects and the accompanying 
infrastructure necessary to execute these projects. 

4.13.9.4 Construction 
Construction of the proposed OWEF would utilize the same workforce as many of the projects listed in 
Table 4.1-1. Impacts associated with construction activities would be cumulatively considerable if they 
would have the potential to combine with similar impacts of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 
projects. The potential for socioeconomic impacts of the proposed OWEF construction to combine with 
the effects of other projects within the geographic scope of this cumulative analysis is described below. 

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

While the proposed OWEF would draw on the same labor force as many of the other projects listed in 
Table 4.1-1, specifically the Sunrise Powerlink, Imperial Valley Solar, and Renewergy projects, and 
construction would likely occur at the same time as some of the other projects. The combined construction 
demands of Sunrise Powerlink, Imperial Valley Solar, and Coyote Wells, and the proposed OWEF would 
require a maximum of approximately 2,000 workers if the peak construction periods for each project 
coincided. Due to the large construction labor force in San Diego and Imperial Counties (56,900 persons), 
it is anticipated that the regional labor force would be sufficient to accommodate the planned projects, 
which would represent approximately 4 percent of the San Diego and Imperial County construction labor 
force.  

The solar projects in eastern Riverside County along the I-10 corridor, including the Blythe Solar Power 
Project, Palen Solar Power Project, Genesis Solar Energy Project, Rice Solar Energy Project, and Desert 
Sunlight PV Project, could result in a worst-case scenario in an influx of construction workers seeking 
temporary lodging. This, however, would occur in Riverside County and draw on workers in the 
Riverside/San Bernardino/Ontario Metropolitan Statistical Unit (BLM, 2010). Similarly, a large number 
of projects in Imperial and eastern San Diego Counties would have the potential to occur at the same time 
and affect the local labor force, including the Sunrise Powerlink, Imperial Valley Solar, Desert Springs 
Oasis, Coyote Wells and Alder 70 Scaroni Properties projects listed above. Given numerous factors that 
would affect an influx of construction workers, including timing of project peak employment, construction 
schedules, and utilization of unemployed workers, it is difficult to project the extent of future weekly 
commuting or other in-migration that would be necessary to meet the future cumulative labor needs within 
the region. As discussed earlier, the skilled construction labor force within Imperial and San Diego 
Counties is estimated to be approximately 56,900. This suggests that there is likely to be a considerable 
additional potential labor force available that could be willing to commute weekly or temporarily relocate 
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to the local area. Consequently, from a broader geographic and labor force perspective, no substantial 
shortages of adequately skilled construction workers are anticipated.  

The cumulative influx in construction labor to the area could create demand for temporary housing that is 
greater than the existing supply of temporary lodging. There are expected to be some suitable and 
available temporary lodging at local hotel/motel lodging and private and public RV/campgrounds are also 
available for local accommodations. If construction workers are willing to commute 1 to 1.5 hours daily 
to the site, the supply of potential hotel/motel increases dramatically. This would be more than sufficient 
temporary housing for construction workers seeking temporary housing under a worst-case scenario. 

In summary, there is potential for short-term adverse cumulative social and economic impacts in the area 
associated with the demand for skilled construction labor for the solar, wind, and geothermal projects 
proposed for future development within Imperial County. While there may be increased demand for 
temporary local housing from construction workers seeking to commute weekly to the local area, given 
the estimated availability of lodging, it is expected that there will adequate and suitable housing to meet 
any future construction worker temporary housing demand. Therefore, no major adverse cumulative 
impacts would be expected to result related to employment, labor, and housing. 

Changes in Revenue 

While the Sunrise Powerlink would result in impacts to agricultural revenues, because the proposed 
OWEF would not occur in the vicinity of any agriculture, business uses, or mineral extraction and would 
not require the removal or relocation of any business uses, the proposed OWEF would not contribute to 
any cumulative adverse impacts to business revenues. The new temporary employment and purchase of 
local materials, food, beverages, and other commodities, would contribute with other projects toward 
cumulative economic benefits to the local economy. 

4.13.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would require a similar workforce to many of the 
other projects listed in Table 4.1-1.  

Changes to Local Employment or Labor Force 

As the maximum required OWEF operations and maintenance workforce of 27 employees, combined with 
the Sunrise Powerlink’s 20 operational employees and Imperial Valley Solar’s 164 operational employees, 
would comprise 0.1 percent of the total combined utilities workforce of Imperial and San Diego Counties 
(211,000 persons), it is anticipated that the regional labor force would be sufficient to accommodate the 
planned projects. As few workers are expected to relocate to the area permanently for operation because 
they would be commuting either from El Centro or the San Diego area, the proposed OWEF’s 
contribution to any cumulative impacts on local employment or labor force would not be considerable. 

Changes in Revenue 

As with construction, employment of operation and maintenance personnel, both for the proposed OWEF 
and other planned projects, would be beneficial to local businesses and the regional economy through 
increased expenditure of wages for goods and services and new employment would be created in the 
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region. The new employment and purchase of local materials, food, beverages, and other commodities, 
would contribute with other projects toward cumulative economic benefits to the local economy. 

Changes in Property Values 

While the Sunrise Powerlink, Imperial Valley Solar, and Renewergy projects would result in similar types 
of impacts on property values, only the Sunrise Powerlink and Renewergy projects would be in close 
enough proximity to the proposed OWEF to affect the same properties. Due to the proposed OWEF’s 
remote location and distance from most other projects listed in Table 4.1-1, the proposed OWEF would 
not combine with the majority of them to affect property values. The proposed OWEF could potentially 
combine with the Sunrise Powerlink and Renewergy projects to affect property values, but as described 
above for the Proposed Action, the effects of industrial facilities on property value are generally smaller 
in comparison to other relevant factors and generally diminish within five years to be negligible. As such, 
the proposed OWEF’s contribution to any cumulative property value impacts with the Sunrise Powerlink 
and Renewergy projects would be minimal. 

4.13.9.6 Decommissioning 
Upon permanent closure of the proposed OWEF, the beneficial socioeconomic contributions to the 
cumulative economic conditions of the region would no longer occur. It is assumed that many of the same 
impacts that occurred during construction activities would occur during decommissioning and the 
proposed OWEF’s decommissioning contribution to these cumulative impacts would be the same as 
described above for construction. 

4.13.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.13.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.13.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• SOC-1. Construction labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and few workers 
from outside the region would be necessary for the project. Consequently, the proposed OWEF’s 
contribution to any cumulative impacts on local employment or labor force would not be considerable. 
Any impacts would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 

• SOC-1. Operational labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and few workers 
from outside the region would be necessary for the project. Consequently, the proposed OWEF’s 
contribution to any cumulative impacts on local employment or labor force would not be considerable. 
Any impacts would be less than significant. 

Decommissioning 

• SOC-1. Decommissioning labor would be drawn from San Diego and Imperial Counties and is 
anticipated to require a minute proportion of the combined construction labor force. Any contribution 
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to cumulative impacts on labor and employment would not be considerable and would be less than 
significant.  

4.13.10 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is necessary. 

4.13.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
All adverse impacts on socioeconomics resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, or 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced.  
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4.14 Soil Resources 

4.14.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on geology and soils that would be caused by implementation of the 
proposed OWEF, or “Proposed Action,” and alternatives. The following discussion addresses potential 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and recommends measures 
to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF and alternatives. A discussion of cumulative impacts related to geology and soil 
resources is also included in this section. 

This analysis first established baseline conditions for the environmental setting relevant to geology and 
soil resources, presented in Section 3.15 of this EIS/EIR. These baseline conditions were evaluated based 
on their potential to be affected by construction activities, operation and maintenance activities, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action and/or an alternative to the Proposed Action. Construction, 
operation, and maintenance activities were identified based on analysis provided in the Applicant’s Plan of 
Development (OE, 2010), as discussed in Chapter 2 of this EIS/EIR. Impacts to geology and soil 
resources were identified based on the predicted interaction between construction, operation, and 
decommissioning with the environmental setting. 

4.14.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to describe the impacts to soil resources of the OWEF pursuant to 
CEQA. These indicators are the same as the significance criteria for geology and soils listed in the CEQA 
Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

SR-1 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving landslides; 

SR-2 Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 

SR-3 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; 

SR-4 Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property; 

SR-5 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. 

Regarding potential effects associated with landslide activity, the Imperial County General Plan landslide 
activity map indicates moderate potential for landslide activity within, to the south, and up to about two 
miles to the west and southwest of the community of Ocotillo; low potential for landslide activity beyond 
two miles west andsouthwest of the community of Ocotillo; and no potential for landslide activity to the 
north and east of the community of Ocotillo (Imperial County, 2006; see Figure 8, Landslide Activity). 
As such, portions of the proposed OWEF site are located in the vicinity of areas mapped as having some 
potential for landslide activity. However, the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation indicates that the 
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proposed OWEF site is not located close enough to any of the surrounding mountains to be affected by 
either a debris flow or a landslide (NAA, 2010). Therefore, this topic is not discussed further in this 
analysis. 

The following CEQA Guidelines criterion related to seismic hazards is addressed in Section 4.11 (Public 
Health and Safety) of this EIS/EIR.  

PHS-3 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; 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; or 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

4.14.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.14.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
As described in Section 2.2 (Geotechnical Studies that May be Planned) of the Plan of Development for 
the proposed OWEF (OE, 2010), a preliminary geotechnical analysis of the project has been conducted to 
describe soil and geology suitability, and additional site-specific geotechnical studies may be required for 
use in the final design of the turbine foundations. 

Construction 

Construction activities that would affect soil resources include excavation, grading, and soil compaction to 
prepare the site for installation of project components. Facilities for the proposed OWEF would consist of 
wind turbine generators (WTGs), an electrical collection system for collecting the power generated by 
each WTG, an electrical substation, access roads, and an operation and maintenance (O&M) building 
(with an associated septic system).The impacts on soil resources associated with construction of the 
Proposed Action are described below. 

Soil Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 

Please see Water Resources, Section 4.19.3.1, for additional discussion of construction-related erosion 
impacts. Soil-disturbing activities that would occur during construction of the proposed OWEF, including 
excavation and grading, would have the potential to result in erosion (transport) and sedimentation 
(delivery). This impact would be most likely to occur if a storm event occurs during construction 
activities, while disturbed soils are exposed and/or have not yet been re-vegetated. In addition, 
particularly within and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, surface water runoff could occur as 
sheet flow, which could increase the potential for erosion of unmanaged disturbed and/or stockpiled soil. 

Erosion control features and BMPs included in the proposed OWEF’s federally-required SWPPP would 
minimize or prevent disturbed and/or exposed materials from mobilizing in such a way that soil erosion or 
loss of topsoil could occur. 
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The Proposed Action’s potential to alter the existing drainage pattern(s) of the site would be minimized 
through compliance with design specifications and BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in Water 
Resources, Section 4.19.10. Erosion and loss of topsoil would also be minimized through implementation 
of soil-related BMPs identified by the BLM, listed below in Section 4.14.10. In addition, implementation 
of the following mitigation measures would be required in order to avoid and/or minimize potential 
erosion and loss of topsoil: Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 
(Construction SWPPP Specifications) (see Section 4.14.10 for the full text of mitigation measures). 
Mitigation Measure Water-8 would ensure that project structures are designed, engineered, constructed, 
and maintained to avoid potential damage associated with flooding and/or erosion, and also ensure that the 
SWPPP would be developed and implemented for the Proposed Action. The SWPPP would include 
specific BMPs to maintain existing surface drainage patterns, thus minimizing potential adverse impacts 
associated with flooding. Mitigation Measure Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to be developed and 
implemented for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to protect water quality and avoid adverse 
effects of project construction on surface water quality, including jurisdictional waters. 

Soil erosion and sedimentation may occur as a result of construction of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative; such effects would be site-specific. However, erosion-minimizing efforts such as straw 
wattles, water bars, covers, silt fences, and sensitive area access restrictions installed before clearing and 
grading begins and mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures installed after construction 
begins would protect exposed areas during construction activities. Impacts due to soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil would be avoided or substantially reduced and adverse impacts would not result due to the 
Proposed Action. 

Unstable Geologic Units 

As discussed above, the preliminary geotechnical analysis indicates that the proposed OWEF site is not 
located close enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains to be affected by either a debris flow or 
a landslide (NAA, 2010). 

Lateral spreading of the ground surface can occur within liquefiable beds during seismic events. Factors 
such as distance from the earthquake epicenter, the magnitude of the seismic event, and the thickness and 
depth of liquefiable layers affect the amount of lateral spreading that may occur. As described below, the 
proposed OWEF site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction; therefore the potential for lateral 
spreading to occur is also considered low. 

Subsidence is a settlement or lowering of the ground surface elevation due to factors such as tectonic 
movement, seismic compaction, hydrocompaction, consolidation induced by groundwater withdrawal, and 
consolidation under applied loads. Regional ground subsidence is typically caused by petroleum or 
groundwater withdrawal that increases the effective unit weight of the soil profile, increasing stress on 
deeper soils and resulting in consolidation or settlement of underlying soils (BLM, 2010). Regional 
subsidence of the Salton Trough is occurring due to ongoing tectonism and possibly basin loading (BLM, 
2010). However, minor settling spread over the Salton Trough is considered unlikely to result in localized 
subsidence in the proposed OWEF area. The preliminary geotechnical analysis found that properly 
designed foundations would address impacts associated with subsidence or differential settlement.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure Soil-1(Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics 
and aid in appropriate foundation design), presented below in Section 4.14.10, would address impacts 
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related to subsidence. Mitigation Measure Soil-1 requires that design-level geotechnical studies to be 
performed by the Applicant shall include detailed characterization of sub-surface conditions, including 
identification of any potentially determinental chemicals or soil features, as well as proposed solutions 
regarding how any identified subsurface hazards should be addressed or avoided. 

Liquefaction is a loss of strength in soil when a stress, such as that caused by an earthquake, is applied to 
susceptible soils, such as loose saturated sands and silts. These susceptible soils were not encountered 
during the preliminary geotechnical analysis. If liquefaction were to occur, project infrastructure could be 
destabilized, resulting in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. However, the 
proposed OWEF site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction. There is no evidence in the area 
that liquefaction induced by seismic ground motions has occurred. The lack of groundwater in the upper 
50 feet along with the age and density/stiffness of the geologic formation indicate that the site is not prone 
to liquefaction surface distress. (NAA, 2010) 

The preliminary geotechnical analysis found that the underlying subsurface soils encountered in test 
borings were medium dense to very dense, and should provide adequate bearing support for the proposed 
wind turbines and associated infrastructure. (NAA, 2010)   

Potential adverse impacts associated with lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, and/or 
otherwise potentially unstable geologic units may include destabilization of project infrastructure, resulting 
in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. Such effects would be site-specific in nature 
and unlikely, due to final engineering and design efforts to site all project infrastructure on stable soils or 
bare rock. Any potential effects associated with unstable geologic units would be addressed through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Soil-1(Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics 
and aid in appropriate foundation design), presented below in Section 4.14.10. Mitigation Measure Soil-1 
requires that design-level geotechnical studies to be performed by the Applicant shall include detailed 
characterization of sub-surface conditions, including identification of any potentially determinental 
chemicals or soil features, as well as proposed solutions regarding how any identified subsurface hazards 
should be addressed or avoided. In the event potentially expansive or collapsible soils are encountered, 
appropriate design features, including excavation of potentially expansive or collapsible soils during 
construction and replacement with engineered backfill, ground-treatment processes, and redirection of 
surface water and drainage away from expansive foundation soils, would avoid impacts related to soil 
expansion or collapse. 

Expansive Soils 

Section 3.15.1 (see “Geologic Hazards”) describes that subsurface conditions relevant to the proposed 
OWEF site and vicinity are not considered to be expansive. If permanent project infrastructure were sited 
on expansive soils, the soil characteristics could result in destabilization of the infrastructure, and possibly 
in subsequent hazards to the stability of infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. Geotechnical 
investigations would be required to ensure that construction of the proposed OWEF would not locate 
infrastructure on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), and 
would not create associated substantial risks to life or property. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Soil-1(Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics and aid in appropriate foundation 
design), presented below in Section 4.14.10, would address impacts related to expansive soils. Mitigation 
Measure Soil-1 requires that design-level geotechnical studies to be performed by the Applicant shall 
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include detailed characterization of sub-surface conditions, including identification of any potentially 
determinental chemicals or soil features, as well as proposed solutions regarding how any identified 
subsurface hazards should be addressed or avoided. 

Septic Tank and Leach Field 

Section 1.3.12 (Waste and hazardous materials management) of the Plan of Development for the proposed 
OWEF describes that percolation tests have been conducted, and that based on the lowest allowed 
percolation rate of 60 minutes per inch, the maximum size of the absorption field would be 80 feet by 20 
feet. The system would be designed by a licensed designer/installer. Construction of the proposed OWEF 
would not place a septic tank or leach field on soils incapable of adequately supporting the septic system, 
and does not include any other alternative waste water disposal systems.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities that would affect soil resources include grading and gravel 
application to maintain access roads throughout the site. Grading activities could lead to erosion and loss 
of topsoil. However, the generally flat topography of the project site and the low average annual 
precipitation for the area would reduce the likelihood of erosion and loss of topsoil related to routine 
access road maintenance. Re-grading and re-graveling of access roads for routine maintenance would not 
alter the drainage patterns on-site, and would not lead to a substantial increase in erosion or loss of 
topsoil. It is anticipated that any increase in surface water runoff resulting from permanent project features 
would be location-specific, and that such effects would not influence surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in erosion or loss of topsoil. 

Continued operation of the septic system would not adversely impact soil resources. The septic system 
would be placed in soils that are capable of adequately supporting the septic system, and continued 
operation of this system would not lead to any additional impacts. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include the removal and disposal of turbine towers, 
above-ground electrical tower components, and substation components, as well as the removal of below-
ground infrastructure to three feet below the ground surface. As described in Section 2.1 of the Plan of 
Development (OE, 2010), concrete turbine foundations would be approximately eight feet deep; therefore, 
decommissioning activities would leave an approximately five-foot-thick portion of each concrete 
foundation below the ground surface. This would minimize soil-disturbing activities required during the 
decommissioning period, and would avoid the need to destabilize soils throughout the project site by 
excavating to greater depths at the end of the project’s lifetime. A decommissioning plan would be 
developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS and Record of Decision (ROD), and 
approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for construction activities would be applied 
to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including as related to the protection of soil 
resources from potentially adverse impacts. 

The decommissioning plan that would be implemented prior to the termination of the ROW authorization 
(see Section 2.1.3.4) would include BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD, 
similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of the proposed OWEF (presented below in Section 
4.14.10). As such, erosion control measures would be implemented to avoid and/or minimize potential 
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adverse effects associated with alterations to surface water drainage patters that could result in erosion or 
siltation on or off site. All roads and tower pads would be restored in accordance with the BLM-approved 
decommissioning plan. Earth-disturbing activities that would occur during the decommissioning phase 
could result in soil erosion and/or loss of topsoil, similar to the effects of earth-disturbing activities that 
would occur during the construction phase, but these effects would be minimized through implementation 
of the aforementioned BMPs and the decommissioning plan and impacts would be avoided or substantially 
reduced, resulting in no adverse impacts due to the Proposed Action. 

4.14.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.14.2. 

Construction 

• SR-1. The preliminary geotechnical analysis found that the proposed OWEF site is not located close 
enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains to be affected by either a debris flow or a 
landslide. No impact would occur. 

• SR-2. The potential for the proposed OWEF to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized 
by BMPs and mitigation measures, described below in Section 4.14.10. Potential impacts under 
significance criterion SR-2 would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 

• SR-3. The potential for the proposed OWEF to lead to impacts related to unstable geologic units is 
low. Implementation of BMPs and Mitigation Measure Soil-1, listed in Section 4.14.10, would reduce 
potential impacts under significance criterion SR-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-4. The potential for project structures to be located on expansive soils is low. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Soil-1, described below in Section 4.14.10, impacts related to 
significance criterion SR-4 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-5. Although the proposed OWEF includes a septic system, that system would not be placed in 
soils incapable of supporting such as system. No impact would occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in any impacts to soil resources. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur under significance criteria SR-1 through SR-5. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would require earth-disturbing activities similar to those that 
would occur during construction; significance determinations for these activities and others that would 
occur during decommissioning are provided below.  

• SR-1. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would remove infrastructure from the area, and 
would not introduce any new infrastructure such that hazards associated with debris flow or landslide 
would occur. No impact would occur. 
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• SR-2. Earth-disturbing activities during decommissioning would be similar to those required during 
construction, including excavation and grading. The potential for these activities to cause erosion or 
loss of topsoil would be minimized by BMPs and mitigation measures, described below in Section 
4.14.10. Potential impacts under criterion SR-2 would be less than significant with the implementation 
of these measures. 

• SR-3. Decommissioning would remove infrastructure from the site and would not introduce any new 
infrastructure such that hazards associated with unstable geologic units would occur. No impact would 
occur. 

• SR-4. Decommissioning would remove infrastructure from the site and would not introduce any new 
infrastructure such that hazards associated with expansive soils would occur. No impact would occur. 

• SR-5. Decommissioning would not introduce any new infrastructure, including septic systems. No 
impact would occur. 

4.14.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 
Alternative 2 include 21 fewer wind turbine generators (WTGs) than the Proposed Action, as described in 
Section 2.3.2 of this EIS/EIR. Compared to the Proposed Action, the turbines eliminated under this 
alternative include four in the southern portion of Site 2, five in the northeast portion of Site 1, and twelve 
along the perimeter of the project in the northwest portion of Site 1. 

4.14.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction activities that would affect soil resources include excavation, grading, soil compaction, and 
any other earth-disturbing activities to prepare the site for installation of project components; these 
activities would be the same under Alternative 2 as under the Proposed Action, except that the removal of 
21 wind towers would avoid potential impacts associated with construction at these 21 locations and along 
certain access road segments. The impacts on soil resources associated with construction of the Proposed 
Action are described below. 

Soil Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 

Please see Water Resources, Section 4.19.3.1, for additional discussion of construction-related erosion 
impacts associated with Alternative 2.  

Alternative 2 would avoid impacts associated with soil erosion and loss of topsoil at the 21 wind tower 
sites that would be avoided under this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 would 
include the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in compliance with the 
federal Clean Water Act; erosion control features and BMPs included in the SWPPP would minimize or 
prevent disturbed and/or exposed materials from mobilizing in such a way that soil erosion or loss of 
topsoil could occur. Erosion and loss of topsoil would also be minimized through implementation of soil-
related BMPs identified by the BLM, listed below in Section 4.14.10. In addition, implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would be required in order to avoid and/or minimize potential erosion and 
loss of topsoil: Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction 
SWPPP Specifications) (see Section 4.14.10 for the full text of mitigation measures). Mitigation Measure 
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Water-8 would ensure that project structures are designed, engineered, constructed, and maintained to 
avoid potential damage associated with flooding and/or erosion, and also ensure that the SWPPP would be 
developed and implemented for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to maintain existing surface 
drainage patterns, thus minimizing potential adverse impacts associated with flooding. Mitigation Measure 
Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to be developed and implemented for the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative includes specific BMPs to protect water quality and avoid adverse effects of project 
construction on surface water quality, including jurisdictional waters. As described for the Proposed 
Action, with the implementation of mitigation measures above, impacts from soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil would be avoided or substantially reduced and adverse impacts would not occur. 

Unstable Geologic Units 

Alternative 2 would remove 21 wind towers from the site plan for the Proposed Action, and would 
therefore avoid the potential to place infrastructure on unstable geologic units at 21 locations.  

Alternative 2 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed OWEF and is, therefore, subject to 
the same unstable geologic units, summarized below.  

• The site is not located close enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains to be affected by 
either a debris flow or a landslide (NAA, 2010). 

• The site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading. The removal of 21 
wind towers from Alternative 2 would slightly decrease potential impacts associated with liquefaction 
and lateral spreading hazards. 

• Regional subsidence has occurred in the area, and there is potential for subsidence to affect 
infrastructure constructed on the Alternative 2 site; however, properly designed foundations would 
avoid potential hazards associated with subsidence or differential settlement. This potential would be 
slightly less under Alternative 2 due to the removal of 21 wind towers. Mitigation Measure Soil-1 
(Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics and aid in appropriate foundation 
design), described below in Section 4.14.10, would address potential impacts related to subsidence.  

• The Alternative 2 site is considered to have a low potential for liquefaction. Any small hazard 
present would be less under Alternative 2 due to the removal of 21 wind towers. 

Potential adverse impacts associated with lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, and/or 
otherwise potentially unstable geologic units may include destabilization of project infrastructure, resulting 
in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. Such effects would be site-specific in nature 
and unlikely due to final engineering and design efforts to site all project infrastructure on stable soils.  

Expansive Soils 

Section 3.15.1 (see “Geologic Hazards”) describes that subsurface conditions are not considered to be 
expansive. If permanent project infrastructure were sited on expansive soils, the soil characteristics could 
result in destabilization of the infrastructure, and possibly in subsequent hazards to the stability of 
infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. This potential would be slightly less under Alternative 2 due to 
the removal of 21 wind towers from the Proposed Action design. Mitigation Measure Soil-1(Conduct 
geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics and aid in appropriate foundation design), described 
below in Section 4.14.10, would address impacts related to expansive soils. As discussed for Alternative 
1, in the event potentially expansive or collapsible soils are encountered, appropriate design features, 
including excavation of potentially expansive or collapsible soils during construction and replacement with 
engineered backfill, ground-treatment processes, and redirection of surface water and drainage away from 
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expansive foundation soils, would be employed and would avoid impacts related to destabilization of 
infrastructure. 

Septic Tank and Leach Field 

As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 would include installation of a septic tank and leach field. 
Construction of Alternative 2 would not place a septic tank or leach field on soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the septic system, and does not include any other alternative waste water disposal systems.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities that would affect soil resources include grading and gravel 
application to maintain access roads throughout the site; grading activities could lead to erosion and loss 
of topsoil. These activities under Alternative 2 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
that with the removal of 21 wind towers, proportionately less grading and gravel application would be 
required to maintain roads. As with the Proposed Action, the generally flat topography of the project site 
and the low average annual precipitation for the area would reduce the likelihood of erosion and loss of 
topsoil related to routine access road maintenance. It is anticipated that any increase in surface water 
runoff resulting from permanent project features would be location-specific, and that such effects would 
not influence surface runoff in a manner which would result in erosion or loss of topsoil. 

Continued operation of the septic system would not adversely impact soil resources. The septic system 
would be placed in soils that are capable of adequately supporting the septic system, and continued 
operation of this system would not lead to any additional impacts. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities under Alternative 2 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
that 21 fewer wind towers and associated infrastructure such as electrical components and access roads 
would need to be removed. As described for Alternative 1 above, with the implementation of BMPs and 
the decommissioning plan, impacts would be avoided or substantially reduced resulting in no adverse 
impacts. Therefore, with the reduction of 21 turbines, potential impacts to soils would be proportionately 
less under Alternative 2 than under the Proposed Action. 

A decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD), and approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for 
construction activities would be applied to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including 
as related to the protection of soil resources from potentially adverse impacts. 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff such that erosion or loss of 
topsoil would occur, and no additional mitigation measures are required. 

4.14.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project are presented below based 
on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.14.2. 
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Construction 

• SR-1. The Alternative 2 site is not located close enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains 
to be affected by either a debris flow or a landslide. No impact would occur. 

• SR-2. The potential for Alternative 2 to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized by BMPs 
and mitigation measures, described below in Section 4.14.10. Potential impacts under criterion SR-2 
would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 

• SR-3. The potential for Alternative 2 to lead to impacts related to unstable geologic units is low. 
Implementation of BMPs and Mitigation Measure Soil-1, listed in Section 4.14.10, would reduce 
potential impacts under criterion SR-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-4. The potential for project structures to be located on expansive soils is low. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Soil-1, described below in Section 4.14.10, impacts related to 
criterion SR-4 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-5. Alternative 2 includes a septic system, but that system would not be placed in soils incapable of 
supporting it. No impact would occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not result in any impacts to soil resources. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur under significance criteria SR-1 through SR-5. 

Decommissioning 

As with the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not result in impacts under 
significance criteria SR-1 related to debris flow or landslides, SR-3 related to unstable geologic units, SR-
4 related to expansive soils, or SR-5 related to septic systems. Under significance criterion SR-2, the 
potential for decommissioning of Alternative 2 to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be similar to this 
potential during the construction phase, due to earth-disturbing activities required to remove project 
infrastructure and restore the site’s original grade as much as possible. BMPs and mitigation measures 
described in Section 4.14.10 would ensure that impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less 
than significant. 

4.14.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 
Alternative 3 would include 53 fewer wind turbine generators (WTGs) than the Proposed Action, as 
described in Section 2.3.2 of this EIS/EIR. Compared to the Proposed Action, the turbines eliminated 
under this alternative include 16 in Site 2, 22 in the northeast portion of Site 1, and 12 along the perimeter 
of the project in the northwest portion of Site 1. As such, under Alternative 3 there would be no 
construction on Site 2 and no construction on the northeast portion of Site 1.  

4.14.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction activities that would affect soil resources include excavation, grading, soil compaction, and 
any other earth-disturbing activities to prepare the site for installation of project components; these 
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activities would be the same under Alternative 3 as under the Proposed Action, except that the removal of 
53 wind towers would avoid potential impacts associated with construction at these 53 locations and along 
certain access road segments. The impacts on soil resources associated with construction of the Proposed 
Action are described below. 

Soil Erosion and Loss of Topsoil 

Please see Water Resources, Section 4.19.3.1, for additional discussion of construction-related erosion 
impacts associated with Alternative 3.  

Alternative 3 would avoid impacts associated with soil erosion and loss of topsoil at the 53 wind tower 
sites that would be avoided under this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would 
include the implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in compliance with the 
federal Clean Water Act; erosion control features and BMPs included in the SWPPP would minimize or 
prevent disturbed and/or exposed materials from mobilizing in such a way that soil erosion or loss of 
topsoil could occur. Erosion and loss of topsoil would also be minimized through implementation of soil-
related BMPs identified by the BLM, listed below in Section 4.14.10. In addition, implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would be required in order to avoid and/or minimize potential erosion and 
loss of topsoil: Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction 
SWPPP Specifications) (see Section 4.14.10 for the full text of mitigation measures). Mitigation Measure 
Water-8 would ensure that project structures are designed, engineered, constructed, and maintained to 
avoid potential damage associated with flooding and/or erosion, and also ensure that the SWPPP would be 
developed and implemented for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to maintain existing surface 
drainage patterns, thus minimizing potential adverse impacts associated with flooding. Mitigation Measure 
Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to be developed and implemented for the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative includes specific BMPs to protect water quality and avoid adverse effects of project 
construction on surface water quality, including jurisdictional waters. As discussed for the Proposed 
Action, with the implementation of mitigation measures, impacts due to soil erosion and loss of topsoil 
would be avoided or substantially reduced and adverse impacts would not occur. 

Unstable Geologic Units 

Alternative 3 would remove 53 wind towers from the site plan for the Proposed Action, and would 
therefore avoid the potential to place infrastructure on unstable geologic units at 53 locations.  

Alternative 3 would be constructed on the same site as the proposed OWEF and is therefore subject to the 
same unstable geologic units, summarized below.  

• The site is not located close enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains to be affected by 
either a debris flow or a landslide (NAA, 2010). 

• The site is considered to have low potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading. The removal of 53 
wind towers from Alternative 3 would slightly decrease potential impacts associated with liquefaction 
and lateral spreading hazards. 

• Regional subsidence has occurred in the area, and there is potential for subsidence to affect 
infrastructure constructed on the Alternative 3 site; however, properly designed foundations would 
avoid potential hazards associated with subsidence or differential settlement. This potential would be 
slightly less under Alternative 3 due to the removal of 53 wind towers. Mitigation Measure Soil-1 
(Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics and aid in appropriate foundation 
design), described below in Section 4.14.10, would address potential impacts related to subsidence.  
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• The Alternative 3 site is considered to have a low potential for liquefaction. Any small hazard 
present would be less under Alternative 3 due to the removal of 53 wind towers. 

Potential adverse impacts associated with lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, collapse, and/or 
otherwise potentially unstable geologic units may include destabilization of project infrastructure, resulting 
in stability hazards to infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. Such effects would be site-specific in nature 
and unlikely due to final engineering and design efforts to site all project infrastructure on stable soils.  

Expansive Soils 

Section 3.15.1 (see “Geologic Hazards”) describes that subsurface conditions are not considered to be 
expansive. If permanent project infrastructure were sited on expansive soils, the soil characteristics could 
result in destabilization of the infrastructure, and possibly in subsequent hazards to the stability of 
infrastructure in the immediate vicinity. As discussed for Alternative 1, in the event potentially expansive 
or collapsible soils are encountered appropriate design features, including excavation of potentially 
expansive or collapsible soils during construction and replacement with engineered backfill, ground-
treatment processes, and redirection of surface water and drainage away from expansive foundation soils, 
would be employed and would avoid impacts related to destabilization of infrastructure. 

This potential impact would be less under Alternative 3 due to the removal of 53 wind towers from the 
Proposed Action design.  

Septic Tank and Leach Field 

As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would include installation of a septic tank and leach field. 
Construction of Alternative 3 would not place a septic tank or leach field on soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the septic system, and does not include any other alternative waste water disposal systems.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities that would affect soil resources include grading and gravel 
application to maintain access roads throughout the site; grading activities could lead to erosion and loss 
of topsoil. These activities under Alternative 3 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
that with the removal of 53 wind towers, proportionately less grading and gravel application would be 
required to maintain roads. As with the Proposed Action, the generally flat topography of the project site 
and the low average annual precipitation for the area would reduce the likelihood of erosion and loss of 
topsoil related to routine access road maintenance. It is anticipated that any increase in surface water 
runoff resulting from permanent project features would be location-specific, and that such effects would 
not influence surface runoff in a manner which would result in erosion or loss of topsoil. 

Continued operation of the septic system would not adversely impact soil resources. The septic system 
would be placed in soils that are capable of adequately supporting the septic system, and continued 
operation of this system would not lead to any additional impacts. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities under Alternative 3 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
that 53 fewer wind towers and associated infrastructure such as electrical components and access roads 
would need to be removed. Therefore, potential impacts to soils would be proportionately less under 
Alternative 3 than under the Proposed Action.  
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A decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD), and approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for 
construction activities would be applied to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including 
as related to the protection of soil resources from potentially adverse impacts. 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff such that erosion or loss of 
topsoil would occur, and no additional mitigation measures are required. 

4.14.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project are presented below based 
on the CEQA Significance Criteria presented in Section 4.14.2. 

Construction 

• SR-1. The Alternative 3 site is not located close enough to any of the surrounding hillside mountains 
to be affected by either a debris flow or a landslide. No impact would occur. 

• SR-2. The potential for Alternative 3 to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be minimized by BMPs 
and mitigation measures, described below in Section 4.14.10. Potential impacts under criterion SR-2 
would be less than significant after implementation of mitigation measures. 

• SR-3. The potential for Alternative 3 to lead to impacts related to unstable geologic units is low. 
Implementation of BMPs and Mitigation Measure Soil-1, listed in Section 4.14.10, would reduce 
potential impacts under criterion SR-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-4. The potential for project structures to be located on expansive soils is low. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Soil-1, described below in Section 4.14.10, impacts related to 
criterion SR-4 would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• SR-5. Alternative 3 includes a septic system, but that system would not be placed in soils incapable of 
supporting it. No impact would occur. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not result in any impacts to soil resources. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur under criteria SR-1 through SR-5. 

Decommissioning 

As with the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts under 
significance criteria SR-1 related to debris flow or landslides, SR-3 related to unstable geologic units, SR-
4 related to expansive soils, or SR-5 related to septic systems. Under significance criterion SR-2, the 
potential for decommissioning of Alternative 3 to cause erosion or loss of topsoil would be similar to this 
potential during the construction phase, due to earth-disturbing activities required to remove project 
infrastructure and restore the site’s original grade as much as possible. BMPs and mitigation measures 
described in Section 4.14.10 would ensure that impacts under significance criterion SR-2 would be less 
than significant. 
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4.14.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.14.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur and existing conditions relevant to soil resources would continue, but may be altered 
at some point in the future by construction of a different wind energy development or other proposed 
project. Impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would not occur. However, renewable projects 
would likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent 
states within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with 
utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. Construction and operation impacts to soil resources 
would occur at these other sites when they are developed. 

4.14.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in impacts to soil resources.  

4.14.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.14.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to soil resources would continue, but may be 
altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. Impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would not occur. However, renewable 
projects would likely be developed on other sites in Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in 
adjacent states within the Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies 
with utility requirements and State/Federal mandates. Construction and operation impacts to soil resources 
would occur at these other siteswhen they are developed. 

4.14.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to soil resources. 

4.14.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.14.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
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development in the future. Impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would not occur. In the future, if 
another wind development project is implemented, impacts to soil resources would likely occur. 

4.14.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to soil resources. 

4.14.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.14.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent for analysis of cumulative impacts related to soil resources is the project site itself. 
Any potential impacts to soil resources related to construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would be site-specific and would only occur within the proposed 
project boundary; off-site soil resources would not be affected. 

4.14.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Only one past or present project has been identified within the proposed OWEF site boundary that could 
have the potential to combine with impacts of the proposed OWEF or an alternative to result in 
cumulative impacts. This project is the Sunrise Powerlink, a 150-mile transmission line project that 
crosses through the proposed OWEF site, with construction planned to be complete in 2012. Sunrise 
Powerlink is shown as a red line on Figure 4.1-1b. Also, as shown on Figure 4.1-1b, the proposed 
Coyote Wells Specific Plan is located in close proximity to the Proposed OWEF site, between proposed 
Site 1 and Site 2, but this Specific Plan is not located within the project boundaries and does not 
contribute to existing cumulative conditions. Therefore, existing cumulative conditions relevant to soils 
are characterized by the proposed OWEF and the Sunrise Powerlink project. Figure 2.3-1 (Proposed Site 
Plan) shows that no wind turbines would be placed in the alignment (corridor) of the proposed 
transmission line.    

4.14.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. The only reasonably foreseeable projects identified within the proposed OWEF 
site boundary is the Sunrise Powerlink. 

4.14.9.4 Construction 
No unavoidable adverse impacts to soil resources related to construction of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative would occur after implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures described in Section 
4.14.10. The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for soils is limited to the project site itself, and is 
limited to the Sunrise Powerlink project. As mentioned, construction of the Sunrise Powerlink is 
anticipated to be complete in 2012. If construction of portions of the Sunrise Powerlink and the proposed 
OWEF or an alternative occurs at the same time and within the same specific vicinity on the project site, 
potential cumulative impacts could occur.  
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Sunrise is a transmission line project that would be constructed within a designated utility corridor through 
the project site. The proposed OWEF or an alternative would place permanent access roads and 
underground collection systems beneath this utility corridor, but no WTGs or project structures (such as 
the O&M building) would be placed within the utility corridor. Ground disturbance associated with the 
placement of underground collection systems and/or road improvements required for project access is not 
anticipated to have the potential to result in impacts to soil resources that could combine with similar 
impacts of the Sunrise Powerlink due to the site-specific nature of such effects; additionally, the potential 
for such effects to occur at the same time and in the same location is considered unlikely. Therefore, 
impacts to soils associated with construction of transmission structures under the Sunrise Powerlink 
project and wind turbines under the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in cumulative 
effects. Traffic associated with construction of these two projects would involve the use of some of the 
same access roads. However, BMPs and mitigation measures to minimize or avoid potential erosion 
impacts are included in the Proposed Action and would not result in a substantial contribution to 
cumulative impacts to soil resources.  

4.14.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in impacts to soil 
resources. Therefore, the proposed OWEF would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to soils.  

4.14.9.6 Decommissioning 
As described in Sections 4.14.3 through 4.14.5, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative would involve soil-disturbing activities to remobe and dispose of turbine towers, above-ground 
electrical tower components, and substation components, and to remove below-ground infrastructure to 
three feet below the ground surface (leaving five-foot-thick slabs of eight-foot-deep foundations in-place). 
The geographic extent of cumulative analysis for soils is limited to the project site itself, and is limited to 
the Sunrise Powerlink project. If decommissioning of the Sunrise Powerlink and the proposed OWEF or 
an alternative occurs at the same time and within the same specific vicinity on the project site, potential 
cumulative impacts could occur. However, Sunrise is a transmission line project that would be 
decommissioned within a designated utility corridor through the project site, and the proposed OWEF or 
an alternative would not require decommissioning of WTGs, WTG foundations, or project-related 
structures within this utility corridor. Therefore, impacts to soils associated with decommissioning of 
transmission structures under the Sunrise Powerlink project and wind turbines under the proposed OWEF 
or an alternative would not occur in the same immediate vicinity. As described in the aforementioned 
Sections 4.14.3 through 4.14.5, earth-disturbing activities that would occur during the decommissioning 
phase could result in soil erosion and/or loss of topsoil, similar to the effects of earth-disturbing activities 
that would occur during the construction phase, but these effects would be minimized or avoided through 
implementation of the aforementioned BMPs and the decommissioning plan and impacts would be avoided 
or substantially reduced. Therefore, similar to construction, the proposed OWEF or an alternative would 
not  contribute to cumulative impacts to soil resources. 

4.14.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
If construction of the proposed Sunrise Powerlink project and the proposed OWEF or an alternative were 
to occur at the same time and within the same vicinity, potential impacts could occur due to soil erosion 
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and sedimentation, particularly if construction traffic uses the same access roads within the same time 
period. However, this impact of the proposed OWEF would be less than significant, and construction of 
the proposed OWEF or an alternative would include BMPs and mitigation measures to minimize or avoid 
potential erosion impacts. Therefore, although a cumulative impact could occur, the potential for 
construction to occur in the same time period at the proposed OWEF site is considered unlikely. 
Additionally, following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.14.10, 
all adverse impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed project’s 
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on Soil Resources would not be significant. 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in a substantial 
contribution to cumulative impacts to soil resources 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would include implementation of a 
decommissioning plan, which would minimize or avoid potential impacts to soils. As described in Section 
4.14.9.3, there are no reasonably foreseeable future projects within the cumulative extent of cumulative 
analysis for the proposed OWEF and alternatives, which is limited to the project site boundaries. 
Therefore, unless decommissioning of the Sunrise Powerlink project where it crosses through the OWEF 
site were to occur at the same time as decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative, similar 
impacts from earth-disturbing activities of the two projects could potentially result in cumulative impacts 
to soil erosion or loss of topsoil. The likelihood of decommissioning activities occurring within the same 
time period and the same immediate vicinity is considered very low. Following implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.14.10, all adverse impacts resulting from construction, 
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be 
avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative 
impacts on Soil Resources would not be significant. 

4.14.10 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed OWEF and alternatives would include implementation of recommended BMPs from BLM’s 
Programmatic EIS for Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United 
States (BLM, 2005). The BLM BMPs are presented below.  

BLM Best Management Practices 

• The size of disturbed land shall be minimized as much as possible. Existing roads and borrow pits 
should be used as much as possible. 

• Topsoil removed during construction shall be salvaged and reapplied during reclamation. Disturbed 
soils shall be reclaimed as quickly as possible and protective covers shall be applied. 

• Erosion controls that comply with county, state, and federal standards shall be applied. Practices 
such as jute netting, silt fences, and check dams shall be applied near disturbed areas. 

• On-site surface runoff control features shall be designed to minimize the potential for increased 
localized soil erosion. Drainage ditches shall be constructed where necessary but held to a minimum. 
Potential soil erosion shall be controlled at culvert outlets with appropriate structures. Catch basins, 
drainage ditches, and culverts shall be cleaned and maintained regularly. 

• Operators shall identify unstable slopes and local factors that can induce slope instability (such as 
groundwater conditions, precipitation, earthquake activities, slope angles, and dip angles of geologic 
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strata). Operators also shall avoid creating excessive slopes during excavation and blasting 
operations. Special construction techniques shall be used where applicable in areas of steep slopes, 
erodible soil, and stream channel/wash crossings. 

• Borrow material shall be obtained only from authorized and permitted sites. 

• Access roads shall be located to follow natural contours of the topography and minimize side hill 
cuts. 

• Foundations and trenches shall be backfilled with originally excavated materials as much as possible. 
Excavation material should be disposed of only in approved areas to control soil erosion and to 
minimize leaching of hazardous constituents. If suitable, excess excavation materials may be 
stockpiled for use in reclamation activities. 

• Existing drainage systems shall not be altered, especially in sensitive areas such as erodible soils or 
steep slopes. When constructing stream or wash crossings, culverts or water conveyances for 
temporary and permanent roads shall be designed to accommodate the runoff of a 10-year storm. 
Potential soil erosion shall be controlled at culvert outlets with appropriate structures. Catch basins, 
roadway ditches, and culverts shall be cleaned and maintained regularly. 

In addition to the BLM BMPs listed above, project-specific mitigation measures have been developed to 
reduce and/or avoid potential soil resources impacts associated with construction of the proposed OWEF 
or an alternative. These project-specific mitigation measures are presented below. 

Soil-1 Conduct geotechnical studies to assess soil characteristics and aid in appropriate 
foundation design.  The design-level geotechnical studies to be performed by the Applicant 
shall identify the presence, if any, of potentially detrimental soil chemicals, such as chlorides 
and sulfates. Appropriate design measures for protection of reinforcement, concrete, and 
metal-structural components against corrosion shall be utilized, such as use of corrosion-
resistant materials and coatings, increased thickness of project components exposed to 
potentially corrosive conditions, and use of passive and/or active cathodic protection systems. 
The geotechnical studies shall also identify areas with potentially expansive or collapsible 
soils and include appropriate design features, including excavation of potentially expansive or 
collapsible soils during construction and replacement with engineered backfill, ground-
treatment processes, and redirection of surface water and drainage away from expansive 
foundation soils. Studies shall conform to industry standards of care and American Society for 
Testing and Materials (ASTM) standards for field and laboratory testing. Study results and 
proposed solutions shall be provided for review and approval to the BLM, for actions on 
BLM lands, and to Imperial County, for actions on County lands, at least 60 days before final 
project design. 

Water-8 Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection. The full text of this measure is 
presented in Section 4.19.10.  

Water-9 Construction SWPPP Specifications. The full text of this measure is presented in Section 
4.19.10.  

4.14.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures provided in Section 4.14.10, all adverse 
impacts on soil resources resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning 
of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced. There would be no 
adverse unavoidable impacts on soil resources. 



4.15  Special Designations 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.15-1 February 2012 

4.15 Special Designations 

4.15.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The analysis of the effects of the OWEF must comply with NEPA requirements given the BLM land 
jurisdiction related to the proposed OWEF. This analysis focuses on whether the proposed OWEF would 
conflict with the management goals of any applicable special designations. 

This section discusses the special designation impacts that would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. Impacts may occur during construction from noise, fugitive dust, and 
lighting that could affect users in designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), recreation 
areas and/or Wilderness Areas including visual impacts on users in designated Wilderness Areas. Visual 
impacts are discussed in further detail in Section 4.18.  

4.15.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
The proposed OWEF could affect agriculture and forestry resources if the project would: 

SD-1 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 nonagricultural use. 

SD-2 Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract. 

SD-3 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)). 

SD-4 Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

SD-5 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. 

For the OWEF, the criteria listed above were determined to be inapplicable or would result in no impact 
and, therefore, are not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in this section. There is no 
designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance within the proposed 
Project area (DOC, 2008). Therefore, construction, operation and decommissioning of the project would 
not convert designated farmland to a nonagricultural use. None of the parcels on the project site are 
covered by Williamson Act contracts. 

The project site is not designated as forest land by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection or the United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. The proposed OWEF would 
not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production. The majority of the project site is located under the BLM’s California Desert 
Conservation Area Plan. Portions of the project site are designated as Open Space, Desert Residential, 
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and Government/Special Public under Imperial County and not zoned as forest land or timberland for 
timber production. The proposed OWEF would not involve other changes in the existing environment that 
would result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use. Construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not have any direct or 
indirect impacts on Farmland or forest land. 

4.15.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.15.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

As discussed in Section 3.16 (Environmental Setting of Special Designations), areas are designated 
ACECs due to the presence of significant natural, cultural and historic resources. Wilderness Areas, 
which are generally 5,000 acres or more in size, offer outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive 
and unconfined type of recreation; such areas may also contain ecological, geological, or other features 
that have scientific, scenic, or historical value. Temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and 
visual disturbance would not require the special designated areas within close proximity to the proposed 
OWEF to remove special designated status (i.e., ACEC, Wilderness Area, Historic Trail). 

Construction 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of the following ACECs: 

• Approximately 1.8 miles south of the Coyote Mountains Fossil Site; 

• Approximately three miles northeast of Table Mountain; and  

• Approximately two miles west of the Yuha Basin. 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of the following national recreation area: 

• Approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the Plaster City Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) Open Area. 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of the following national scenic and historic 
trail: 

• Approximately 4 miles west of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail. 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of the following wilderness areas: 

• Immediately north of the Jacumba Wilderness; 

• Approximately one mile south of the Coyote Mountains Wilderness; 

• Immediately adjacent to and east of the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP). 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of the following wilderness study area: 

• Approximately 2.1 miles northeast of the Table Mountain Wilderness Study Area. 

The Proposed Action would have no direct effects on special designations during construction, since the 
site is not subject to any such designation, and no new designations or amendments to existing 
designations are proposed. However, due to the proximity of the Proposed Action to the special 
designations mentioned above, temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual 
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disturbance would be experienced by users of the ACECs, the national historic trail, and wilderness and 
recreation areas. Fugitive dust during construction activities could impact the air quality experienced by 
users of these specially designated areas, as well as the introduction of construction noise caused by 
equipment required for construction, motor vehicle use, voices, music, or other worker-related sounds 
that could disturb the peaceful and serene environment enjoyed by users. Due to the prevailing wind 
direction towards the north and northeast, temporary dust pollutants would be experienced mostly by 
users of the Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area/ACEC and the Plaster City OHV Area. Noise effects 
would most likely be experienced by users in the nearby ABDSP and Jacumba Wilderness Area.The 
character and quality of view experienced by users would be disturbed by the introduction of several 
industrial structures including construction equipment, wind turbines, and meteorological towers. Visual 
effects would be experienced by users of special designated areas at far away distances, but the greatest 
visual impact would most likely be experienced by users within a 10-mile vicinity.  

Operation and Maintenance 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of several special designations, as mentioned 
above under “Construction”.  

There would be permanent visual impacts from the proposed wind turbine generators, proposed 
meteorological towers, proposed project substation, and proposed operation and maintenance facility. 
Visual effects would be experienced by users of special designated areas at far away distances, but the 
greatest visual impact would most likely be experienced by users within a 10-mile vicinity. While 
operation and maintenance would not cause any direct impact on the special designations, visitors utilizing 
the wilderness and recreation areas would be impacted. For example, nighttime lighting from the 
proposed wind turbines would introduce a new source of light to the area and the character and quality of 
view experienced by recreation users would be disturbed by the appearance of permanent wind turbines, 
meteorological towers, transmission lines, a project substation, and an operation and maintenance facility. 

Decommissioning 

The Proposed Action would be located within the vicinity of several special designations, as mentioned 
above under “Construction.”  

Decommissioning activities would cause temporary disturbance to users of the recreation and wilderness 
areas, similar to those described under “Construction” above. Fugitive dust during decommissioning 
activities could impact the air quality experienced by users as well as the introduction of noise caused by 
equipment required for decommissioning, motor vehicle use, voices, music, or other worker-related 
sounds that could disturb the peaceful and serene environment enjoyed by users. Due to the prevailing 
wind direction towards the north and northeast, temporary dust pollutants would be experienced mostly by 
users of the Coyote Mountains Wilderness Area/ACEC and the Plaster City OHV Area. Noise effects 
would most likely be experienced by users in the nearby ABDSP and Jacumba Wilderness Area.The 
character and quality of view experienced by users would be disturbed by the dismantling of several 
industrial structures including wind turbines, meteorological towers, a project substation, and an operation 
and maintenance facility. Visual effects would be experienced by users of special designated areas at far 
away distances, but the greatest visual impact would most likely be experienced by users within a 10-mile 
vicinity.  
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After the Proposed Action has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as the 
permanent visual impacts, described for “Operation and Maintenance” above, would be removed. 
Although revegetation in this desert region is difficult and generally of limited success, the site would 
return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

4.15.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators Alternative 

4.15.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 2 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Potential impacts on special designations during construction of the Alternative 2 would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. As described above, temporary effects 
associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual resources would be experienced by users of the ACECs, 
the national historic trail, and wilderness and recreation areas. Although a smaller number of turbines 
would be constructed, temporary effects would still be experienced, but at a smaller magnitude. 
Temporary effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any 
changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed 
OWEF. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Potential impacts on special designations during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. As described above, 
visitors utilizing the ACECs, the national historic trail, and wilderness and recreation areas would 
experience effects associated with industrial structures until they are removed at the end of the project life 
(decommissioning). Although a smaller number of turbines would be operating, effects would still be 
experienced, but at a smaller magnitude. Effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual 
disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas 
within close proximity to the proposed OWEF. 

Decommissioning 

Potential impacts on special designations during decommissioning of the Alternative 2 would be the same 
as described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. As described above, effects associated 
with air quality, noise and visual resources would be experienced by users of the ACECs, the national 
historic trail, and wilderness and recreation areas. Although a smaller number of turbines would be 
dismantled, effects would still be experienced, but at a smaller magnitude. Temporary effects associated 
with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any changes to the designations or 
status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed OWEF. 
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After the alternative has been decommissioned, users would experience a beneficial impact, as the 
permanent visual impacts, described for “Operation and Maintenance” above, would be removed. 
Although revegetation in this desert region is difficult and generally of limited success, the site would 
return to a more natural undeveloped state. 

4.15.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators Alternative 

4.15.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for Alternative 3 is organized according to the following 
project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

Construction 

Potential impacts on special designations during construction of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Construction” for the Proposed Action. As described above temporary effects associated 
with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would be experienced by users of the ACECs, the 
national historic trail, and wilderness and recreation areas. Although a smaller number of turbines would 
be constructed, temporary effects would still be experienced, but at a smaller magnitude. Temporary 
effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any changes to the 
designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed OWEF. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Potential impacts on special designations during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would be the 
same as described under “Operation and Maintenance” for the Proposed Action. As described above, 
visitors utilizing the ACECs, the national historic trail, and wilderness and recreation areas would 
experience effects associated with industrial structures until the project is decommissioned. Although a 
smaller number of turbines would be operating, temporary effects would still be experienced, but at a 
smaller magnitude. Effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require 
any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the 
proposed OWEF. 

Decommissioning 

Potential impacts on special designations during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
described under “Decommissioning” for the Proposed Action. As described above, effects associated with 
air quality, noise and visual resources would be experienced by users of the ACECs, the national historic 
trail, and wilderness and recreation areas. Although a smaller number of turbines would be dismantled, 
temporary indirect effects would still be experienced, but at a smaller magnitude. Temporary effects 
associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not require any changes to the 
designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to the proposed OWEF. Once 
removed, the impact to special designations would return to similar pre-project conditions. 



4.15  Special Designations 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.15-6 Final EIS/EIR 

4.15.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.15.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be 
constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Plan, as amended.  

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no wind project approved for the site under 
this alternative, no new structures or facilities would be constructed or operated on the site and no new 
ground disturbance would occur. As a result, none of the impacts on special designation areas from 
construction or operation of the project would occur. In particular, no direct or indirect impacts on 
ACECs, wilderness areas, or other special designations would occur that would affect the resources these 
special designation areas are meant to protect. However, the land on which the project is proposed would 
become available to other uses that are consistent with the BLM’s CDCA Plan, including another 
renewable energy project. If the proposed OWEF is not approved, renewable projects would likely be 
developed on other sites in Imperial County, in other areas of California, or in adjacent states within the 
Desert Southwest as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements 
and State/Federal mandates. Several dozen wind and solar development applications for use of BLM land 
have been submitted for approximately one million acres of the California Desert Conservation Area. 
Additional BLM land in Nevada and Arizona also has applications for wind and solar projects. Potential 
adverse impacts to special designation areas on non-BLM-administered lands under the no action 
alternative could increase in the event developers focus their wind energy development efforts on state-
owned, Tribal, and private lands. While wind energy development on nonfederal lands is subject to a 
wide array of environmental reviews and approvals by virtue of state and local permitting processes, they 
may not be subject to NEPA requirements if federal funding or permitting is not required for the project. 

4.15.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.15.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
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energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Plan, as amended.  

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future wind energy 
development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition unless another 
use is designated in this amendment. As a result, the special designation areas that are located within the 
vicinity of the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing conditions and, as such, this No 
Action Alternative would have no adverse impact on special designation areas within and adjacent to the 
site in the long term. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be 
constructed to meet state and federal mandates, and those projects at other locations could affect special 
designation areas.  

4.15.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.15.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be developed with the same 
or a different wind technology. As a result, it is likely that impacts on special designation areas would 
result from the construction and operation of the wind technology and resulting ground disturbance and 
would likely be similar to the impacts on special designation areas from the proposed OWEF, 
including indirect impacts on recreation or wilderness areas. Different wind technologies require 
different amounts of grading; however, it is expected that all wind technologies would require 
grading and maintenance. As such, this No Action Alternative could result in impacts on special 
designation areas similar to the impacts under the proposed OWEF. 

4.15.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.9 Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP) 
As discussed above, the proposed OWEF is located immediately adjacent to and east of the Anza-Borrego 
Desert State Park. The topics listed below are of specific concern to the ABDSP and were identified in a 
comment letter on the Notice of Intent, submitted by the California Department of Parks and Recreation. 
The environmental issues listed below have been addressed in this EIS/EIR. 
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Migatory Birds 
Potential adverse impacts to migratory birds at and in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF have been 
addressed in the discussion of wildlife impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 4.21 
(Wildlife Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Golden Eagles 
Potential adverse impacts to golden eagles at and in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF have been 
addressed in the discussion of wildlife impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 4.21 
(Wildlife Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Peninsular Bighorn Sheep 
Potential adverse impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep at and in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF have 
been addressed in the discussion of wildlife impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 4.21 
(Wildlife Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Other Species of Special Concern 
Potenial adverse impacts to other species of special concern, including the flat-tailed horned lizard, 
barefoot banded gecko, and California Native Plant Society listed plants at and in the vicinity of the 
proposed OWEF have been addressed in the discussion of wildlife and vegetation impacts from the 
proposed OWEF. Please see Sections 4.17 (Vegetation Resources) and 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) of this 
EIS/EIR. 

Viewsheds 
Potenial adverse impacts to viewsheds from the ABDSP and within the vicinity of the proposed OWEF 
have been addressed in the discussion of visual impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 
4.18 (Visual Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Paleontological Resources 
Potenial adverse impacts to paleontological resources at the proposed OWEF site have been addressed in 
the discussion of paleontological resources impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 4.10 
(Paleontological Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Air Quality 
Potenial adverse impacts to air quality at and within the vicinity of the proposed OWEF have been 
addressed in the discussion of air quality impacts from the proposed OWEF. Please see Section 4.2 (Air 
Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 

Cultural and Historical Resources 
Potenial adverse impacts to historic and prehistoric cultural resources at and within the vicinity of the 
proposed OWEF have been addressed in the discussion of cultural resources impacts from the proposed 
OWEF. Please see Section 4.4 (Cultural Resources) of this EIS/EIR. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
Potenial cumulative impacts to all environmental resource areas, including potential impacts to resources 
within the ABDSP have been addressed in the discussion of cumulative impacts for all environmental 
resource areas included in this EIS/EIR. Please see Sections 4.1 through 4.21 of this EIS/EIR. 

4.15.10 Cumulative Impacts 

4.15.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
 Several special designation areas are located in the general vicinity of the project area. These areas are 
mentioned under Section 4.15.3, and include the following: 

• Coyote Mountains Fossil Site; 

• Table Mountain; 

• Table Mountain Wilderness Study Area; 

• Yuha Basin; 

• Plaster City OHV Open Area; 

• Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic 
Trail; 

• Jacumba Wilderness; 

• Coyote Mountains Wilderness; 

• ABDSP  

Due to the presence of several special designation areas within the vicinity of the project site and the 
proposed OWEF’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts on these areas, the geographic extent 
of analysis is a 10-mile radius from the project site. Locations most likely to be affected within special 
designation areas would be included within this 10-mile radius. Beyond this 10-mile radius, potential 
impacts associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would be greatly reduced. Potential 
cumulative impacts could occur for the entire duration of the proposed OWEF, from the initiation of 
construction to the conclusion of facility decommissioning. 

4.15. 10.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
The project site and surrounding special designation areas consist of undeveloped land, open space land, 
scattered rural residences, and the communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. Past and ongoing development 
throughout these areas has resulted in alterations to the natural landscape, including effects from air 
quality, noise and visual resources on special designation areas. Temporary impacts from Air Quality and 
Noise have been and continue to be reduced through mitigation measures. However, permanent impacts to 
visual resources from special designated areas remain. 

4.15. 10.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
A wide variety of existing development projects could contribute to the cumulative conditions for special 
designations in regards to effects from air quality, noise and visual resources in the cumulative analysis 
area. Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, presented in Section 4.1 of this EIS/EIR, list cumulative projects in the 
vicinity of the project site and surrounding area. Consideration of the following projects identified in 
Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 and shown on Figures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b was used to develop this analysis of 
cumulative effects for special designations: 

• ESJ Wind Project I  

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan Project  

• Ketchum Ranch 

• Elder – TPM 20981 

• Renewergy, LLC 
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• Grizzle – TPM 20719 

• Pacific Bell Cell Site  

• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar 
Field 

• Sunrise Powerlink

These projects were selected based on the distance of where impacts from air quality, noise and visual 
resources would be experienced from the special designated areas. Several types of development projects 
could contribute to the cumulative impact of the Proposed Action and alternatives, including housing 
development projects, commercial and industrial development, and renewable energy projects. These 
types of reasonably foreseeable projects could combine with potential impacts of the Proposed Action or 
an alternative to affect special designations within the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis.  

Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or 
CEQA or will do so prior to approval. With the exception of five projects (Ketchum Ranch; Elder – TPM 
20981; Grizzle – TPM 20719; SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field; Renewergy, LLC), for which 
impacts would not combine with the Proposed Action or information could not be located, all of the 
cumulative projects listed above have the potential of combining impacts with the Proposed Action, as 
construction schedules would overlap. Therefore, effects of these projects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analysis below. 

4.15. 10.4 Construction, Operation and Maintenance, and Decommissioning 
Numerous energy-related development projects, including the proposed OWEF, would adversely affect 
the viewscape by adding temporary air quality emissions during construction; temporary and permanent 
structures, fences, and other features that could interrupt landscape views; increased noise caused by 
equipment required for construction and decommissioning, motor vehicle use, voices, music, or other 
worker-related sounds. Any of these activities individually or in combination could cause some users to 
seek out other areas of the desert for their wilderness or recreation activities and experiences. These 
locations would most likely be in another county where renewable energy development is not prevalent or 
likely to occur.  

Only two projects (ESJ Wind Project I and Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two) identified within the 
cumulative project list described above would be developed and operate on a similar magnitude of the 
proposed OWEF. These projects are located within the general vicinity of the proposed OWEF and would 
present similar effects to the special designation areas. The Jacumba Wliderness Area borders the 
proposed OWEF site on the south and may experience effects of a greater magnitude. All other special 
designation areas generally border or are within close proximity to the proposed OWEF and these 
cumulative projects, and none of these special designation areas would specifically be affected greater 
than another. 

These potential cumulative impacts on specially-designated wilderness and recreation areas could, in turn, 
affect visitor attraction to other specially-designated areas within the vicinity of the project area, since the 
myriad of projects in the cumulative scenario, in combination, would add large- and small-scale 
industrial, utility-related, and other uses in the region.  

Unavoidable impacts to designated wilderness areas would result since construction and operation of the 
Proposed Action would alter the adjacent scenery to a more industrial setting, as viewed from the special 
designation areas. Thus, the effects on special designation areas would continue until project facilities are 
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dismantled and the vegetation and landforms of the site are reclaimed. The existing landscape setting 
would be restored during the decommissioning phase.  

These potential impacts are discussed in the Air Quality, Noise, and Visual Resources sections, and 
mitigation measures for construction, operations and maintenance activities have been proposed to reduce 
the impacts of the proposed project. Additionally, only two projects (ESJ Wind Project I and Imperial 
Valley Solar – Solar Two) identified within the cumulative project list described above would be 
developed and operate on a similar magnitude of the proposed OWEF.  

Furthermore, cumulative effects associated with fugitive dust, noise, and visual disturbance would not 
require any changes to the designations or status of specially designated areas within close proximity to 
the proposed OWEF. Thus, the proposed OWEF  would not contribute substantially to cumulative 
impacts on special designations. 

4.15. 10.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines does not provide significance criteria for special designations, 
except those stated for agriculture and forestry resources. No significance determination has been made.  

4.15.11 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are recommended. Please see Sections 4.2 (Air Quality), 4.9 (Noise), and 4.18 
(Visual Resources) for a description of mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce the 
project’s impact to air quality, noise, and visual resources. 

4.15.12 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
There would be no unavoidable adverse impacts related to special designations.  
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4.16 Transportation and Public Access 
This section discusses the transportation and public access impacts that would occur with 
implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Effects may occur from physical changes to 
roads, construction activities, introduction of construction- or operations-related traffic on local 
roads, or changes in traffic volumes created by either direct or indirect workforce changes in the 
area. Information contained within this section was provided primarily by the Traffic Impact Analysis for 
the Ocotillo Express Wind Energy Facility, County of Imperial, California, March 17, 2011, prepared by 
Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers (LL&G Engineers) and is included as Appendix H of this 
EIS/EIR and incorporated by reference herein. 

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

Table 4.16-1 provides summarized descriptions for each level of service. 

Table 4.16-1.  Intersection Level of Service Descriptions 
Level of Service Description 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Unsignalized Intersections 

For unsignalized intersections, LOS is determined by the computed or measured control delay and is 
defined for each minor movement.  LOS is not defined for the intersection as a whole. Table 4.16-2 
depicts the criteria, which are based on the average control delay for any particular minor movement.   



4.16  Transportation and Public Access 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.16-2 Final EIS/EIR 

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

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

Table 4.16–2.  Level of Service Thresholds For Unsignalized Intersections 

Average Control Delay Per Vehicle 
(Seconds/Vehicle) Level of Service Expected Delay to Minor Street Traffic 

 0.0 < 10.0 A Little or no delay 
 10.1 to 15.0 B Short traffic delays 
 15.1 to 25.0 C Average traffic delays 
 25.1 to 35.0 D Long traffic delays 
 35.1 to 50.0 E Very long traffic delays 
  > 50.0 F Severe congestion 

Street Segments 

Street segments were analyzed based upon the comparison of Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to the County 
of Imperial Roadway Classifications LOS and ADT table (Table 4.16-3). Table 4.16-3 provides segment 
capacities for different general street classifications, based on traffic volumes and roadway characteristics.  
Segment analysis involves a comparison of ADT volumes and an approximate daily capacity on the 
subject roadway.  

Table 4.16-3.  Imperial County Standard Street Classification Average Daily Vehicle Trips 

Road Level of Service W/Average Daily Traffic Volume 

Class X-Section A B C D E 
Expressway 128 / 210 30,000 42,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 
Prime Arterial 106 / 136 22,200 37,000 44,600 50,000 57,000 
Minor Arterial 82 / 102 14,800 24,700 29,600 33,400 37,000 
Collector 64 / 84 13,700 22,800 27,400 30,800 34,200 
Local Collector 40 / 70 1,900 4,100 7,100 10,900 16,200 
Residential Street 40 / 60 * * < 1,500 * * 
Residential Cul-de-Sac / Loop Street 40/60 * * < 1,500 * * 
Industrial Collector 76 / 96 5,000 10,000 14,000 17,000 20,000 
Industrial Local Street 44 / 64 2,500 5,000 7,000 8,500 10,000 

* Levels of  service a re not applied to residential s treets s ince their primary purpose is to serve abu tting lots, not carry through t raffic. Levels of  
service normally apply to roads carrying through traffic between major trip generators and attractors. 

4.16.1.1 Proposed Project Trip Generation/Distribution/Assignment 

Description of Construction /Activities 

Proposed project traffic generation was determined for construction, operations and maintenance (O&M), 
and decommissioning phases based on the intensity of proposed related activities at the project site. The 
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construction phase is expected to commence in the first quarter of 2012, with the entire project completed 
by the end of 2012. Alternatives 2 and 3 would also be constructed with only one phase lasting 
approximately 11 months. 

Based on the information provided by the Applicant, construction activities include the following types of 
activities: 

• Road/Foundations  

• Electrical  

• Erection  

• Administration/Management  

• Post Construction Operations and Maintenance 

• Decommissioning 

A matrix summarizing the number of employees and construction trucks required for various activities 
and the duration for which they are needed is included in Appendix H. 

Construction Traffic 

The following construction-related activities are anticipated to contribute to traffic at the OWEF site 
during construction:   

• A temporary concrete batch plant will be installed to supply concrete for foundations. This will 
involve transporting water, aggregate, sand and cement to the batch plant.   

• Transporting concrete from the batch plant to each turbine location at the project site.  

• Transporting gravel/water for the road work. 

• Transporting water for the turbine foundations 

• Transporting concrete from the batch plant for the construction of the O&M building.  

• Deliver specialized equipment such as towers, blades and turbines to each turbine location. 

• Miscellaneous delivery and crew trucks.  

• Fuel delivery. 

Table 4-16-4 summarizes the number of employees and construction trucks required by duration over the 
entire construction period. The maximum amount of traffic on any given day during the highest intensity 
is obtained by adding the traffic required for the various overlapping activities during the construction 
period. As seen in Table 4.16-4, the maximum number of employees required is 297 and the number of 
trucks required is 130.  

Table 4.16-4.  Summary of Construction Traffic 

Duration Employees Duration Trucks 
Week 1 to Week 48 26 Week 1 to Week 48 6 
Week 1 to Week 40 120 Week 2 to Week 40 51 
Week 14 to Week 40 36 Week 14 to Week 21 8 
Week 22 to Week 48 78 Week 22 to Week 37 36 
Week 25 to Week 40 22 Week 25 to Week 40 22 
Week 1 to Week 3 7 Week 10 12 
Week 4 to Week 12 10 Week 25 7 
Week 13 to Week 28 15 Week 1 to Week 3 7 
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Table 4.16-4.  Summary of Construction Traffic 

Duration Employees Duration Trucks 
Week 29 to Week 44 13 Week 4 to Week 12 10 
  Week 5 to Week 28 15 
  Week 29 to Week 44 13 
Maximum 297  130 
    
    

Source:  Estimated from construction traffic data from Aspen Environmental Group, February 2011. 

Operations and Maintenance 

One fork lift would be available on site and one crane would be brought on site once a year for 
maintenance work. Approximately 17 full-time employees for year-round operation and 12 temporary 
workers for 12 weeks a year are expected to be required for O&M. 

Table 4.16-5 summarizes the construction and O&M traffic summarized in Table 4.16-4 and the 
calculated total employee and truck traffic generated on a daily basis.    

Table 4.16-5.  Determining Maximum Daily Construction and O&M Traffic 

Description Quantity Trips PCE a Equivalent  
Passenger Cars b 

Construction         
Trucks c  130 260 1.7 442 

Employees        Management d  26 4 1.0 104 
Construction e 234 2 1.0 468 

Subtotal Construction Employees 260   572 
Subtotal Daily Construction Traffic 390 

  
1,014 

Operations and Maintenance (O&M)        Trucks 1 2 1.7 3 
Employees 37 2 1.0 74 

Subtotal Daily O&M Traffic 38   77 
Total Daily Construction and O&M Traffic 428   1,091 

Footnotes: 
a. “Passenger Car Equivalence” (PCE) factor.  The surrounding terrain is generally level and the PCE factor is 1.7 for level terrain per 

Exhibit 20-9 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). 
b. Applying the PCE factor to the truck trips, the passenger car equivalent trips is obtained. 
c. Each truck generates two trip ends, one inbound trip to the site and one outbound trip from the site. 
d. Each management employee is assumed to generate four trips, 2 trips to and from work and 2 additional trips to the worksite or other 

destinations during a workday 
e. Each construction employee is assumed to generate 2 trips, to and from work. 

General Notes: 
1. Work hours:  10-hour work days Mondays through Saturdays.  May work early morning, evenings or late nights.  Construction staff 

assumed during peak hours to analyze the “worst-case” condition. 
 

The management employees are assumed to generate four trips daily, two trips to and from work and two 
trips to various work locations during the work day. The construction employees are assumed to generate 
two trips per day, one trip from home to work and one trip from work back to home at the end of the day. 
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The traffic associated with the proposed construction activities at the project site includes trucks of 
varying sizes. Trucks potentially have greater impacts on a roadway network than passenger cars. A 
passenger-car equivalence factor was applied to the truck traffic to account for this fact. Exhibit 20-9, 
Passenger-Car Equivalents on Two Way and Directional Segments in the Highway Capacity Manual, 
2000 recommends Passenger Car Equivalence of 1.7 for heavy vehicles on level terrain. Most of the 
study area is level terrain (Appendix C of Appendix H). Hence, this factor was applied to the truck trips.   

Table 4.16-6 summarizes the peak-hour construction traffic. As shown in Table 4.16-6, the construction 
related traffic is substantially greater than the O&M traffic, which validates the assertion that analysis of 
the construction impacts would represent the worst-case potential traffic impacts of the project.   

The directional split assumed for truck traffic is 50 percent inbound and 50 percent outbound during the 
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. For employees, a directional split of 90 percent inbound and 10 percent 
outbound and 10 percent inbound and 90 percent outbound is assumed during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours, respectively. The total construction traffic analyzed in this report is 1,091 ADT, with 341 trips 
(286 inbound/55 outbound) during the a.m. peak hour, and 341 trips during the p.m. peak hour (55 
inbound/286 outbound) during the p.m. peak hour.  

Figure 4-16-1 shows the total construction traffic volumes for the Proposed Action.  

Trip Distribution 

The trip distribution was developed separately for the truck and management/construction employees.  
Information regarding the source of various construction materials and equipment was obtained from the 
Draft Plan of Development provided by Pattern Energy dated November 2011. This information was used 
to develop the potential percentage of construction-related traffic generated by the construction activities, 
by direction. 

Construction Trip Distribution (Trucks) 

Based on the sources of various construction materials, the regional distribution of traffic was determined.  
Table 4.16-7 demonstrates the basis for the distribution percentages that are assumed in this analysis.  

The source for road gravel is in Ocotillo, north of I-8 and, hence, the traffic generated by this activity is 
not expected to utilize the study area roadway segments and intersections. The gravel quarry in Ocotillo is 
located just south of the project Site 1, north of I-8. The traffic generated by the gravel quarry is 20 
percent and therefore localized. Most of the remaining construction materials and equipment (50 percent) 
are expected to be from sources north or east of the project site. The route to points north is east on I-8 
and north on SR 111. Therefore, all traffic to and from points north is also oriented to the east on I-8 at 
the project site. No truck traffic is anticipated to the south, except to Site 2, at the SR 98 (Yuha 
Cutoff)/Imperial Highway intersection. The remaining 30 percent is oriented to the west on I-8. 

Construction Trip Distribution (Management / Construction Employees) 

As seen in Table 4.16-7, it is assumed that 80 percent of the employees (management and construction) 
are from El Centro and the remaining 20 percent are from San Diego. 
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4.16.1.2 Project Trip Assignment 
Daily and peak-hour project traffic generation for the construction-related truck (with PCE) and employee 
vehicle traffic shown in Tables 4.16-4 and 4.16-5 were distributed and assigned separately to the local 
street system based on their respective distribution percentages.     

Table 4.16-6.  Peak Hour Traffic 
A.M. Peak Hour 
Description Daily Trips a Total Inbound Outbound 

Construction 
    Trucks 442 44 22 22 

Employees         
Management 104 26 23 3 
Construction 468 234 211 23 

Subtotal Employee Traffic 572 260 234 26 
Total A.M. Peak Hour Construction Traffic  1,014 304 256  48 

Operations and Maintenance 
    Trucks 3 0 0 0 

Employees 74 37 30 7 
Total A.M. Peak Hour O&M Traffic 77 37 30 7 
P.M. Peak Hour 
Description Daily Trips a Total Inbound Outbound 

Construction     Trucks 442 44 22 22 
Employees         

Management 104 26 3 23 
Construction 468 234 23 211 

Subtotal Employee Traffic 572 260 26 234 
Total p.m. Peak Hour Construction Traffic 1,014 304 48 256 

Operations and Maintenance     Trucks 3 0 0 0 
Employees 74 37 7 30 

Total p.m. Peak Hour O&M Traffic 77 37 7 30 
Footnotes: 

a. Daily trips in terms of equivalent “Passenger Cars” (Table 4.16-2). 
b. Each management employee is assumed to generate four trips, 2 trips to and from work and 2 additional trips to the worksite or other 

destinations during a workday 
c. Each construction employee is assumed to generate 2 trips, to and from work. 

General Notes: 
1. Work hours:  10-hour work days Mondays through Saturdays.  May work early morning, evenings or late nights. Construction staff 

assumed during peak hours to analyze the “worst-case” condition. 
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Table 4.16-7.  Construction Traffic Distribution Estimate 

Description From Quantity 
Employees a Trucks a 

West East North South East West North South 
Management                      

Employees From El Centro (E) & San Diego (W) 26 Employees 5 21       
Roads/Foundation Construction                      

Employees From El Centro (E) & San Diego (W) 120 Employees 24 96       
Water for Road Maintenance  From Pine Valley (WNW) 8 HHDT b      8   
Water for Concrete Foundation From Pine Valley (WNW) 2 HHDT      8   
Gravel for Roads From Ocotillo 17 HHDT        17 
Concrete Foundation Aggregate From near Thermal, California 13 HHDT     13    
Concrete Foundation Sand From Ocotillo 7 HHDT     7    
Concrete Foundation Cement From Victorville (NNW) 4 HHDT      6   

Electrical                      
Employees From El Centro (E) & San Diego (W) 36 Employees 7 29       
Water for Road Maintenance  From Pine Valley (WNW) 8 HHDT     4 4   

Erection                      
                Employees From El Centro (E) & San Diego (W) 78 Employees 16 62       

WTG Delivery From Texas (E) 18 HHDT     18    
Total  52 208 0 0 42 26 0 17 

Calculated Percentages 20% 80%   49% 31% 0% 20% 
Distribution Percentages Adopted for Analysis 20% 80%   50% 30% 0% 20% 

Footnotes: 
a. Information obtained from Aspen Environmental Group, February 2011. 
b. HHDT - Heavy-Heavy-Duty Diesel Trucks (33,001 to 60,000 pounds) 
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4.16.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The following criteria were used to determine the significance of impacts under CEQA: 

Trans-1 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections) 

Trans-2 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways  

Trans-3 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 

Trans-4 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

Trans-5 Result in inadequate emergency access 

Trans-6 Result in inadequate parking capacity 

Trans-7 Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., 
bus turnouts, bicycle racks) 

For the OWEF, the criterion numbered Trans-3 was determined to be inapplicable or would result in no 
impact and, therefore, is not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in this section. This 
criterion was determined to be inapplicable or to result in no impact as the project site would not be 
located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport that would result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. There would be no impacts under this criterion from any 
component of the Proposed Action or alternatives. See Section 4.11, Public Health and Safety, for a 
discussion of potential impacts related to military aircraft operations in the project area. 

4.16.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the Proposed Action is organized according to the 
following project phases: construction; operation and maintenance; and decommissioning.  

4.16.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Construction is assumed to commence in 2012. To account for potential project traffic increases that may 
occur between 2010 (existing) and when the project is expected to commence, a five percent growth 
factor was applied to all existing 2010 traffic volumes throughout the study area. The project traffic was 
added to the baseline traffic to obtain the baseline with construction traffic volumes.     

Intersection Operations 

Table 4.16-8 summarizes the intersection operations throughout the project study area given the “baseline 
with construction” traffic volumes. This table shows that all of the unsignalized intersections in the study 
area are forecasted to operate at LOS B or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Because the 
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addition of project construction traffic would not severely degrade the existing intersections in the project 
study area, intersection operation and traffic flow would not be adversely affected. 

Segment Analysis 

Table 4.16-9 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area given the 
projected Baseline with Construction traffic volumes. This table shows all segments to continue to operate 
at LOS A or better on a daily basis. Therefore, the addition of project construction traffic would not affect 
the existing street segments in the project study area. 

Based on the traffic analysis performed, all of the un-signalized intersections in the study area are 
forecasted to operate at LOS B or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Additionally, all street 
segments will continue to operate at LOS A or better on a daily basis during construction. 

Public Access 

Construction of the Proposed Action would temporarily interfere with public access in the project area. 
Public access such as existing recreational activities would be temporarily disrupted since access to the 
OWEF site and OHV routes would be restricted during construction. However, after the construction 
period, access to the site and OHV routes would be restored, so impacts would be temporary.  

Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure Lands-2 would require the Applicant to minimize the disturbance of 
existing land uses and to coordinate with the owners to determine an acceptable solution and fund any 
necessary avoidance measures or modifications. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The project is estimated to generate 77 ADT during full operations, 7.5 percent of the 1,014 ADT 
generated by the construction traffic. During construction, the project is determined to have no adverse 
impacts at any of the study area intersections or segments. Because operations and maintenance would 
generate substantially less traffic than construction and because the construction phase of the project 
would not adversely affect intersection operation or traffic flow, it can be concluded that no adverse 
impacts would occur due to the traffic generated during the operations and maintenance phase of the 
project. 

Decommissioning 

At the end of the life of the project, the wind turbines would be dismantled and removed from the site and 
the site would be returned to its original condition.  Decommissioning activities are assumed to generate 
no more than the 1,014 ADT as generated by the construction traffic. Since the project is determined to 
have no adverse impacts at any of the study area intersections or segments during construction, it can be 
concluded that no adverse impacts would occur due to the traffic generated during the decommissioning 
phase of the project. 

Public Access 

Similar to construction of the Proposed Action, decommissioning activities would temporarily interfere 
with public access in the project area. Public access such as existing recreational activities would be 
temporarily disrupted since access to the OWEF site and OHV routes would be restricted during 
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decommissioning. However, after decommissioning activities, access to the site and OHV routes would 
be restored, so impacts would be temporary.  

Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure Lands-2 would require the Applicant to minimize the disturbance of 
existing land uses and to coordinate with the owners to determine an acceptable solution and fund any 
necessary avoidance measures or modifications. 

4.16.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance determinations for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.16.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.16.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

• Trans-1. Under Trans-1, a significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic causes any 
intersection to operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours, or any 
segment to operate at LOS D or worse conditions on a 24-hour basis. Based on the analysis presented 
above, the LOS levels of neither study area intersections nor street segments would change 
substantially and they would not operate at LOS D or worse. Only two intersections change LOS 
levels from LOS A to LOS B as a result of temporary construction activities; therefore, impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

• Trans-2. There is no formal congestion management plan for Imperial County. Imperial County 
considers an impact to be significant if a proposed project causes any intersection or street segment to 
operate at LOS D or worse. The project traffic does not exceed the LOS standards because all 
segments operate at LOS B or better; therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

• Trans-4. The project would not result in an increase in hazards due to a design feature. Project 
construction would not involve any roadway design elements except for access road turnouts to the 
project site. Construction-related truck traffic could potentially obstruct traffic on local public streets; 
however, with implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate sight 
distance would be ensured at these access driveways for trucks to exit the project site without 
obstructing traffic on public streets. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Other potential 
project hazards are also discussed in Section 3.11 and impacts related to hazards are discussed in 
Section 4.11.  

• Trans-5. With implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate 
emergency access would be maintained during project construction and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

• Trans-6. Adequate parking would be provided for construction equipment and employees; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

• Trans-7. The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation.   
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UNSIGNALIZED  

Delay LOS 

0.0   <   10.0 A 

10.1 to  15.0 B 

15.1 to  25.0 C 

25.1 to  35.0 D 

35.1 to  50.0 E 

         >  50.1 F 

 

 

Table 4.16-8.  Near-Term Intersection Operations 

Intersection Control 
Type 

Peak 
Hour 

Baseline Without 
(Construction) 
Project Traffic   

Baseline + Project Traffic  Baseline + Construction Traffic + 
Cumulative Projects Traffic  

Delaya LOSb Delay LOS ∆ c Delay Delay LOS ∆ c Delay 
           
West Evan Hewes Highway / Imperial 
Highway 

MSSC d a.m. 9.8 A 10.4 B 0.6 10.4 B 0.0 
p.m. 9.8 A 10.7 B 0.9 11.5 B 0.8 

           
I-8 WB Ra.m.ps / Imperial Highway MSSC a.m. 9.2 A 9.8 A 0.6 9.8 A 0.0 

p.m. 9.1 A 9.4 A 0.3 10.1 A 0.7 
           
I-8 EB Ra.m.ps / Imperial Highway MSSC a.m. 9.4 A 9.8 A 0.4 9.9 A 0.1 

p.m. 11.1 B 13.5 B 2.4 13.8 B 0.3 
           
SR 98 (Yuha Cutoff) / Imperial Highway MSSC a.m. 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 9.5 A 0.7 

p.m. 9.0 A 9.1 A 0.1 10.0 A 0.9 
           

Footnotes: 
a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle. 
b. Level of Service.  
c. Δ denotes an increase in delay due to Project / Cumulative projects 
d. MSSC – Minor Street Stop Controlled intersection. Minor street left turn delay is reported.  
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Table 4.16-9.  Construction Year Street Segment Operations 

Street Segment Roadway 
Classification a 

Existing 
Capacity 
(LOS E)b 

Baseline Without 
(Construction) Project 

Traffic   
Existing + (Construction) Project 

Traffic  
Existing + Project + Cumulative 

Projects Traffic  
ADT c V/C d LOS e ADT V/C LOS Δf ADT V/C LOS Δf 

              
W. Evan Hewes Highway              
East of Imperial Highway 2-Lane Collector 16,200 260 0.016 A 1,240 0.077 A 0.061 1,240 0.077 A 0.000 
               
Imperial Highway              
I-8 EB Ramps to SR-98 Yuha Cutoff 2-Lane Collector 16,200 250 0.015 A 360 0.022 A 0.007 480 0.030 A 0.008 
               
SR-98 Yuha Cutoff              
West of Imperial Highway 2-Lane Collector 16,200 1,200 0.074 A 1,310 0.081 A 0.007 1,490 0.092 A 0.011 
              
Footnotes: 

a. County of Imperial Valley roadway classification  
b. Roadway capacity corresponding to Level of Service E from Imperial County Standard Street Classification, Average Daily Vehicle Trips table. 
c. Average Daily Traffic volumes 
d. Volume / Capacity ratio. 
e. Level of Service 
f. Increase in V/C ratio due to project traffic 
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4.16.4 Alternative 2: 137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.16.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would utilize the same materials and equipment as the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), and 
would be constructed in 11 months. Therefore, the intensity of traffic per day would be basically the same 
as in the Proposed Action.   

Construction 

As concluded in the Construction Year Analysis for the Proposed Action, no adverse impacts were 
identified. Therefore, no adverse impacts would occur during the construction of Alternative 2, which is 
forecasted to generate equal or lesser traffic for a shorter duration than the Proposed Action.     

Similar to Alternative 1, construction of Alternative 2 would temporarily interfere with public access to 
the project area. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Similar to Alternative 1, the project would have no adverse impacts at any of the study area intersections 
or segments during construction. Because operations and maintenance would generate substantially less 
traffic than construction and because the construction phase of the project would not adversely affect 
intersection operation or traffic flow, it can be concluded that no adverse impacts would occur due to the 
traffic generated during the operations and maintenance phase of the project. 

Decommissioning 

At the end of the life of the project, the wind turbines would be dismantled and removed from the site and 
the site would be returned to its original condition. Because the project would have no adverse impacts at 
any of the study area intersections or segments during construction, it can be concluded that no adverse 
impacts would occur due to the traffic generated during the decommissioning phase of the project. 

4.16.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance determinations for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 2 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.16.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.16.2 to be relevant to Alternative 2 are addressed below. 

• Trans-1. Under Trans-1, a significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic causes any 
intersection to operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours, or any 
segment to operate at LOS D or worse conditions on a 24-hour basis. With the greater material needs 
for Alternative 1, the LOS levels neither study area intersections nor street segments would change 
substantially and they not operate at LOS D or worse. Only two intersections change LOS levels from 
LOS A to LOS B as a result of temporary construction activities; therefore, impacts related to 
Alternative 2, which is smaller project than Alternative 1, would be less than significant.  

• Trans-2. There is no formal congestion management plan for Imperial County. Imperial County 
considers an impact to be significant if a proposed project causes any intersection or street segment to 
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operate at LOS D or worse. Traffic related to Alternative 1 would not exceed the LOS standards 
because all segments operate at LOS B or better; therefore, impacts from Alternative 2, which is a 
smaller project than Alternative 1, would be less than significant. 

• Trans-4. Alternative 2 would not result in an increase in hazards due to a design feature. 
Construction of Alternative 2 would not involve any roadway design elements except for access road 
turnouts to the project site. Construction-related truck traffic could potentially obstruct traffic on local 
public streets; with implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate sight 
distance would be ensured at these access driveways for trucks to exit the project site without 
obstructing traffic on public streets. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Other potential 
project hazards are also discussed in Section 3.11 and impacts related to hazards are discussed in 
Section 4.11.  

• Trans-5. With implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate 
emergency access would be maintained during project construction and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

• Trans-6. Adequate parking would be provided for construction equipment and employees; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

• Trans-7. The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation.  

4.16.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.16.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 would utilize the same materials and equipment as the Proposed Action (Alternative 1), and 
would be constructed in 11 months. Therefore, the intensity of traffic per day would be basically the same 
or less than the Proposed Action. In Alternative 3, no turbines would be built in Site 2 and, hence, there 
would be no construction related traffic at the following facilities: 

• SR 98 / Imperial Highway intersection 

• Segment of Imperial Highway between I-8 EB ramps and SR 98 

• Segment of SR 98 west of Imperial Highway  

Construction 

As concluded in the Construction Year Analysis for the Proposed Action, no adverse impacts were 
identified. Therefore, it may be concluded that no adverse impacts would occur during the construction of 
Alternative 3, which is forecasted to generate equal or lesser traffic for a shorter duration than the 
Proposed Action.  

Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, construction of Alternative 3 would temporarily interfere with public 
access to the project area.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, the project would have no adverse impacts at any of the study area 
intersections or segments during construction. Because operations and maintenance would generate 
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substantially less traffic than construction and because the construction phase of the project would not 
adversely affect intersection operation or traffic flow, it can be concluded that no adverse impacts would 
occur due to the traffic generated during the operations and maintenance phase of the project. 

Decommissioning 

At the end of the life of the project, the wind turbines would be dismantled and removed from the site and 
the site would be returned to its original condition. Because the project would have no adverse impacts at 
any of the study area intersections or segments during construction, it can be concluded that no adverse 
impacts would occur due to the traffic generated during the decommissioning phase of the project. 

4.16.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance determinations for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 3 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.16.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.16.2 to be relevant to Alternative 3 are addressed below. 

• Trans-1. Under Trans-1, a significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic causes any 
intersection to operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours, or any 
segment to operate at LOS D or worse conditions on a 24-hour basis. With the greater material needs 
for Alternative 1, the LOS levels neither study area intersections nor street segments would change 
substantially and they not operate at LOS D or worse. Only two intersections change LOS levels from 
LOS A to LOS B as a result of temporary construction activities; therefore, impacts related to 
Alternative 3, which is smaller project than Alternative 1, would be less than significant.  

• Trans-2. There is no formal congestion management plan for Imperial County. Imperial County 
considers an impact to be significant if a proposed project causes any intersection or street segment to 
operate at LOS D or worse. Traffic related to Alternative 1 would not exceed the LOS standards 
because all segments operate at LOS B or better; therefore, impacts from Alternative 3, which is a 
smaller project than Alternative 1, would be less than significant. 

• Trans-4. Alternative 3 would not result in an increase in hazards due to a design feature. 
Construction of Alternative 3 would not involve any roadway design elements except for access road 
turnouts to the project site. Construction-related truck traffic could potentially obstruct traffic on local 
public streets; with implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate sight 
distance would be ensured at these access driveways for trucks to exit the project site without 
obstructing traffic on public streets. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. Other potential 
project hazards are also discussed in Section 3.11 and impacts related to hazards are discussed in 
Section 4.11.  

• Trans-5. With implementation of a traffic management plan as required by BLM, adequate 
emergency access would be maintained during project construction and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

• Trans-6. Adequate parking would be provided for construction equipment and employees; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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• Trans-7. The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation. 

4.16.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.16.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would not amend the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. As a result, no wind energy project would be 
constructed, and the BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. No action would occur and existing 
conditions relevant to transportation and public access would continue. No impacts associated with the 
Proposed Action would occur. The land on which the project is proposed would become available to other 
uses that are consistent with the BLM’s land use plan, including another wind project requiring a land use 
plan amendment. In addition, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects could be 
constructed to meet state and federal mandates.  

Intersection Analysis 

As summarized in Table 4.16-8, the intersection operations throughout the project study area given the 
Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows that all of the unsignalized intersections 
in the study area are forecasted to continue to operate at LOS A or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours with the 5 percent adjustment to 2012 volumes included. 

Segment Analysis 

Table 4.16-9 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area given the 
projected Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows all segments continue to operate 
at LOS A or better on a daily basis. 

4.16.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would not result in impacts to transportation and public access. 

4.16.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development  

4.16.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future wind energy development. As a result, no wind 
energy project would be constructed on the site, and the BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. No 
project would occur and no future development of the project site for wind energy would occur. Existing 
conditions relevant to transportation and public access would continue, but may be altered at some point 
in the future by construction of a potential project other than wind energy development. No impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action would occur. However, in the absence of this project, other 
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renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates, and those projects 
would have similar impacts in other locations. 

Intersection Analysis 

As summarized in Table 4.16-8, the intersection operations throughout the project study area given the 
Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows that all of the unsignalized intersections 
in the study area are forecasted to continue to operate at LOS A or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours with the 5 percent adjustment to 2012 volumes included. 

Segment Analysis 

Table 4.16-9 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area given the 
projected Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows all segments continue to operate 
at LOS A or better on a daily basis. 

4.16.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would not result in impacts to transportation and public access. 

4.16.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development  

4.16.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the proposed OWEF and would amend the CDCA 
Plan to allow for other wind projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another wind energy 
project could be constructed on the site. No project would occur but the area would be available to wind 
power development in the future. No impacts associated with the Proposed Action would occur. In the 
future, if another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts to transportation and public 
access as those described for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

Intersection Analysis 

As summarized in Table 4.16-8, the intersection operations throughout the project study area given the 
Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows that all of the unsignalized intersections 
in the study area are forecasted to continue to operate at LOS A or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours with the 5 percent adjustment to 2012 volumes included. 

Segment Analysis 

Table 4.16-9 summarizes the street segment operations throughout the project study area given the 
projected Baseline without Construction traffic volumes. This table shows all segments continue to operate 
at LOS A or better on a daily basis. 

4.16.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would not result in impacts to transportation and public access. 
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4.16.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.16.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
For the purposes of the cumulative analysis of transportation and access impacts, only other projects that 
make a substantial contribution to traffic at the same intersections and street segments as the Proposed 
Action are considered. Because the volume of traffic generated during construction would not be 
particularly large and would be substantially less during O&M, only intersections and street segments in 
close proximity to the OWEF site would experience any appreciable increase in traffic. Therefore, the 
study area for cumulative impacts consists of the immediate vicinity of the proposed OWEF site where 
other projects might contribute traffic to the same intersections and street segments. 

4.16.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Substantial east-west regional traffic passes through the Ocotillo/Nomirage area on I-8, which connects 
the San Diego area with El Centro, Yuma, and points further east. Existing traffic on local roadways is 
substantially less than I-8 as described in Section 3.17. Local highways and thoroughfares in the project 
area include Evan Hewes Highway (County Route S80), Imperial Highway (County Highway S2), and 
SR 98 (Yuha Cutoff). A wide variety of activities and development contribute to the current cumulative 
conditions for transportation and public access in the project area, including residential, commercial, and 
industrial development in the local area and, due to the presence of I-8, in the larger region. Recreational 
activities in the local area, as well as nearby areas such Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, also contribute 
to cumulative traffic and transportation conditions. These types of past and ongoing projects and activities 
would combine with traffic generated by the Proposed Action or an alternative to affect transportation and 
public access within the vicinity of the OWEF site. 

4.16.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. 

Only one project identified in Table 4.1-1 has the potential to result in transportation and public access 
impacts that could combine with similar impacts of the proposed OWEF. Therefore, this project was used 
to develop the analysis of cumulative effects for transportation and public access: 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan (Wind Zero Group, Inc.). The Specific Plan includes 22 parcels and 
10 land use designations, and would be comprised of two main components, the open 
space/recreational area and the open space/preservation area. Other land uses within these areas 
include tourism, residential, storage, hotel/resort, and infrastructure. 

A review of the traffic impact analyses prepared for other projects in the vicinity of the OWEF revealed 
that only the construction of Phase 1 of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan would affect the same roadway 
intersections as construction of the proposed OWEF. This included a review of the traffic analyses for 
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several projects that might be constructed concurrently with the proposed OWEF, including the Imperial 
Valley Solar Project, Imperial Solar Energy Center – South, and  Imperial Solar Energy Center – West. 
While construction of these projects would not adversely affect the same intersections as the proposed 
OWEF, they would all add truck traffic to I-8 during construction, primarily those segments of I-8 east of 
Ocotillo. However, the cumulative traffic analyses prepared for these solar projects indicate that the 
segments of I-8 east of Ocotillo would still operate at LOS A or B during construction and, therefore, 
would not result in congestion or delays along I-8. 

For these reasons, the most reasonably foreseeable project that is expected to most likely contribute to 
impacts along with the Proposed Action and alternatives is the Coyote Wells Specific Plan. Potential 
impacts from the Coyote Wells Specific Plan in conjunction with the Proposed Action and alternatives are 
discussed below. 

4.16.9.4 Construction 
The Coyote Wells Specific Plan is expected to add traffic to project area intersections in the construction 
timeframe of the project (Year 2012). The Coyote Wells Specific Plan is estimated to ultimately generate 
a total of 4,591 Average Daily Trips (ADT). However, the project is not expected to be completed within 
the next couple of years, which is the timeframe for the construction phase of the OWEF. Therefore, only 
traffic generated by Phase I of the Coyote Wells project is considered in determining cumulative impacts 
from both projects together. Implementation of Phase I of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan is estimated to 
generate a total of 538 Average Daily Trips (ADT) with 134 trips during the a.m. peak hour (102 inbound 
and 32 outbound) and 134 trips during the p.m. peak hour (32 inbound and 102 outbound trips). As seen 
in Tables 4.16-8 and 4.16-9, with the addition of the cumulative projects traffic to the existing and OWEF 
traffic,  

All study area intersections are calculated to operate at LOS B or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours and all study area segments would continue to operate at LOS A or better on a daily basis.  Traffic 
related to the proposed OWEF does not exceed the LOS standards because all segments operate at LOS B 
or better; therefore, the project would not make a significant contribution to cumulative impacts. 

4.16.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 

Implementation of Phase I of the Coyote Wells Specific Plan is estimated to generate a total of 538 
Average Daily Trips (ADT) with 134 trips during the a.m. peak hour (102 inbound and 32 outbound) and 
134 trips during the p.m. peak hour (32 inbound and 102 outbound trips). However, because operations 
and maintenance of the OWEF would generate substantially less traffic than construction and because the 
construction phase of the project would not adversely affect intersection operation or traffic flow, it can be 
concluded that no adverse impacts would occur due to the traffic generated during the operations and 
maintenance phase of the project and would not make a significant contribution to cumulative impacts. 

4.16.9.6 Decommissioning 
The timeframe for decommissioning is unknown at this time; therefore, it is difficult to ascertain what 
potential future projects which at this time are not reasonably foreseeable could either be in construction 
or operation at that time that could potentially affect transportation and public access. Because no 
substantial adverse impacts are anticipated from construction of the Proposed Action and alternatives, no 
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adverse impacts are expected from decommissioning, which generate similar or less traffic than project 
construction. Therefore, the project is not expected to make a substantial contribution to cumulative traffic 
impacts during decommissioning. 

4.16.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
• Trans-1. Under Trans-1, a significant impact would occur if the increase in project traffic causes any 

intersection to operate at LOS D or worse condition during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours, or any 
segment to operate at LOS D or worse conditions on a 24-hour basis. With increased materials needed 
for Alternative 1, neither study area intersections nor street segments change LOS levels substantially 
and none would operate at LOS D or worse. Only two intersections would change LOS levels from 
LOS A to LOS B as a result of temporary construction activities, and no intersections would 
experience LOS changes as a result of O&M activities. Therefore, the proposed OWEF would not 
make a significant contribution to increased traffic volumes that could affect street system capacity. 
The proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on Transportation and Public 
Access would not be significant. 

• Trans-2. There is no formal congestion management plan for Imperial County. Imperial County 
considers an impact to be significant if a proposed project causes any intersection or street segment to 
operate at LOS D or worse. Traffic related to the proposed OWEF does not exceed the LOS 
standards because all segments operate at LOS B or better; therefore, the project would not make a 
significant contribution to roadway levels of service and cumulative impacts on Transportation and 
Public Access would not be significant. 

• Trans-4. The proposed OWEF would not result in an increase in hazards due to a design feature. 
Construction does not involve any roadway design elements except for access road turnouts to the 
project site. While construction-related truck traffic could potentially obstruct traffic on local public 
streets on a local basis, with implementation of a traffic management plan and other best management 
practices (BMPs) discussed below, adequate sight distance would be ensured at access driveways for 
trucks to exit the project site without obstructing traffic on public streets. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be significant.  

• Trans-5. With implementation of a traffic management plan and other BMPs discussed below, 
adequate emergency access would be maintained during project construction and the project would not 
contribute to any cumulative impacts related to emergency access. 

• Trans-6. Adequate parking would be provided for construction equipment and employees; therefore, 
the project would not contribute to cumulative parking impacts. 

• Trans-7. The project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation. 

4.16.10 Mitigation Measures 
The OWEF would implement recommended BMPs from BLM’s Wind Programmatic EIS, which were 
adopted as part of the proposed Wind Energy Development Program to reduce potential traffic impacts 
(BLM, 2005).  
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BLM Best Management Practices 

• A traffic management plan shall be prepared for the site access roads to ensure that no hazards 
would result from the increased truck traffic and that traffic flow would not be adversely impacted. 
Under this plan, informational signs would be used to inform the public of temporary traffic 
hazards, flaggers would be employed when equipment would block throughways, and traffic cones 
would be used to identify any temporary changes in lane configuration necessary to minimize traffic 
impacts. This plan would be submitted to the BLM and Imperial County Department of Public 
Works for review and approval. 

• A transportation plan shall be developed, particularly for the transport of turbine components, main 
assembly cranes, and other large pieces of equipment that may be necessary to complete the project. 
The plan shall consider specific object sizes, weights, origin, destination, and unique handling 
requirements and shall evaluate alternative transportation approaches. Once a transportation 
approach is selected, the procedures outlined in the California Department of Transportation Permits 
Manual would be followed if applicable. In addition, the process that would be used to comply with 
any unique state requirements and to obtain the required permits or variances would be clearly 
identified and followed. This plan would be submitted to the BLM and Imperial County Department 
of Public Works for review and approval, and would be in place prior to the transportation of any 
turbine components 

• Project personnel and contractors shall be instructed and required to adhere to speed limits 
commensurate with road types, traffic volumes, vehicle types, and site-specific conditions, to ensure 
safe and efficient traffic flow and to reduce wildlife collisions and disturbance and airborne dust. 

• Traffic shall be restricted to the roads developed for the project. Use of other unimproved roads 
shall be restricted to emergency situations. 

• Signs shall be placed along construction roads to identify speed limits, travel restrictions, and other 
standard traffic control information. To minimize impacts on local commuters, consideration shall 
be given to limiting construction vehicles traveling on public roadways during the morning and late 
afternoon commute time. 

• Ongoing ground transportation planning shall be conducted to evaluate road use, minimize traffic 
volume, and ensure that roads are maintained adequately to minimize associated impacts. 

Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 

No project-specific mitigation measures are proposed related to Transportation and Public Access.  

4.16.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
No unavoidable adverse impacts would occur related to transportation and public access. 
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4.17 Vegetation Resources 

4.17.1 Methodology for Analysis 
Effects to these vegetation resources are classified as direct or indirect. Direct effects are those caused by 
an action and occurring at the same time and place (for example, removal of vegetation through grubbing 
or grading; [40 C.F.R. 1508.8(a)]). Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (e.g., fugitive dust from grading can 
settle on remaining vegetation and degrade the health of the vegetation over time; [40 C.F.R. 1508.8(b)). 

Effects analyses also characterize effects to vegetation resources as temporary or permanent, with a 
permanent effect referring to areas that are paved or otherwise precluded from restoration, and a 
temporary effect referring to areas that can be restored to a pre-project state. It should be noted that some 
temporarily affected areas may be considered permanently affected if the revegetation criteria described 
below are not met. Temporary disturbance would result from batch plant/laydown area, rail unloading 
area, trenching for the underground collection circuits, construction access roads, and turbine assembly 
areas. Permanent disturbance would be a result from the footings and permanent access pad at each 
WTG, a network of 20-foot-wide roads that would provide access to each WTG, four permanent 
meteorological towers, biological observation tower, substation/switchyard, and operations and 
maintenance (O&M) building.  

4.17.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The Proposed Action would have a significant impact on vegetation resources pursuant to CEQA if it 
would:  

V-1 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly, or through habitat modifications on any 
species listed as rare, threatened, or endangered, or any species  identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the BLM, 
CDFG, or the USFWS; 

 
V-2 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS;  

V-3 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; 

 
V-4 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; and/or  
 
V-5  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

Where the Proposed Action occurs on federal lands, it would not conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources (Significance Criterion V-4) since the county has no jurisdiction over 
federal lands (Imperial County, 1993). Where the Proposed Action occurs on non-federal lands, it would 
be consistent with the Imperial County General Plan’s Land Use and Conservation and Open Space 
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elements as discussed in Section 4.6.3 (Imperial County, 1993) and Land Use Ordinance (Imperial 
County, 2009). 

Similarly, the Proposed Action would not conflict with the provisions of an approved local, regional, or 
state habitat conservation plan (Significance Criterion V-5) since no such plan is applicable to the 
proposed OWEF site. As a result, Significance Criteria V-4 and V-5 are not considered further in this 
Section. 

4.17.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.17.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts covers construction of 156 WTGs, O&M, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action.  

Construction 

Vegetation Communities 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would result in direct temporary and 
permanent losses of native vegetation (Figure 4.17-1). These losses would occur through vegetation 
clearing, grading, or other surface disturbance (e.g., driving over vegetation). In the desert ecosystems, 
the definition of permanent impacts needs to reflect the slow recovery rates of its plant communities. 
Natural recovery rates from disturbance to these ecosystems depend on the nature and severity of the 
impact. For example, creosote bush can re-sprout a full canopy within five years after damage from heavy 
vehicle traffic (Gibson et al., 2004), but more severe damage involving vegetation removal and soil 
disturbance can take over a decade or more to fully recover. Other less-resilient species subjected to 
damage from heavy vehicle traffic are likely to die from such treatment, either immediately or over time. 

Table 4.17-1 presents the temporary and permanent direct impacts to vegetation communities/land covers 
from construction of the Proposed Action. The total area estimated for use by the Proposed Action 
(including short-term disturbance) is approximately 655.4 acres within the approximately 12,435.6-acre 
project area. The 655.4-acre total impact area includes 9.8 acres of impacts that occurs off-site (i.e., the 
underground collection system and access road between Sites 1 and 2; Figure 4.17-1).  

Sixteen vegetation communities, three natural land cover types (badland/mudlands, rock/large boulder 
outcrop, streambed), and three altered land cover types occur within the proposed OWEF site. The 
Proposed Action would result in direct impacts to 14 of the 16 vegetation communities (allscale scrub, 
brittle bush scrub, cheesebush scrub, creosote bush scrub, creosote bush-brittle bush scrub, creosote bush-
white bursage scrub, desert agave scrub, fourwing saltbush scrub, mesquite thicket, smoke tree woodland, 
streambed, teddy bear cholla scrub, white bursage scrub, and Wolf’s cholla scrub), one of the three 
natural land cover types (badland/mudlands), and the three altered land cover types (developed, disturbed 
habitat, and railroad (Table 4.17-1). Eight of the 22 vegetation communities are considered sensitive 
vegetation communities according to the CDFG (2010; the rarity ranking of which can be found in Table 
4.17-1), including big galleta grass shrub-steppe, brittle bush scrub, desert agave scrub, desert lavender 
scrub, mesquite thicket, smoke tree woodland, teddy bear cholla scrub, and white bursage scrub. The 
Proposed Action would result in direct impacts to 5.9 acres of brittle bush scrub, 7.4 acres of desert agave 
scrub, less than 0.1 acre of mesquite thicket, 11.8 acres of smoke tree woodland, 50.0 acres of  
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Table 4.17-1.  Temporary and Permanent Direct Impacts to Vegetation Communities (acre[s])1 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover1 Existing Rarity 
Ranking 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Impacts Avoided Impacts Avoided Impacts Avoided Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent 

Allscale Scrub 128.1 S4 5.9 1.6 120.6 4.5 1.5 122.1 0 0 128.1 
Badlands and Mudhills2, 3 162.0 -- 0.7 0.1 161.2 0.7 0.1 161.2 0.1 0 161.9 
Big Galleta Grass Shrub-steppe 1.9 S2 0 0 1.9 0 0 1.9 0 0 1.9 
Brittle Bush Scrub 92.9 S4 4.5 1.4 87 2.5 0.8 89.6 0.4 0 92.5 
Cheesebush Scrub 1,095.6 S4 40.7 13.4 1041.5 39.7 13.2 1042.7 30.7 10.2 1054.7 
Creosote Bush Scrub 938.9 S5 33.2 7.8 897.9 30.4 7.2 901.3 5.3 0.9 932.7 
Creosote Bush-Brittle Bush Scrub 2,280.1 S4 86.2 18.0 2175.8 82.4 16.9 2180.8 52.8 9.9 2217.4 
Creosote Bush-White Bursage Scrub 5,877.3 S5 259.6 87.0 5530.7 240.8 83.4 5553.1 220.9 78.6 5577.8 
Desert Agave Scrub 248.5 S3 5.6 1.8 241.1 3.6 1.4 243.5 3.6 1.4 243.5 
Desert Lavender Scrub 3.9 S3 0 0 3.9 0 0 3.9 0 0 3.9 
Developed2, 4 82.9 -- 6.7 1.2 75.0 6.3 1.1 75.5 4.7 1.1 77.1 
Disturbed Habitat2, 4 7.6 -- 0.1 0 7.5 0.1 0 7.5 0.1 0 7.5 
Fourwing Saltbush Scrub 6.5 S4 <0.1 <0.1 6.5 <0.1 <0.1 6.5 0 0 6.5 
Mesquite Thicket 0.8 S3.2 <0.1 0 0.8 <0.1 0 0.8 0 0 0.8 
Ocotillo Tall Scrub2 23.5 -- 0 0 23.5 0 0 23.5 0 0 23.5 
Railroad2, 4 12.5 -- 0.1 0.1 12.3 0.1 0.1 12.3 0.1 0.1 12.3 
Rock/Large Boulder Outcrop2, 3 4.8 -- 0 0 4.8 0 0 4.8 0 0 4.8 
Smoke Tree Woodland 380.9 S3 8.9 2.9 369.1 8.9 2.9 369.1 6.6 2.8 371.5 
Streambed2, 3 15.3 -- 0.2 0 15.1 0.2 0 15.1 0.2 0 15.1 
Teddy Bear Cholla Scrub5 663.0 S3 32.9 17.1 613 32.9 17.1 613.0 31.0 16.8 615.2 
White Bursage Scrub 176.2 S4 6.0 0.5 169.7 6.0 0.5 169.7 5.5 0.4 170.3 
Wolf’s Cholla Scrub2 232.3 -- 7.7 2.6 222.0 7.7 2.6 222.0 7.7 2.6 222.0 
TOTAL 12,435.6 499.1 155.5  11,780.8 466.8 148.5  11,820.3 369.7 124.6  11,941.3 
1Vegetation mapping was done to the alliance level. It should be noted that the vegetation communities listed in the Manual of California Vegetation and discussed in this section are referred to by the less formal 
name. For example, in the Manual of California Vegetation “allscale scrub” is formally referred to as “Atriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance.” 

2Not listed in the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009). 
3Natural land cover. 
4 Altered land cover 
5Listed in the Manual of California Vegetation as teddy bear cholla patches. 
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teddy bear cholla scrub, and 6.5 acres of white bursage scrub. Impacts to these sensitive vegetation 
communities would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize 
construction related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring 
during project construction), Veg-2a (Provide habitat compensation or restoration for permanent impacts 
to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for 
temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities). No impacts to big galleta grass shrub-steppe or 
desert lavender scrub are anticipated.   

Construction activities such as grading, tower footing excavation, and driving of heavy equipment on 
unpaved roadways would result in indirect impacts to vegetation from increased levels of blowing dust 
that may settle on surrounding vegetation. Increased levels of dust on plants can affect plants’ 
photosynthetic capabilities, affect their productivity and nutritional qualities, and degrade the overall 
vegetation community. For example, the maximum rate of net photosynthesis of plants that received fine 
dust particulates was reduced to 21 percent of those of control plants in resinous leaflets of creosote bush, 
to 44 percent in resinous leaves and photosynthetic stems of cheesebush, and to 58 percent in non-resinous 
leaves of fourwing saltbush, which have vesiculated trichomes (small sac like hairs; Sharifi et al., 1997). 
Plants of all three species that received fine dust particulates showed reduced maximum leaf conductance, 
transpiration, and instantaneous water-use efficiency (Sharifi et al., 1997).  Construction activities would 
also result in direct and indirect impacts to vegetation communities through soil erosion, which can 
accelerate the loss of nutrients in the soil and reduce the amount of nutrients available to plants in those 
vegetation communities (Okin et al., 2001). Impacts from fugitive dust would be mitigated by 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), and Air-1 
(Implement a fugitive dust control plan).  

Special Status Plant Species 

The Proposed Action would result in impacts to individuals or populations of 6 of the 12 special status 
plant species documented within the rare plant survey area: Harwood’s milk-vetch, brown turbans, 
deboltia, Wolf’s cholla, long-lobed four o’clock, and Thurber’s pilostyles (Table 4.17-2). No impacts to 
little San Bernardino Mountains linanthus, Haydon’s lotus, Mountain Springs bush lupine, hairy stick-
leaf, or desert unicorn plant are anticipated. Special status plant species and project impacts are shown in 
Figure 4.17-2. 

As discussed in Section 3.18.1.3, CRPR 1A plants are “presumed extinct in California,” CRPR 1B and 2 
plants are “rare or endangered in California,” CRPR 3 plants requires more information, and CRPR 4 
plants are “needs monitoring for changes in population status.” A more detailed explanation of the status 
codes can be found in Appendix F of the biological technical report, which is Appendix D to this 
document. 

Harwood’s milk-vetch (CRPR 2.2) – the Proposed Action would permanently impact two individual 
plants (approximately 6 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) in the 
northeast corner of Site 1 as a result of a construction area associated with a WTG. Several other 
individual plants were documented in this area, but their locations occur outside of the proposed work 
areas. The location documented in Devil’s Canyon, outside of the Proposed Action boundary, would not 
be impacted. 
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Table 4.17-2.  Direct Impacts to Special Status Plant Species 

Species 
Existing 

Numbers of 
Individuals*  

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Impacts to Individuals Percent of 

Total # 
Individuals 
Impacted** 

Impacts to Individuals Percent of 
Total # 

Individuals 
Impacted* 

Impacts to Individuals Percent of 
Total # 

Individuals 
Impacted* 

Temporary 
Impact Areas 

Permanent 
Impact Areas 

Temporary 
Impact Areas 

Permanent 
Impact Areas 

Temporary 
Impact Areas 

Permanent 
Impact Areas 

Harwood’s milk-vetch 32 0 2 6 0 2 6 0 0 0 
Brown turbans 846,173 46,420 12,617 7 39,209 12,131 6 0 0 0 
Deboltia 557 1 3 <1 1 3 3 1 3 <1 
Wolf’s cholla 24,735 1,286 408 7 1,091 340 6 1,091 340 6 
Long-lobed four o'clock 308 0 11 4 0 10 3 0 0 0 
Thurber’s pilostyles 318 13 5 6 13 5 6 13 5 6 
*Existing number of individuals documented within the special status plant species survey areas, which did not include the entire 12,435-acre project area. The actual population size within the project area for most 
of these species is expected to be larger than the numbers reported in this table. 
**Percent rounded 
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Brown turbans (CRPR 2.3) – the Proposed Action would impact approximately 59,037 individual plants 
(approximately 7 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) as a result of the 
construction of turbine footings, crane pads, turbine assembly areas, access roads, and underground 
collection circuits in Site 2. The Proposed Action would not impact the locations found in the other 
portions of the project area. The location documented in Devil’s Canyon, outside of the Proposed Action 
boundary, would not be impacted. 

Deboltia (CRPR 4.2) – the Proposed Action would impact approximately four individual plants (less than 
1 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) as a result of the construction of 
turbine footing, crane pad, and a turbine assembly area in the northwest portion of Site 1. Several other 
individual plants were documented in this area, but their locations occur outside of the proposed work 
areas. The Proposed Action would not impact the locations found in the other portions of the project area. 
The location documented adjacent to Palm Canyon Wash, outside of the Proposed Action boundary, 
would not be impacted. 

Wolf’s cholla (CRPR 4.3) – the Proposed Action would impact approximately 1,694 individual plants 
(approximately 7 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) as a result of the 
construction of turbine footings, crane pads, turbine assembly areas, access roads, underground collection 
circuits, and the substation/switchyard in Site 1.  

Long-lobed four o’clock (CRPR 4.3) – the Proposed Action would impact approximately 11 individual 
plants (approximately 4 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) as a result 
of the construction of the access road within Site 2. Many more individual plants were documented in 
these areas, but their locations occur outside of the proposed work areas.  

Thurber’s pilostyles (CRPR 4.3) – the Proposed Action would impact approximately 18 host plants 
(approximately 6 percent of the plants documented in the special status plant survey area) and, therefore, 
this species as a result of the construction of turbine footings, crane pads, turbine assembly areas, access 
roads, underground collection circuits in Site 1. Many more individual plants were documented in these 
areas, but their locations occur outside of the proposed work areas. 

Impacts to these special status plant species would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures 
Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct 
biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1c (Implement special status plant species 
avoidance/restoration/compensation), Veg-1d (Implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan), Air-1 
(Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan), Veg-2a (Provide habitat compensation or restoration for 
permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or 
habitat compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities).  

Activities such as grading, tower footing excavation, and driving of heavy equipment on unpaved 
roadways also would result in indirect impacts to special status plant species from increased levels of dust 
that may settle on the plants. Increased levels of dust on plants can affect plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities, affect their productivity and nutritional qualities, and degrade the overall vegetation 
community. Impacts from fugitive dust would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-
1 (Implement a fugitive dust control plan).  
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Federal and State Jurisdictional Areas  

Following completion of the jurisdictional delineation for the OWEF, the Applicant made design changes 
to the Proposed Action to minimize impacts to jurisdictional areas, and to specifically avoid placing 
permanent project features (i.e., turbine footings, crane pads, the substation/switchyard, and O&M area) 
in drainages that were mapped as 8-feet-wide or larger. Access roads and underground collection circuits 
were also redesigned to cross larger drainages at right angles to the extent practicable.   

Even with the design changes made to the Proposed Action, implementation of the OWEF will result in 
temporary and permanent impacts to 6.62 acres of federal non-wetland waters of the U.S. and 23.84 acres 
of CDFG jurisdictional areas (Table 4.17-3). Direct impacts would include removal of CDFG 
jurisdictional habitats and/or filling of non-wetland waters of the U.S./jurisdictional streambed areas to 
create road crossings. Examples of indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources are streambank erosion and 
stream sedimentation. These jurisdictional areas provide beneficial hydrological functions and services 
typical of low disturbance desert scrub systems. These functions include, but are not limited to, 
groundwater recharge, flood peak attenuation, floodwater storage, sediment trapping and transport, 
nutrient trapping, and wildlife habitat. The functions that these jurisdictional areas provide would be 
impaired by construction and operation of the OWEF. 

As stated above, the Proposed Action would result in temporary and permanent impacts to ACOE 
jurisdictional areas (i.e., non wetland Waters of the U.S.) that would total 6.62 acres (Figure 4.17-3; 
Table 4.17-3). ACOE jurisdictional drainages occur throughout Site 1 and Site 2. The majority of the 
impacts would be to 1-foot to 7-foot-wide drainages that are typically only a few inches deep. These 
smaller drainages carry short-term surface flows during seasonal rain events. Access roads and the 
underground collection system would impact larger drainages, including drainages up to 80-feet wide in 
the northeast portion of Site 1. Given the anticipated impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas the Applicant 
is required to obtain the applicable permits from the ACOE and RWQCB. It is anticipated that the project 
would need to obtain an Individual Permit from the ACOE in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and a Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB in accordance with Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act. The Applicant submitted applications to the ACOE and RWQCB in May 2011. These 
permits would include mitigation measures that would be implemented by the project Applicant including, 
but not limited to, preparation and implementation of a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan (Veg-3). The 
Proposed Action would result in temporary and permanent impacts to CDFG-jurisdictional streambed and 
to the following CDFG vegetation types: allscale scrub, cheesebush scrub, creosote bush-allscale scrub, 
creosote bush-fourwing saltbush scrub, fourwing saltbush scrub, mesquite thicket, and smoke tree 
woodland (Figure 4.17-4; Table 4.17-3). The Proposed Action would result in temporary and permanent 
impacts to a total of 23.84 acres of CDFG-jurisdictional areas. As noted above for ACOE-jurisdictional 
areas, the majority of the impacts would be to 1-foot to 7-foot-wide drainages that are typically only a few 
inches deep. Impacts to CDFG-jurisdictional areas would occur as a result from access road and 
underground collection system construction in the northern and northeastern portions of Site 1. Given the 
anticipated impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas the Applicant is also required to obtain a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
code. The Applicant submitted an application to CDFG in May 2011. This permit would include 
mitigation measures that would be implemented by the Applicant including, but not limited to, preparation 
and implementation of a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan (Veg-3). Based on the mutual agreement of the 
BLM, ACOE, USFWS and CDFG the proposed mitigation for offsetting jurisdictional impacts (as well as  
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Table 4.17-3.  Temporary and Permanent Impacts to Jurisdictional Areas (Acre[s]) 

Jurisdictional Area 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

ACOE CDFG ACOE CDFG ACOE CDFG 
Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent 

Wetlands 
Allscale scrub 
 0 0 0.98 0.07 0 0 0.46 0.07 0 0 0 0 

Cheesebush scrub 
 0 0 11.67 3.46 0 0 10.74 3.22 0 0 6.65 1.67 

Creosote bush-
allscale scrub 0 0 0.06 0 0 0 0.06 0 0 0 0 0 
Creosote bush-
fourwing saltbush 
scrub 

0 0 0.18 0.10 0 0 0.13 0.08 0 0 0 0 

Fourwing saltbush 
scrub 0 0 0.03 0.02 0 0 0.03 0.02 0 0 0 0 
Mesquite thicket 
 0 0 <0.01 0 0 0 <0.01 0 0 0 0 0 

Smoke tree woodland 
 0 0 1.97 0.14 0 0 1.93 0.11 0 0 0.99 0.02 

Non-Wetlands 
Drainage/Streambed 5.60 1.02 4.39 0.77 5.40 0.98 4.23 0.74 4.08 0.65 3.34 0.53 

Subtotal 5.60 1.02 19.28 4.56 5.40 0.98 17.58 4.24 4.08 0.65 10.98 2.22 
TOTAL 6.62 23.84 6.38 21.82 4.73 13.20 



4.17 Vegetation Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.17-9 February 2012 

impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep Essential Habitat and sensitive vegetation communities) on the 
OWEF site includes habitat restoration of the approximately 318-acre Carrizo Marsh in Anza-Borrego 
Desert State Park through removal of dense stands of mature salt cedar (Tamarix spp.) trees. A draft of 
the mitigation plan has been submitted to BLM and resource agencies for review and is attached as 
Appendix L2 to the Final EIS/EIR. Impacts to federal and state jurisdictional areas would be mitigated by 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1d 
(Implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan), Air-1 (Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan), 
Veg-2a (Provide habitat compensation or restoration for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities), Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for temporary impacts to 
sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-3 (Implement a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan). 

Invasive Weeds 

Invasive weeds are threats to native vegetation resources. They can displace native plants (including 
special status plant species that are present in the proposed OWEF site), increase the threat of wildfire by 
increasing fuel load, and supplant plants used as forage that are important to herbivorous species 
(including special status plant species that are present in the proposed OWEF site). Invasive weeds 
threaten vegetation resources in that they can exclude native plants (including special status species 
occurring in the project area), alter habitat structure, increase fire frequency and intensity, decrease 
forage for herbivorous wildlife (including special status species), and decrease water availability for both 
plants and wildlife. The Integrated Weed Management Plan (Mitigation Measure Veg-1d) for the project 
shall include a risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within the proposed OWEF 
site. 

Vehicles are the primary conduits for the spread of many invasive weeds. Construction activities and soil 
disturbance associated with the Proposed Action could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the 
proposed OWEF site and could further spread invasive weeds (such as Saharan mustard) that are already 
present in the proposed OWEF site. Potential impacts from invasive plant species would be mitigated by 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1d 
(Implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan to control non-native invasive weeds), Veg-2a (Provide 
habitat compensation or restoration for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities), Veg-2b 
(Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities), and Veg-3 (Implement a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan). 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance activities associated with the Proposed Action would result in direct temporary 
and permanent losses of native vegetation if vegetation clearing, grading, or other surface disturbance 
(e.g., driving over vegetation) is needed during O&M activities, such as grading of access roads or repair 
of WTGs. O&M activities also would affect special status plant species if special status plant species 
occur in areas where temporary impacts associated with O&M activities would occur. Use of access roads 
during O&M activities for the Proposed Action could result in indirect impacts to vegetation communities 
and special status plants as a result of fugitive dust although fugitive dust impacts will be less impacting 
during this phase given the reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to the construction phase. O&M 
activities would result in impacts to federal and state jurisdictional areas if temporary impacts associated 
with O&M occur in areas that fall under the jurisdiction of the ACOE and/or CDFG, such as the repair of 
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road crossings along jurisdictional drainages. Jurisdictional impacts associated with O&M activities would 
be addressed through a separate permitting process with the ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFG. O&M 
activities associated with the Proposed Action also could indirectly introduce new invasive weeds to the 
proposed OWEF site and could further spread invasive weeds (such as Saharan mustard) that are already 
present in the proposed OWEF site. Impacts from fugitive dust would be mitigated by implementation of 
Mitigation Measure Air-1 (Implement a fugitive dust control plan). Potential impacts from invasive plant 
species would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure Veg-1d (Implement an Integrated 
Weed Management Plan to control non-native invasive weeds). 

Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation 
Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), Veg-1b 
(Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1d (Implement an Integrated Weed 
Management Plan), Air-1 (Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan), Veg-2a (Provide habitat 
compensation or restoration for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-2b 
(Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities). Impacts from fugitive dust would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Air-1 (Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan). Impacts to special status plant species would be mitigated 
by implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1c 
(Implement special status plant species avoidance/restoration/ compensation), Veg-1d (Implement an 
Integrated Weed Management Plan), Air-1 (Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan), Veg-2a (Provide 
habitat compensation or restoration for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-
2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities). Impacts to jurisdictional areas would require permits from the appropriate agencies that 
would include mitigation measures including, but not limited to, preparation and implementation of a 
Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan (Veg-3). Potential impacts from invasive plant species would be mitigated 
by implementation of Impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would be mitigated by implementation 
of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize construction related impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring during project construction), Veg-1d (Implement an 
Integrated Weed Management Plan), Veg-2a (Provide habitat compensation or restoration for permanent 
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat 
compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities). 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities associated with the Proposed Action would result in direct and indirect 
temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities from vegetation clearing, grading, 
or other surface disturbance. Examples of effects to sensitive vegetation communities during 
decommissioning would include widening of access roads and/or clearing for staging areas. It is expected 
that the impacts during decommissioning would occur in the same locations as the temporary impact areas 
used during construction of the project. Decommissioning includes revegetation/restoration of the OWEF 
site. Decommissioning activities also would affect special status plant species if special status plant species 
occur in decommissioning impact areas. Decommissioning activities would result in impacts to federal 
and state jurisdictional areas if impacts associated with decommissioning occur in areas that fall under the 
jurisdiction of the ACOE and/or CDFG. Decommissioning could also result in the introduction or spread 
of invasive weeds if seed is introduced from vehicles or construction equipment. Impacts to sensitive 
vegetation communities would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize 
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construction related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), Veg-1b (Conduct biological monitoring 
during project construction), Veg-2a (Provide habitat compensation or restoration for permanent impacts 
to sensitive vegetation communities), and Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat compensation for 
temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities). Impacts from fugitive dust would be mitigated by 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Air-1 (Implement a fugitive dust control plan).  Impacts to special 
status plant species would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a (Minimize 
construction related impacts to the maximum extent practicable), Veg-1c (Implement special status plant 
species avoidance/restoration/compensation), and Veg-2b (Provide habitat restoration or habitat 
compensation for temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities). Impacts to jurisdictional areas 
would require permits from the appropriate agencies that would include mitigation measures including, 
but not limited to, preparation and implementation of a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan (Veg-3). Potential 
impacts from invasive plant species would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure Veg-1d 
(Implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan to control non-native invasive weeds).  

4.17.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the Proposed Action (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.17.2. Only those significance criteria, which were determined in Section 
4.17.2 to be relevant to the project, are addressed below. 

Construction 

• V-1. The Proposed Action is anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of the 
following six special status plant species observed within the survey area (Table 4.17-2):  
Harwood’s milk-vetch, brown turbans, deboltia, Wolf’s cholla, long-lobed four o'clock, and 
Thurber’s pilostyles. These impacts would be significant and mitigation is required.   

The introduction of new weed species into the proposed OWEF site or the spread of existing 
populations of weed species would be a significant impact to sensitive vegetation communities and 
special status plant species.   

 Increased levels of dust on special status plants affecting these plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities would be a significant impact.   

• V-2. The Proposed Action would result in significant temporary and permanent impacts to 81.6 
acres of sensitive vegetation communities. These impacts include 5.9 acres of brittle bush scrub, 
7.4 acres of desert agave scrub, less than 0.1 acre of mesquite thicket, 11.8 acres of smoke tree 
woodland, 50.0 acres of teddy bear cholla scrub, and 6.5 acres of white bursage scrub. In 
addition, the Proposed Action would result in significant temporary and permanent impacts to 
23.84 acres of CDFG jurisdictional areas (Table 4.17-3).  

Increased levels of dust on plants affecting plants’ photosynthetic capabilities and degrading 
overall vegetation communities would be a significant impact.   

• V-3. Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant temporary and permanent 
impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas totaling 6.62 acres (Table 4.17-3). 
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Operation and Maintenance 

• V-1. The Proposed Action would not result in an additional significant impact to any special 
status plant species during O&M.  

The introduction of new weed species into the proposed OWEF site or the spread of existing 
populations of weed species could potentially occur during O&M. This would be a significant 
impact.   

Increased levels of dust on plants affecting plants’ photosynthetic capabilities and degrading 
overall vegetation communities would be a significant impact.   

• V-2. Temporary and permanent project-related impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and 
CDFG jurisdictional areas during O&M activities would be a significant impact.  

• V-3. Temporary and permanent project-related impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas during 
O&M activities would be a significant impact.  

Decommissioning 

• V-1. The Proposed Action could potentially result in significant impacts to special status plant 
species during decommissioning if special status plant species become established within areas 
temporarily impacted during construction. However, measures have been proposed to minimize 
the effects to special status plant species. If impacts to federal or state listed species would occur 
during decommissioning additional measures would be required as determine through 
coordination with the wildlife agencies.  

The introduction of new weed species into the proposed OWEF site or the spread of existing 
populations of weed species would be a significant impact to sensitive vegetation communities and 
special status plant species.   

Increased levels of dust on plants affecting plants’ photosynthetic capabilities and degrading 
overall vegetation communities would be a significant impact.   

• V-2. Temporary and permanent project-related impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and 
CDFG jurisdictional areas during decommissioning would be a significant impact.  

• V-3. Temporary and permanent project-related impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas during 
decommissioning would be a significant impact.  

4.17.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.17.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts included below covers construction, O&M, and 
decommissioning of Alternative 2.  

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the Alternative 2 would result in direct temporary and permanent 
losses of native vegetation and indirect effects resulting from vegetation clearing, grading, or other 
surface disturbance.  Alternative 2 also would affect special status plant species and federal and state 
jurisdictional areas.  
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The total area estimated for use by Alternative 2 (including short-term disturbance) is approximately 
615.3 acres within the approximately 12,435.6-acre project area. The 615.3-acre total impact area 
includes 9.8 acres of impacts that occurs off-site (i.e., the underground collection system and access road 
between Sites 1 and 2).  

Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to 14 of the 16 vegetation communities (allscale scrub, brittle 
bush scrub, cheesebush scrub, creosote bush scrub, creosote bush-brittle bush scrub, creosote bush-white 
bursage scrub, desert agave scrub, fourwing saltbush scrub, mesquite thicket, smoke tree woodland, 
streambed, teddy bear cholla scrub, white bursage scrub, and Wolf’s cholla scrub), one of the three 
natural land cover types (badland/mudlands), and the three altered land cover types (developed, disturbed 
habitat, and railroad; Table 4.17-1).  

Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to 76.6 acres of the following sensitive vegetation 
communities: 3.3 acres of brittle bush scrub, 5.0 acres of desert agave scrub, less than 0.1 acre of 
mesquite thicket, 11.8 acres of smoke tree woodland, 50.0 acres of teddy bear cholla scrub, and 6.5 acres 
of white bursage scrub. The nature of these impacts similar to Alternative 1, but Alternative 2 would 
result decrease the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities by approximately 5.0 acres as compared to 
Alternative 1.  

Disturbance of the soil’s surface caused by construction traffic and other activities associated with 
Alternative 2 would result in indirect increased wind erosion of the soil. Dust can have deleterious 
physiological effects on plants and may affect their productivity and nutritional qualities. The nature of 
these impacts would be the same as that described for Alternative 1.  

Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1.  

Special Status Plant Species 

Alternative 2 is anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of the following 6 special 
status plant species observed within the rare plant survey area: Harwood’s milk-vetch (two individual 
plants; 6 percent), brown turbans (51,340 individual plants; 6 percent), deboltia (four individual plants; 
less than 1 percent), Wolf’s cholla (1,431 individual plants; 6 percent), long-lobed four o’clock (10 
individuals; 3 percent), and Thurber’s pilostyles (18 host plants; 6 percent; Table 4.17-2). Impacts to 
Harwood’s milk-vetch, deboltia, and Thurber’s pilostyles would be the same as Alternative 1. Alternative 
2 would impact one less individual of long-lobed four o’clock, approximately 7,697 fewer brown turbans, 
and approximately 263 fewer Wolf’s cholla as compared to Alternative 1. Overall, the nature of 
Alternative 2 impacts would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.     

Activities such as grading, tower footing excavation, and driving of heavy equipment on unpaved 
roadways also would result in indirect impacts to special status plant species from increased levels of dust 
that may settle on the plants. Increased levels of dust on plants can affect plants’ photosynthetic 
capabilities, affect their productivity and nutritional qualities, and degrade the overall vegetation 
community. Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1.  

Federal and State Jurisdictional Areas  

Alternative 2 would result in temporary and permanent impacts to federal non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
and CDFG jurisdictional areas with implementation of Alternative 2. Temporary and permanent project-
related impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas would total 6.38 acres and temporary and permanent project-
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related impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas would total 20.82 acres (Table 4.17-3) with implementation of 
Alternative 2. The nature of these impacts is slightly less than that described for Alternative 1.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Use of access roads during O&M activities for Alternative 2 could result in direct and indirect impacts to 
vegetation communities and special status plants as a result of fugitive dust although fugitive dust impacts 
will be less impacting during this phase given the reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to the 
construction phase.  O&M activities associated with Alternative 2 also could indirectly introduce new 
invasive weeds to the proposed OWEF site and could further spread invasive weeds (such as Saharan 
mustard) that are already present in the proposed OWEF site. These impacts would be the same as that 
for Alternative 1. Mitigation for O&M activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 2 would result in direct and indirect temporary 
and permanent losses of sensitive vegetation and direct effects resulting from vegetation clearing, grading, 
or other surface disturbance on a scale similar to construction of Alternative 1. Decommissioning 
activities also would affect special status plant species and federal and state jurisdictional areas on a scale 
similar to construction of Alternative 1. Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 2 could 
result in the introduction or spread of invasive weeds similar to construction of Alternative 1. Mitigation 
for decommissioning activities would be the same as for Alternative 1.  

4.17.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 2 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.17.2. Only those significance criteria, which were determined in Section 
4.17.2 to be relevant to Alternative 2, are addressed below. 

The CEQA determinations for construction, O&M, and decommissioning for Alternative 2 would be the 
same as for Alternative 1. Significant impacts would occur to sensitive vegetation communities, special 
status plant species, and ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional areas. In addition, significant impacts would 
result from fugitive dust and the potential spread of invasive weeds.  

4.17.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.17.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts included below covers construction, O&M, and 
decommissioning of Alternative 3. 

Construction 

The total area estimated for use by Alternative 3 (including short-term disturbance) is approximately 
494.3 acres within the approximately 12,435.6-acre project area. The 494.3-acre total impact area 
includes 5.9 acres of impacts that occurs off-site (Figure 4.17-1). Alternative 3 would result in direct 
impacts to 11 of the 16 vegetation communities (brittle bush scrub, cheesebush scrub, creosote bush scrub, 
creosote bush-brittle bush scrub, creosote bush-white bursage scrub, desert agave scrub, smoke tree 
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woodland, streambed, teddy bear cholla scrub, white bursage scrub, and Wolf’s cholla scrub), and the three 
altered land cover types (developed, disturbed habitat, and railroad; Table 4.17-1).  

Alternative 3 would result in direct impacts to the following sensitive vegetation communities: 0.4 acre of 
brittle bush scrub, 5.0 acres of desert agave scrub, 9.4 acres of smoke tree woodland, 47.8 acres of teddy 
bear cholla scrub, and 5.9 acres of white bursage scrub. The nature of these impacts similar to Alternative 
1, but Alternative 3 would result decrease the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities by 
approximately 13.1 acres as compared to Alternative 1. 

As with the Proposed Action, disturbance of the soil’s surface caused by construction traffic and other 
activities associated with Alternative 3 would result in direct and indirect increased wind erosion of the 
soil. Dust can have deleterious physiological effects on plants and may affect their productivity and 
nutritional qualities. The nature of these impacts would be the same as that described for Alternative 1.  

Mitigation for construction activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

Special Status Plant Species  

Alternative 3 is anticipated to result in impacts to individuals or populations of the following three special 
status plant species observed within the rare plant survey area: deboltia (four individual plants; less than 1 
percent), Wolf’s cholla (1,431 individual plants; 6 percent), and Thurber’s pilostyles (18 individual 
plants; 6 percent; Table 4.17-2). Impacts to deboltia and Thurber’s pilostyles would be the same as 
Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would avoid impacts to Harwood’s milk-vetch, brown turbans, and long-
lobed four o’clock that would be impacted by Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would impact approximately 
263 fewer Wolf’s cholla as compared to Alternative 1. Overall the nature of Alternative 2 impacts would 
be similar to those described for Alternative 1. 

Federal and State Jurisdictional Areas  

Alternative 3 would result in temporary and permanent impacts to federal non-wetland waters of the U.S. 
and CDFG jurisdictional habitats with implementation of Alternative 3. Temporary and permanent 
impacts to ACOE jurisdictional areas would total 4.73 acres and temporary and permanent impacts to 
CDFG jurisdictional areas would total 13.2 acres (Table 4.17-3) with implementation of Alternative 3.  
The nature of these impacts is less than that described for Alternative 1.  

Operation and Maintenance 

Use of access roads during O&M activities for the Alternative 3 could result in direct and indirect impacts 
to vegetation communities and special status plants as a result of fugitive dust although fugitive dust 
impacts will be less impacting during this phase given the reduced number of vehicle trips as compared to 
the construction phase. O&M activities associated with Alternative 3 could further spread invasive weeds 
(such as Saharan mustard) that are already present in the proposed OWEF site. These impacts would be 
the same as that for Alternative 1. Mitigation for O&M activities would be the same as for Alternative 1. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 3 would result in direct and indirect temporary 
and permanent losses of native vegetation and direct effects resulting from vegetation clearing, grading, or 
other surface disturbance on a scale similar to construction of Alternative 1. Decommissioning activities 
also would affect special status plant species and federal and state jurisdictional areas on a scale similar to 
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construction of Alternative 1. Mitigation for decommissioning activities would be the same as for 
Alternative 1.  

4.17.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 3 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.17.2. Only those significance criteria, which were determined in Section 
4.17.2 to be relevant to the Alternative 3, are addressed below. 

The CEQA determinations for construction, O&M, and decommissioning for Alternative 3 would be the 
same as for Alternative 1. Significant impacts would occur to sensitive vegetation communities, special 
status plant species, and ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional areas. In addition, significant impacts would 
result from fugitive dust and the potential spread of invasive weeds.  

4.17.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.17.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur, and existing conditions relevant to biological resources would continue, but this does 
not preclude future proposals for wind energy projects or other types of development.. No impacts 
associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. Future proposals for wind energy projects or other 
types of development would undergo an environmental review and permitting process and there would no 
assurance of certainty. 

4.17.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 to the proposed OWEF would result in no impacts to biological resources, and no CEQA 
significance conclusions can be made.  

4.17.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.17.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to biological resources would continue, but this 
does not preclude future proposals for construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur under Alternative 5. Future 
proposals for development would undergo an environmental review and permitting process and there 
would no assurance of certainty. 
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4.17.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 to the proposed OWEF would result in no impacts to biological resources, and no CEQA 
significance conclusions can be made. 

4.17.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.17.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and, therefore, no impacts associated with the 
proposed OWEF would occur, but the area would be available to wind power development in the future. 
If another wind energy project or other development project is implemented, similar impacts to biological 
resources as those described for the proposed OWEF could occur. 

4.17.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 to the proposed OWEF would result in no impacts to biological resources, and no CEQA 
significance conclusions can be made. 

4.17.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.17.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to sensitive vegetative resources 
includes the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and extends throughout western 
Imperial County and southeast San Diego County, as shown in Figures 4.1-1a and 4.1-1b. The proposed 
OWEF is located within or adjacent to federal, state, and county lands that are largely undeveloped and 
support native vegetation communities. The following are areas of biological significance that have 
potential to be affected by the proposed OWEF: 

• California Desert Conservation Area 

• BLM Limited Use and Controlled Use Lands 

• Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 

The analysis of cumulative effects considers a number of variables including geographic (spatial) limits, 
time (temporal) limits, and the characteristics of the resources being evaluated. The geographic scope of 
this analysis is based on the nature of the geography surrounding the proposed OWEF and the 
characteristics and properties of each resource. In addition, each project will have its own implementation 
schedule, which may or may not coincide or overlap with the proposed OWEF’s schedule. This is a 
consideration for short-term impacts from the proposed OWEF. However, to be conservative, the 
cumulative analysis assumes that all projects in the cumulative scenario are built and operating during the 
operating lifetime of the OWEF, except where otherwise noted. 

A cumulative impact to native vegetation communities would occur if the proposed OWEF combined with 
the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the vicinity which would result in those vegetation 
communities becoming limited in extent within the cumulative analysis area, or if the compensation 
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requirements for those impacts cannot be achieved. A cumulative impact to special status plant species 
would occur if the proposed OWEF combined with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the 
vicinity would result in those special status plant species becoming limited in their distribution or 
population size within the cumulative analysis area, or if the compensation requirements for those impacts 
cannot be achieved. A cumulative impact to jurisdictional resources would occur if the proposed OWEF 
combined with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the vicinity would result in jurisdictional 
resources becoming limited in extent within the cumulative analysis area, or if the compensation 
requirements for those impacts cannot be achieved. A cumulative impact related to the introduction or 
spread of invasive weed species would occur if the proposed OWEF combined with the reasonably 
foreseeable cumulative projects in the vicinity would result in the introduction or spread of invasive weed 
species across the cumulative analysis area. A cumulative impact related to increased levels of fugitive 
dust would occur if the proposed OWEF combined with the other reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
projects in the vicinity would result in increased levels of dust settling on vegetation and special status 
plant species throughout the cumulative analysis area.  

4.17.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
Urbanization, population growth, and continuing development pressure particularly in Imperial, San 
Diego, and Riverside counties have brought about substantial changes to, and effects on, natural 
resources. Consequently, modification, alteration, and/or destruction of vegetation, special status plant 
species, federal and state jurisdictional areas, and the proliferation of invasive weeds are occurring 
throughout the region. Future growth and development in the analysis area will likely continue these 
impacts.  

Based on a review of aerial photographs, biological reports for the reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
vicinity of the OWEF site (see Section 4.17.9.3), and botanists’ observations of surrounding habitat, 
vegetation communities are largely similar in the analysis area and consist primarily of a variety of desert 
scrubs at lower elevations (except north and south of the Salton Sea in the Imperial and Coachella valleys 
where agriculture is dominant) and desert transitional habitats (such as semi-desert chaparral and 
Peninsular juniper woodlands) as well as chaparrals, montane scrubs, oak woodlands, and grasslands at 
higher elevations (such as in Jacumba, Boulevard, and McCain Valley, San Diego County).  

Similarly, since much of the analysis area is desert, there are few wetlands present (and none on the 
proposed OWEF site); however, it is likely that federal non-wetland Waters of the U.S. and/or CDFG 
jurisdictional areas occur throughout the analysis area, as they do on the proposed OWEF site. 

The proposed OWEF site supports special status plant species, although none of the species is federal or 
state listed. The majority of the cumulative impacts analysis area supports undeveloped lands, and these 
surrounding areas support many of the same special status plant species found on the proposed OWEF 
site. 

Invasive weeds are present throughout the analysis area, although their numbers vary depending on the 
level of land disturbance. Saharan mustard, the most invasive weed found on the proposed OWEF site, is 
ranked as having a high level of invasiveness ranked as severe (Table 3.18-2; Cal-IPC, 2006). This 
species may pose the greatest threat to vegetation resources in the analysis area. Saharan mustard was 
mapped along 3,000 miles of (just) roadways throughout southern California in 2005 including along 
Interstate 8 and Imperial Highway on the proposed OWEF site (Cal-IPC, 2005). 
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4.17.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects; various BLM-authorized actions/activities; proposed or approved 
projects within the counties’ jurisdictions; and other actions/activities that Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. The projects that are located within the geographic area of 
effect for cumulative impacts are presented in Table 4.1-2 and listed below: 

• ESJ Wind Project I 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Ketchum Ranch 

• Elder – TPM 20981 

• Grizzle – TPM 20719 

• Pacific Bell Cell Site 

• Sunrise Powerlink 

• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 

• Renewergy, LLC 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center – South 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center – West 

• Pacific Wind Development, LLC, Tule Wind 
Energy Project (TWEP) 

Of particular note, the Sunrise Powerlink project (Figure 4.1-1b), a new 500-kV transmission line, 
traverses northeast-southwest through the proposed OWEF site resulting in impacts to vegetation in 
addition to those that would be caused by the OWEF. There is also the potential for impacts to special 
status plant species and federal and state jurisdictional areas, as well as for the introduction or spread of 
invasive weeds within and beyond the proposed OWEF site as a result of these two projects. It is 
important to note that the Sunrise Powerlink project includes the requirement to prepare and implement a 
Weed Control Plan for the project (Aspen, 2008). 

Additionally, there are two other projects in very close proximity to the proposed OWEF that would 
result in impacts to vegetation and potentially federal and state jurisdictional areas and special status plant 
species. These projects also could result in the introduction or spread of invasive weeds. These projects 
are the proposed 944-acre Coyote Wells Specific Plan and the 3,912-acre Renewegy LLC Wind Testing 
Site (Tables 4.1-1 and 4.17-4; Figure 4.1-1b). 

Also of particular note are development projects proposed on large tracts of land, which have the potential 
to reduce or eliminate large areas of native vegetation. Large-scale development projects in the vicinity of 
the proposed OWEF site include several large proposed solar developments (e.g., the approximately 
6,500-acre Imperial Valley Solar-Solar Two project; 950-acre Imperial Solar Energy Center-South; 
1,130-acre Imperial Solar Energy Center-West; 1,300-acre Mt. Signal Solar, etc) and several residential 
and mixed-use developments. Many of these projects would cause losses to native vegetation 
communities, special status plant species, and jurisdictional resources. 

4.17.9.4 Construction, O&M, and Decommissioning 
Construction, O&M, and decommissioning activities would result in temporary and permanent losses of 
native vegetation. Despite measures to protect vegetation and remediate losses, construction of the 
proposed OWEF would cause both temporary (during construction from vegetation clearing) and 
permanent (replacement of vegetation with project features such as WTGs and permanent access roads) 
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Table 4.17-4.  Estimated Impacts  

Project Native Vegetation  
Permanent (acres) 

Native Vegetation  
Temporary (acres) 

Native Vegetation Total 
(acres) Jurisdictional Areas (acres) Special Status Plant Species 

Impacted 

Proposed OWEF 

Desert Scrubs: 151 
Desert Woodland: 3 
Badlands/Mudhills: 0.1 
TOTAL: 154 

Desert Scrubs: 482 
Desert Woodland: 9 
Badlands/Mudhills: 0.7 
TOTAL: 492 

Desert Scrubs: 633 
Desert Woodland: 12 
Badlands/Mudhills: 0.8 
TOTAL: 646 

Waters of the U.S.: 1.0 
permanent and 5.6 temporary 
Waters of the State: 4.6 
permanent and 19.3 temporary 

No federal/state listed species 
2 Harwood’s milk-vetch 
59,037 brown turbans 
4 deboltia 
1,694 Wolf’s cholla 
11 long-lobed four o’clock 
18 Thurber’s pilostyles 

Sunrise Powerlink 

Desert Scrubs: 36 
Chaparrals: 181 
Coastal/Montane Scrubs: 27 
Grasslands/Meadows: 4 
Riparian Forests/Woodlands: 
0.25 
Woodlands/Forests: 4 
Unvegetated Channel: 1 
TOTAL: 253 

Desert Scrubs: 142 
Chaparrals: 224 
Coastal/Montane Scrubs: 67 
Grasslands/Meadows: 48 
Riparian Forests/Woodlands: 
0.1 
Woodlands/Forests: 4 
Unvegetated Channel: 2 
TOTAL: 487 

Desert Scrubs: 178 
Chaparrals: 405 
Coastal/Montane Scrubs: 94 
Grasslands/Meadows: 52 
Riparian Forests/Woodlands: 
0.35 
Woodlands/Forests: 8 
Unvegetated Channel: 3 
TOTAL: 740 

Waters of the U.S.: 3.8 
permanent and 7.2 temporary 
Waters of the State: 4.1 
permanent and 7.9 temporary 
 

No federal or state listed 
species 
3 Haydon’s lotus 
6 hairy stick-leaf  
0 Mountain Springs bush 
lupine 

Coyote Wells Specific 
Plan 

Mesquite Hummock : 3 None Mesquite Hummock : 3 
TOTAL: 3 

None None 

Renewegy LLC Wind 
Testing-Meteorological 
Towers 

Desert Scrubs* Desert Scrubs* Desert Scrubs: 3,912* Not available Not available 

Imperial Solar Energy 
Center-South 

Desert Scrubs: 19 
Desert Wash: 1 
TOTAL: 20 

Desert Scrubs: 7 
Desert Wash: 1 
TOTAL: 8 

Desert Scrubs: 26 
Desert Wash: 2 
TOTAL: 28 

Waters of the U.S.: unknown 
Waters of the State: 0.9 
permanent and 0.8 temporary 

No federal/state listed species 
9 Wolf’s cholla 
6 host plants for Thurber’s 
pilosytles 

Imperial Solar Energy 
Center-West 

Desert Scrubs: 12 
Desert Wash: 7 
TOTAL: 19 

Desert Scrubs: 7 
TOTAL: 7 

Desert Scrubs: 19 
Desert Wash: 7 
TOTAL: 26 

Waters of the U.S.: 0.3 
permanent and 0.2 temporary 
Waters of the State: 7 
permanent and 0.2 temporary 

No federal/state listed species 
2 brown turbans 
49 host plants for Thurber’s 
pilosytles 

Imperial Valley Solar-
Solar Two 

Desert Scrubs: 5,117 
TOTAL: 5,117 

Desert Scrubs: 13 
TOTAL: 13 

Desert Scrubs: 5,130 
TOTAL: 5,130 

Waters of the U.S.: 167 
permanent and 5 temporary 
(and 13 indirect) 
Waters of the State: 312 
permanent 

No federal/state listed species 
None of the special status 
species documented on the 
OWEF site were observed on 
this project site 

Energía Sierra Juarez 
Transmission Line  

Desert Scrub: 6 
Desert Woodland/Scrub: 3 
TOTAL: 9 

None Desert Scrub: 6 
Desert Woodland/Scrub: 3 
TOTAL: 9 

None None 
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Table 4.17-4.  Estimated Impacts  

Project Native Vegetation  
Permanent (acres) 

Native Vegetation  
Temporary (acres) 

Native Vegetation Total 
(acres) Jurisdictional Areas (acres) Special Status Plant Species 

Impacted 

Tule Wind Project and 
ECO Substation 

Desert Scrubs: 86 
Desert Woodland/Scrub: 78 
Chaparrals: 397 
Montane Scrubs: 7 
Grassland: 2 
Riparian Scrubs: 0.1 
Woodlands: 1 
Unvegetated Channel: 0.5 
TOTAL: 572 

Desert Scrubs: 59 
Desert Woodland/Scrub: 20 
Chaparrals: 172 
Montane Scrubs: 15 
Grassland: 3 
Riparian Scrubs: 0.3 
Woodlands: 1 
Unvegetated Channel: 0.1 
TOTAL: 270 

Desert Scrubs: 145 
Desert Woodland/Scrub: 98 
Chaparrals: 569 
Montane Scrubs: 22 
Grassland: 5 
Riparian Scrubs: 0.4 
Woodlands: 2 
Unvegetated Channel: 0.6 
TOTAL: 842 

Waters of the U.S.: 0.6 
permanent and 0.2 temporary 
Waters of the State: 1 
permanent and 0.8 temporary 

No federal/state listed species 
98 Mountain Springs bush 
lupine 
Unknown number of Haydon’s 
lotus 

*Based on assumptions about the project’s size and location and included herein due to its very close proximity to the proposed OWEF. 
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significant impacts to vegetation communities as described in Section 4.17.3.1. Most of the projects 
identified in Table 4.1-2 and listed above also would result in temporary and permanent losses of 
vegetation communities, special status plant species, and jurisdictional resources through grading and 
clearing activities to construct roads, utility infrastructure, and commercial, industrial, and residential 
developments. Quantitative impact information for these resources is not available at this time for many of 
these projects. For those where it is available, it is provided in Table 4.17-4. 

Many of the reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area would likely 
impact the same types of vegetation communities as the proposed OWEF. Most of the projects in Table 
4.17-4 would permanently impact less than 100 acres of desert scrub habitat, with the exception of the 
proposed Imperial Valley Solar Two project which would permanently remove approximately 5,000 acres 
of native vegetation communities. Similarly, temporary impacts with the projects listed in Table 4.17-4 
would temporarily impact less than 100 acres of desert scrub habitat, except for Sunrise Powerlink, which 
would temporarily impact 142 acres of desert scrub habitat. Permanent losses and temporary impacts to 
vegetation associated with the proposed OWEF combined with losses associated with past, present, and 
future projects are considered a cumulative impact because these combined impacts have potential to 
reduce the extent of those communities within the cumulative impacts analysis area. For this reason, the 
cumulative impact would be considered significant under CEQA. The magnitude of the cumulative impact 
to native vegetation communities is small given that there nearly 200,000 acres of undeveloped desert 
lands within the cumulative impacts analysis area. The OWEF site’s permanent impacts to 155.5 acres of 
vegetation communities amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the undeveloped desert lands in the cumulative 
impacts analysis area. The proposed OWEF and the other projects would be required to mitigate impacts 
to sensitive vegetation communities, and a sufficient amount of land is available to provide compensation 
for those projects’ impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a, Veg-1b, Veg-1d, Veg-2a, 
Veg-2b, and Veg-3 to compensate the proposed OWEF’s impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, 
and the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects’ mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities, would render the cumulative impact less than significant under CEQA. 

Impacts to six special status plant species would result from proposed OWEF construction and, possibly, 
decommissioning. The reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area would 
impact 3 of the same special status plant species, including brown turbans, Wolf’s cholla, and the host 
plant for Thurber’s pilostyles. In addition, reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts 
analysis area would impact 3 of the other special status plant species documented on the OWEF site, 
including hairy stickleaf, Haydon’s lotus, and Mountain Springs bush lupine. Given the amount of 
undeveloped lands within the cumulative analysis impact area and wide distribution and population sizes 
of the plant species found on the proposed OWEF site, the proposed OWEF and the reasonably 
foreseeable projects are not expected to reduce the distribution of the six special status plant species within 
the cumulative analysis impact area. Impacts to special status plant species associated with the proposed 
OWEF combined with losses associated with past, present, and future projects are considered a 
cumulative impact because these combined impacts have potential to reduce the population sizes of those 
special status plant species within the cumulative impacts analysis area. For this reason, the cumulative 
impact would be considered significant under CEQA. The population sizes of brown turbans, Wolf’s 
cholla, and Thurber’s pilostyles within the cumulative impacts analysis area is not known. For the purpose 
of this cumulative impacts analysis, the population size of each of the following species is assumed based 
on the population sizes documented on the OWEF site and the amount of suitable, undeveloped land 
within the analysis area: several million individuals of brown turbans, several hundred thousand 
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individuals of Wolf’s cholla, and several thousand Thurber’s pilostyles. The OWEF site’s impacts to 
78,846 brown turbans individuals amounts to approximately 1 percent of the estimated population in the 
cumulative impacts analysis area. The OWEF site’s impacts to 1,686 Wolf’s cholla individuals amounts to 
less than 0.1 percent of the estimated population in the cumulative impacts analysis area. The OWEF 
site’s impacts to 18 host plants for Thurber’s pilostyles amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the estimated 
population in the cumulative impacts analysis area. Mitigation Measures Veg-1a, Veg-1b, Veg-1c, Veg-
1d, Veg-2a, Veg-2b, and Veg-3 for the proposed OWEF include avoidance, restoration, and 
compensation for impacts to special status plant species. Based on a review of the environmental 
documents of the other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Table 4.17-4 that occur in the cumulative 
impacts analysis area, those projects either require or propose similar mitigation measures (i.e., avoidance 
where feasible, plant and soil salvage, seed collection, and habitat restoration/acquisition requirements) to 
mitigate those projects’ impacts to special status plant species. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
would render the cumulative impact less than significant under CEQA. 

Construction and, possibly, decommissioning activities would result in impacts to jurisdictional features 
through vegetation removal and placement of fill. Despite measures to protect jurisdictional resources and 
remediate losses, construction of the proposed OWEF would cause both temporary and permanent 
significant impacts to jurisdictional features as described in Section 4.17.3.1. The reasonably foreseeable 
projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area would likely impact the same types of jurisdictional 
resources as the proposed OWEF. Most of the projects in Table 4.17-4 would permanently impact less 
than 10 acres of jurisdictional habitat, with the exception of the proposed Imperial Valley Solar Two 
project which would permanently remove approximately 167 acres of Waters of the U.S. and permanently 
remove 312 acres of Waters of the State. Similarly, temporary impacts with the projects listed in Table 
4.17-4 would temporarily impact less than 10 acres of jurisdictional habitat. Impacts to jurisdictional 
resources associated with the proposed OWEF combined with impacts associated with past, present, and 
future projects are considered a cumulative impact because the impacts have a potential to reduce the 
extent of those jurisdictional resources within the cumulative impacts analysis area. For this reason, the 
cumulative impact would be considered significant under CEQA. The magnitude of the cumulative impact 
to jurisdictional features is small given that there tens of thousands of acres of jurisdictional habitats 
within the cumulative impacts analysis area.  The OWEF site’s permanent impacts to Waters of the U.S. 
and Waters of the State amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the jurisdictional habitats in the cumulative 
impacts analysis area. The proposed OWEF and the other reasonably foreseeable projects would be 
required to mitigate impacts to jurisdictional resources based on the no net loss policy, and a sufficient 
amount of land is available to provide compensation for those projects’ impacts to jurisdictional resources.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a, Veg-1b, Veg-1c, Veg-1d, Veg-2a, Veg-2b, and Veg-3 
for the proposed OWEF and the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects’ mitigation for impacts to 
jurisdictional resources would render the cumulative impact to jurisdictional resources less than significant 
under CEQA.  

Proposed OWEF construction, O&M, and decommissioning activities would result in ground disturbance 
which has the potential to result in the introduction or spread of invasive weed species. Invasive weed 
species exist within the cumulative impacts analysis area as a result of natural events such as wildfires, as 
well as from past and ongoing residential, commercial, and industrial development. The proposed OWEF 
and the reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area have the potential to 
introduce or spread invasive weed species throughout the cumulative impacts analysis area. For this 
reason, the impact is considered cumulative and significant under CEQA. The proposed OWEF and the 
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majority of the other reasonably foreseeable projects would be required to mitigate impacts associated 
with invasive weed species through the preparation and implementation of Weed Management Plans and 
Weed Control Plans. Implementation of Mitigation Measures Veg-1a, Veg-1b, Veg-1d, and Veg-2b 
would offset the potential impacts associated with the introduction and spread of invasive weed species for 
the proposed OWEF. Those measures, combined with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects’ 
mitigation for potential impacts from invasive weeds would render the cumulative impact less than 
significant under CEQA.  

Proposed OWEF construction, O&M, and decommissioning activities could result in increased levels of 
airborne dust that may settle on surrounding vegetation. Increased levels of dust on plants can 
significantly impede the plants’ photosynthetic capabilities and degrade the overall vegetation community. 
The reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative impacts analysis area also have the potential to 
result in increased levels of airborne dust. Impacts associated with fugitive dust associated from the 
proposed OWEF combined with impacts associated with past, present, and future projects would be 
considered a cumulative impact, and one that is significant, if all of the projects were constructed at the 
same time. The proposed OWEF and the reasonably foreseeable projects would be required to mitigate 
impacts associated with fugitive dust through the preparation and implementation of Dust Control Plans, 
which include regular watering of access roads, staging areas, and other temporary use areas during 
clearing, grading, earth-moving, excavation, or other construction activities and establishing a maximum 
speed limit on dirt access roads to reduce the amount of airborne dust generated. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure Air-1 (Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan) for the proposed OWEF combined 
with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects’ mitigation for impacts from fugitive dust would 
offset the impacts on surrounding plants and vegetation communities and would render the cumulative 
impact less than significant under CEQA. It should be noted that the construction of the proposed OWEF 
and the three nearest projects (i.e., Sunrise Powerlink, Coyote Wells Specific Plan, and Renewegy LLC 
Wind Testing) would not completely overlap, so the cumulative impact of fugitive dust in the immediate 
project vicinity of these projects would be less severe than if they were under construction simultaneously. 
Proposed OWEF construction is proposed to begin in fall 2011 and end by 2014. Sunrise Powerlink tower 
erection would be complete by the end of 2011 (but conductoring would continue into 2012). Phase I 
construction of Coyote Wells would overlap with proposed OWEF construction. Renewegy LLC Wind 
Testing construction may be complete prior to proposed OWEF construction. 

4.17.9.5 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.17.10, all adverse 
impacts resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the proposed 
OWEF or an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced and the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts on Vegetation resources would not be significant. 

4.17.10 Mitigation Measures 
Veg-1a Final engineering of the project shall reduce the size of the permanent and temporary 

construction work areas where possible and minimize the impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities and special status plant species. Prior to the start of construction, all permanent 
and temporary work areas (including, but not limited to, staging areas, access roads, and sites 
for temporary placement of construction materials and spoils) shall be delineated with staking 
and flagging to clearly identify the limits of work and shall be verified by the biological 
monitor (Mitigation Measure Veg-1b) prior to ground disturbing activities. If fencing is used 
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instead of stakes and flagging, the design of the fencing shall be done in coordination with the 
Wildlife Agencies. The Biological Monitor(s) shall be responsible for monitoring to ensure 
that all delineated disturbance boundaries remain intact and shall monitor for any disturbance 
outside of the boundaries. Staking and flagging (or fencing, if used) shall remain in place for 
the duration of construction. Spoils shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas lacking native 
vegetation or where habitat quality is poor. To the extent possible, disturbance of shrubs and 
surface soils due to stockpiling shall be minimized. All disturbances, vehicles, and equipment 
shall be confined to the staked/flagged or fenced areas. 

When feasible, construction activities shall implement drive and crush rather than grading. 
Construction equipment would drive over and crush native plants to minimize impacts to the 
roots of desert shrubs. Drive and crush is expected to reduce the recovery time of desert 
scrubs within the temporary construction areas.  

Veg-1b Prior to ground disturbing activities, an individual shall be designated and approved by the 
BLM and Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFG) as a Designated Biologist (i.e., field 
contact representative). A Designated Biologist will be designated for the period during which 
on-going construction and post-construction monitoring and reporting by an approved 
biologist is required, such as annual reporting on vegetation restoration. The Designated 
Biologist shall have the authority and responsibility to halt activities that are in violation of the 
Mitigation Measures. To avoid and minimize effects to biological resources, the Designated 
Biologist shall: 

• Notify BLM’s Authorized Officer and the wildlife agencies at least 14 calendar days before 
initiating ground disturbing activities. 

• Immediately notify BLM’s Authorized Officer and the wildlife agencies in writing if the 
project Applicant does not comply with any of the mitigation measures. 

• Conduct compliance inspections at a minimum of once per month during on-going 
construction after clearing, grubbing, and grading are completed, and submit a monthly 
compliance report to BLM’s Authorized Officer until construction is complete. 

Prior to project initiation, the Designated Biologist shall implement a Worker Education 
Awareness Program (WEAP) that shall be available in English and Spanish. Wallet-sized 
cards summarizing the information will be provided to all construction and operation and 
maintenance (O&M) personnel. The WEAP shall include the following: 

• An explanation of the function of flagging that designates authorized work areas. 

• An explanation of the sensitivity of the vegetation communities and special status plant 
species within and adjacent to work areas. 

• The importance of avoiding the introduction of invasive weeds onto the proposed OWEF 
site and surrounding areas. 

Veg-1c Implement special status plant species avoidance/restoration/compensation. If necessary and 
prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct focused surveys during 
the appropriate blooming period for special status plant species for all portions of the 
proposed project that have not been previously surveyed and the results of those surveys shall 
be submitted to the BLM for review and approval. When feasible, construction activities 
should avoid special status plant species. The Habitat Restoration/ Revegetation Plan 
(Mitigation Measure Veg-2b) shall include methods to salvage soil and seed in areas 
containing special status plant species for use in the revegetation of temporary impact areas, 
and shall specify container stock and seed of the affected special status plant species for use in 
restoration/revegetation areas. Native container stock and seed shall originate from 
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geographic distances as close as possible to the project site and/or from areas of ecological 
similarity. 

Veg-1d Implement an Integrated Weed Management Plan to control non-native invasive weeds as 
developed in cooperation with the BLM and County of Imperial. The Integrated Weed 
Management Plan for the project shall include a risk assessment of the invasive weed species 
currently known within the proposed OWEF site, procedures to control their spread on site 
and to adjacent off-site areas, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed 
species. The Integrated Weed Management Plan shall be submitted to the BLM and County 
for review and approval prior to the start of construction and shall be implemented prior to, 
during, and following the completion of construction for the life of the project.  

Air-1 Implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan. This measure is presented in Section 4.2.10.   

Veg-2a Permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities shall be compensated through a 
combination of compensation and restoration at a minimum 1:1 ratio or as required by the 
permitting agencies.  Habitat compensation shall be accomplished through agency-approved 
land preservation or mitigation fee payment for the purpose of habitat compensation of lands 
supporting comparable habitats to those lands impacted by the proposed project. Restoration 
may be appropriate as mitigation for permanent impacts provided that restoration is 
demonstrated to be feasible and the restoration effort is implemented pursuant to a Habitat 
Restoration/Revegetation Plan (Mitigation Measure Veg-2b).  

Veg-2b Temporarily disturbed areas shall be revegetated according to a Habitat Restoration/ 
Revegetation Plan (HRRP) approved by the BLM and Wildlife Agencies. The HRRP must be 
approved in writing prior to the initiation of any vegetation disturbing activities. Restoration 
involves recontouring the land and replacing topsoil (if it was collected). Revegetation also 
involves planting seed and/or container stock, maintaining the plantings (e.g., weeding, 
replacement planting, supplemental watering), and monitoring the restored/revegetated areas 
for a period of at least five years (or until the restoration/ revegetation meets all success 
criteria). The HRRP shall include methods to salvage soil and seed in areas containing special 
status plant species for use in the revegetation of temporary impact areas, and shall include 
container stock and seed of the affected special status plant species for use in 
restoration/revegetation areas. Restoration measures in desert environments include 
alleviating soil compaction, returning the surface to its original contours, pitting or imprinting 
the surface to allow small areas where seeds and rain water can be captured, planting 
seedlings with root mass necessary to survive without watering, planting seedlings in the 
spring with herbivory cages, broadcasting locally collected seed immediately prior to the 
rainy season, and covering seeds with mulch. The final success criteria for 
restored/revegetated areas are as follows: (1) Native vegetation cover measured within 
revegetated areas should be at least 70 percent of that measured at reference sites located in 
similar habitat; (2) non-native vegetation cover within revegetated areas should be equal to or 
less than that measured at reference sites located in similar habitat, and (3) recruitment (the 
successful, natural reproduction and/or establishment of plants in a given area) of native 
plants should demonstrate at least 40 percent of the recruitment observed in a reference site 
located in similar habitat. If after five years of monitoring there are areas that do not meet the 
success criteria, these areas shall be compensated off site at a 1:1 ratio of equal or better 
quality habitat compared to what was impacted, in accordance with Mitigation Measure Veg-
2a.  

Veg-3 The Applicant shall implement a Jurisdictional Mitigation Plan to describe the mitigation for 
impacts to jurisdictional areas within the proposed OWEF site. The Jurisdictional Mitigation 
Plan shall be submitted to the ACOE, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and 
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CDFG for review and approval and shall describe the location and size of the mitigation 
proposed, description of the habitat creation/restoration effort, success criteria, and 
maintenance and monitoring specifications. The Applicant proposes to remove dense, mature 
stands of tamarisk within the approximately 318-acre Carrizo Marsh to mitigate impacts to 
jurisdictional areas, which is described in the Draft Off-site Habitat Restoration Plan. The 
final success criteria in the Draft Off-site Habitat Restoration Plan are as follows: 0 percent 
cover of tamarisk in the shrub layer; less than 5 percent cover of tamarisk in the herb layer; 
less than 5 percent cover by other noxious weed species; and less than 20 percent cover by 
other non-native species at the end of 5 years of maintenance. 

Impacts of Mitigation Implementation 

Implementation of some of the mitigation measures described above could cause certain environmental 
effects, which would primarily be temporary in nature. Specifically, implementation of Mitigation 
Measures Veg-1d and Veg-2b could cause disturbance to sensitive vegetation and special status plant and 
wildlife resources. 

Implementation of weed control as part of the Integrated Weed Management Plan (Veg-1d) and HRRP 
(Veg-2b) has the potential to impact sensitive vegetation and special status plant and wildlife resources on 
the proposed OWEF site. For example, plants and wildlife could be crushed by vehicles used to access 
the site, and herbicide application could harm non-target plant species as well as wildlife. Measures, such 
as, but not limited to, keeping vehicles on permanent access roads, using herbicides with low toxicity, not 
using herbicides during critical wildlife breeding or staging periods, and only spraying herbicide during 
low-wind conditions, have been incorporated into the these plans to minimize or avoid potential impacts 
from the implementation of these mitigation measures for vegetation and wildlife resources.  

4.17.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures described in Section 4.17 would 
mitigate the direct and indirect impacts to vegetation resources, including permanent and temporary 
impacts to vegetation communities, special status plant species, and federal and state jurisdictional areas, 
on the OWEF site. Under CEQA, implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures would mitigate impacts to vegetation resources to a level below significance. Implementation of 
the required mitigation would not result in any additional impacts to vegetation resources. No residual 
impacts to vegetation resources would occur with the implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures.  
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4.18 Visual Resources 
This section discusses effects on visual resources that would occur with implementation of the Proposed 
Action and alternatives, including cumulative effects, and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce visual 
effects. Overall, the project would result in the long-term visual alteration of landscapes comprised of 
BLM-administered lands, other public lands, and private lands. However, the majority of the actual land 
disturbance would take place on BLM-administered lands to be managed under an Interim VRM Class IV 
designation. 

4.18.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The Proposed Action and alternatives are analyzed for their effects on visual resources using an 
assessment of the visual contrast within the landscape created by components of the project. Impacts to the 
inventoried visual resource values (see Appendix E-1) are evaluated through a contrast rating process 
described below. The degree to which the Proposed Action and alternatives affect the visual quality of a 
landscape is directly related to the amount of visual contrast between the alternative and the existing 
landscape character. As indicated above, the project site is located on BLM-administered lands managed 
under an Interim VRM Class IV designation, which permits a high level of change to the landscape, 
including activities that may dominate views. A VRM Class IV designation does not necessarily mean that 
the area has low visual value. 

The factors considered in determining impacts on visual resources included: (1) scenic quality of the 
project site and vicinity; (2) available visual access and visibility, frequency, and duration that the 
landscape is viewed; (3) viewing conditions (distance, angle of observation, relative size or scale, spatial 
relationships, motion, light conditions, seasonable variability and use, atmospheric conditions, and 
recovery time) and the degree to which project components would dominate the view of the observer; (4) 
resulting contrast (form, line, color, and texture) of the proposed facilities or activities with existing 
landscape characteristics; (5) the extent to which project features or activities would block views of higher 
value landscape features; and (6) the level of public interest in the existing landscape characteristics and 
concern over potential changes. Computer modeling and rendering techniques were used to produce 
simulations of the project site as it would appear with project implementation as seen from several Key 
Observation Points (KOPs). The project simulations assisted in the on-site assessment of the contrast of 
the project with existing landscape elements. The project contrast with those elements was then rated as 
none, weak, moderate, or strong. 

An adverse visual impact typically occurs within public view when: (1) an action perceptibly changes 
existing features of the physical environment so that they no longer appear to be characteristic of the 
subject locality or region; (2) an action introduces new features to the physical environment that are 
perceptibly uncharacteristic of the region and/or locale; or (3) aesthetic features of the landscape become 
less visible (e.g., partially or totally blocked from view) or are removed. Changes that seem uncharacter-
istic are those that appear out of place, discordant, or distracting. The degree of the visual impact depends 
upon how noticeable the adverse change may be. The noticeability of a visual impact is a function of 
project features, context, and viewing conditions (angle of view, distance, primary viewing directions, 
and duration of view). 
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Impacts on visual resources within the study area could result from various activities including: structure 
construction, establishment of construction staging areas and access roads, and project operation or 
presence of the built facilities. The impact methodology is described in greater detail in Appendix E-2 and 
the results of the impact assessment are summarized and presented as a series of foldout tables in 
Appendix E-1.  

In addition to assessing the contrast of the project with the surrounding landscape, the BLM also has to 
assess the conformance of the project with the Interim VRM Class Objectives for the project area; 
however, the CDCA Plan does not have Resource Management Plan-approved VRM objectives, and this 
planning effort is establishing an interim class that conforms with the land use allocation in the existing 
plan. The existing plan allocation allows for renewable energy development in MUC-L (Limited), and this 
level of (wind) development can only conform with interim Class IV objectives. Nevertheless, the overall 
goal remains to mitigate visual impacts so that any adverse contrasts can be minimized while meeting the 
purpose of the project. In addition to the permanent visual contrast created in the landscape, the proposed 
project and alternatives are analyzed for adverse effects due to lighting and glare, visible dust plumes, as 
well as temporary construction-related disturbances. 

4.18.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria listed below were used to determine if the proposed OWEF would result in 
impacts to visual resources under CEQA. These are the same significance criteria for aesthetics listed in 
the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The criteria used to assess the 
significance of visual impacts resulting from a project take into consideration the factors described in 
Section 4.18.1 above, as well as federal, state, and local policies and guidelines pertaining to visual 
resources. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines identifies four circumstances that can lead to a 
determination of significant visual impact. These have been adapted as set forth below for the analysis that 
follows. 

Vis-1 Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would cause a 
substantial effect on a scenic vista. 

Vis-2 Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would substantially 
damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within view of a State Scenic Highway. 

Vis-3 Project construction or the long-term presence of project components would substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape. 
[Note: Substantial degradation results from higher levels of visual contrast, project dominance, 
and view blockage. Visual contrast relates to spatial characteristics, visual scale, texture, form, 
line, and color.] 

Vis-4 Project construction or the long-term presence of a project would create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or be 
hazardous to motorists or pedestrians. 
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4.18.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.18.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The analysis of direct and indirect impacts for the action alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 1 through 3) has 
been organized according to these following project phases: construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning. The nature and severity of the impacts are discussed below under each subheading. 

Construction 

Construction of the proposed OWEF would cause temporary visual impacts due to the presence of 
equipment, materials, and workforce. These impacts would occur throughout the development area. 
Construction would involve the use of cranes, heavy construction equipment, temporary storage and 
office facilities, and temporary laydown/staging areas. Construction would include site clearing and 
grading, construction of the actual facilities, and site cleanup and restoration. Visible traffic would also 
increase along I-8, SR98, S2 (Imperial Highway), and the BLM recreational access road during 
construction, and grading activities would generate dust clouds, which can be visually distracting if not 
controlled properly. Construction activities would be visible from I-8 (the primary travel corridor in the 
region), SR98, S2, BLM recreational access roads, the community of Ocotillo, Anza-Borrego Desert 
State Park (ABDSP), Jacumba Mountains, Jacumba Wilderness, Coyote Mountains, and Coyote 
Mountains Wilderness. Throughout the construction period, the industrial character of the activities would 
constitute adverse visual impacts relative to impact criterion number 1 (impact on scenic vistas) and 
impact criterion number 3 (degrade existing visual character and quality) identified above in Section 
4.18.2. However, the vast majority of the area disturbed by construction would eventually be occupied by 
project facilities (see Operation and Maintenance below), though some areas of disturbed soil surfaces 
(characterized by high color, line and texture contrasts) would still remain and would be visible from the 
various viewing vantage points. Revegetation of areas in this desert region are difficult and generally of 
limited success. Thus, visual recovery from residual land disturbance would likely occur only over a very 
long period of time and would require successful restoration as stipulated in Mitigation Measure VR-1. It 
is also anticipated that construction activity will take place at night. In order to ensure that significant 
construction lighting impacts do not occur, Mitigation Measure VR-2 has been recommended to reduce 
impacts associated with night lighting. 

Operation and Maintenance 

An analysis of operation and maintenance impacts was conducted for the view areas represented by the 
KOPs (Figure 4.18-1) selected for in-depth visual analysis. The results of the impact analysis are 
discussed below by KOP . A contrast rating analysis was conducted at each KOP to determine the level of 
change that would be caused by project implementation based on the Visual Resources Inventory (VRI) 
class ratings discussed in Chapter 3.19.   

KOP 1 – Eastbound Interstate 8 

Figure 4.18-2A presents the existing view from KOP 1 on eastbound I-8 where it splits from westbound I-
8 at the base of Mountain Springs Grade. The view is to the north-northeast across the western portion of 
the Yuha Desert and captures the eastern portion of Site 1 backdropped by the Coyote Mountains. Figure 
4.18-2B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF turbines. As shown 
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in the simulation, the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually prominent built 
structures into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character.  
Although the Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) transmission line is visible in the project area and will be 
joined in parallel by the Sunrise Powerlink (SRPL) transmission line, the lines will not appear as 
prominent as the OWEF turbines. Also, the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background 
Coyote Mountains and Yuha Desert basin floor. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground, but the contrasting quality begins to dissipate in the background against the horizon.  
However, a strong contrast persists. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with the 
general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation, horizontal orientation of 
the basin floor, and the rolling horizontal orientation of the background topographic landforms. The 
resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing landscape are a 
blend of gray-green and tans within the foreground area, transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the 
background. The white color of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the foreground colors and 
diminishes to a moderate contrast against the middleground and background colors. The overall color 
contrast would be moderate. Similarly, the smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would 
result in a moderate contrast with the matte to granular textures of the natural landscape features. These 
contrasts would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding 
landscape. The new wind turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to 
diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape 
(simple, flat, horizontal [basin floor] to horizontal and angular [Coyote Mountains] landforms). Also, the 
proposed structures would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, which would be 
accentuated by the skylining that would occur where structures protrude above the horizon. 

KOP 2 – Westbound Interstate 8 

Figure 4.18-3A presents the existing view from KOP 2 on westbound I-8 west of the I-8 split at the base 
of Mountain Springs Grade. The view is to the northwest across the western portion of the Yuha Desert 
and captures the western portion of Site 1 backdropped by the Jacumba Mountains and Volcanic Hills in 
ABDSP. Figure 4.18-3B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF 
turbines. As shown in the simulation, the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually 
prominent built structures into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or 
technological character. Although the SWPL transmission line is visible in the project area and will be 
joined in parallel by the SRPL transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF 
turbines. Also, the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background Volcanic Hills, Coyote 
Mountains, and Yuha Desert basin floor. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground, but the contrasting quality begins to dissipate in the background against the horizon.  
However, a strong contrast persists. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with the 
general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation, horizontal basin floor, 
and the rolling horizontal orientation of the background topographic landforms. The resulting structural 
form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing landscape are a blend of gray-green and 
tans within the foreground area, transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the background. The white 
color of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the foreground colors and diminishes to a moderate 
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contrast against the middleground and background colors. The overall color contrast would be moderate 
to strong. The smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast 
with the matte to granular textures of the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape. The new wind 
turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) lines 
would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat, 
horizontal [basin floor] to horizontal and angular [Volcanic Hills and Coyote Mountains] landforms). 
Also, the proposed structures would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, which would be 
accentuated by the skylining that would occur where structures protrude above the horizon. 

KOP 3 – Ocotillo Community Park 

Figure 4.18-4A presents the existing view from KOP 3 in Ocotillo Community Park. The view is to the 
north and captures the northeastern portion of Site 1 backdropped by the Coyote Mountains. Figure 4.18-
4B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF turbines. As shown in the 
simulation, the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually prominent built structures 
into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character. Although 
the SWPL transmission line is visible in the project area and will be joined in parallel by the SRPL 
transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines. Also, the turbines would 
cause partial view blockage of the background Coyote Mountains and Yuha Desert basin floor. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground to middleground landforms. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with 
the general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation, the horizontal 
orientation of the basin floor, and the rolling to irregular horizontal orientation of the background 
mountain range. The resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the 
existing landscape are a blend of gray-green and tans within the foreground area, transitioning to shades 
of tans and grays in the background. The white color of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the 
foreground to middleground earth-tone colors. The overall color contrast would be strong. The smooth 
texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast with the matte to 
granular textures of the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape. The new wind turbines with 
their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat 
the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat horizontal [basin floor] to 
horizontal and angular [Coyote Mountains] landforms). Also, the proposed structures would be prominent 
to dominant features in the landscape, which would be accentuated by the skylining that would occur 
where structures protrude above the horizon. 

KOP 4 – Southbound S2 

Figure 4.18-5A presents the existing view from KOP 4 on southbound S2, approximately 1.2 miles 
southeast of the San Diego/Imperial County line, in western Imperial County. The view is to the south-
southeast across the western portion of the Yuha Desert and captures the western portion of Site 1, west 
of the community of Ocotillo and east of the county line. The southeastern extent of the Jacumba 
Mountains and Jacumba Wilderness provide a backdrop of rugged, rocky mountain ridges. Figure 4.18-
5B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF turbines. As shown in the 
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simulation, the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually prominent built structures 
into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character. Although 
the SWPL transmission line is visible in the project area and will be joined in parallel by the SRPL 
transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines.  Also, the turbines would 
cause substantial view blockage of the background Jacumba Mountains and Yuha Desert basin floor. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground, but the contrasting quality begins to dissipate in the background against the horizon.  
However, a strong contrast persists. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with the 
general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation, the horizontal 
orientation of the basin floor, and the rolling horizontal orientation of the background mountains. The 
resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing landscape are a 
blend of gray-green and tans within the foreground area, transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the 
background. The white color of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the foreground colors and 
diminishes to a moderate contrast against the middleground and background colors. The overall color 
contrast would be moderate to strong. The smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would 
result in a moderate contrast with the matte to granular textures of the natural landscape features. These 
contrasts would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding 
landscape. The new wind turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to 
diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape 
(simple, flat, horizontal [basin floor] to horizontal and angular [Jacumba Mountains] landforms). Also, 
the proposed structures would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, which would be 
accentuated by the skylining that would occur where structures protrude above the horizon. 

KOP 5 – Mortero Palms Access – Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 

Figure 4.18-6A presents the existing view from KOP 5 on the access road to the Mortero Palms and Dos 
Cabezas Primitive Camping Area in the southern end of ABDSP. The view is to the east and captures the 
majority of Site 1 in the western Yuha Desert, west and north of the community of Ocotillo and east of 
ABDSP. Figure 4.18-6B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF 
turbines. As shown in the simulation, the proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually 
prominent built structures into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or 
technological character. Although the SWPL transmission line is faintly visible in the project area and will 
be joined in parallel by the SRPL transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF 
turbines.  Also, the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background Coyote Mountains to 
the north and the Jacumba Mountains to the south. Substantial view blockage of the Yuha Desert basin 
floor would occur. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground to background landforms. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with 
the general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation, the horizontal 
orientation of the basin floor, and the rolling horizontal orientation of the surrounding mountain ranges.  
The resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing landscape are a 
blend of gray-green, tans, and browns within the foreground area, transitioning to shades of tans and 
grays in the background. The white color of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the foreground 
earth-tone colors.  The overall color contrast would be moderate to strong. The smooth texture of the 
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turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast with the matte to granular textures of 
the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surrounding landscape. The new wind turbines with their prominent vertical 
structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat the basic elements of the 
existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat, horizontal [basin floor] to horizontal and angular 
[Coyote Mountains] landforms). Also, the proposed structures would be prominent to dominant features 
in the landscape, which would be accentuated by the skylining that would occur where structures protrude 
above the horizon, thus, attracting the attention of the casual observer. 

KOP 6 – Red Hill – Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 

Figure 4.18-7A presents the existing view from KOP 6 on the crest of Red Hill in the southern end of 
ABDSP. The view is to the east-southeast and captures the majority of Sites 1 and 2 in the western Yuha 
Desert, in the vicinity of the community of Ocotillo and east of ABDSP. Figure 4.18-7B presents a visual 
simulation that depicts the addition of the proposed OWEF turbines. As shown in the simulation, the 
proposed OWEF would result in the introduction of visually prominent built structures into a landscape 
generally lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character. Although the SWPL 
transmission line is faintly visible in the project area and will be joined in parallel by the SRPL 
transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines.  Also, from this vantage 
point, the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background Jacumba Mountains to the south. 
Substantial view blockage of the western portion of the Yuha Desert basin floor would occur. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground to middleground has a strong contrast rising out of the 
horizontal nature of the foreground to background landforms. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines 
also contrast with the general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with the horizontal orientation of 
the basin floor and the rolling horizontal orientation of the foreground and background hills and 
mountains. The resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing 
landscape are a blend of gray-green, tans, and reddish hues within the foreground to middleground area, 
transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the background. The white color of the turbines creates a 
strong contrast against the foreground to middleground earth-tone colors and diminishes to a moderate 
contrast against the background colors. The overall color contrast would be moderate to strong. The 
smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast with the matte to 
granular textures of the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape as viewed from ABDSP. The 
new wind turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) 
lines would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat, 
horizontal [basin floor] to rolling irregular [Volcanic Hills], and horizontal and angular [Coyote 
Mountains, Jacumba Mountains, and Sierra Cucapa Range] landforms). Also, the proposed structures 
would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, thus, attracting the attention of the casual 
observer. 

Decommissioning 

After the end of the project’s useful life, it would require decommissioning. However, no 
Decommissioning Plan has been prepared. Even the complete removal of the facility would leave a very 
prominent visual impact over the entire site due to the strong color contrast created between graded, 
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disturbed soil areas and undisturbed soil areas in the vicinity of the project site. In addition, revegetation 
in this desert region is difficult and generally of limited success. Thus, visual recovery from land 
disturbance of closure and decommissioning would likely occur only over a very long period of time.  
However, Mitigation Measure VR-1 is recommended to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. 

4.18.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
This analysis considered the potential impacts of the proposed project in relation to the four significance 
criteria for visual resource impacts listed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, under Aesthetics, and 
the three additional criteria presented in Section 4.18.2 above. 

CEQA Criteria 

• Vis-1. Although no designated scenic vistas were identified in the study area, panoramic and highly 
scenic vistas are available to backcountry recreationists that access the Volcanic Hills and Jacumba 
Mountains in ABDSP west of the project site, the Jacumba Mountains and Wilderness south of the 
project site, and the Coyote Mountains north of the project site. These areas overlook the western 
expanse of the Yuha Desert, which is ringed by distinguishable mountain ranges. As shown in Figures 
4.18-7A and 7B for the representative KOP 6, the proposed OWEF turbines would be prominently 
visible from elevated vantage points in the area, and the introduction of industrial character and 
structural visual contrast would result in substantial adverse effects on these views. The resulting 
visual impact would be significant. 

• Vis-2. The Yuha Desert basin floor consists primarily of desert scrub vegetation. The project site is 
located adjacent to I-8, which is not a designated State Scenic Highway. However, the portion of I-8 
west of the eastbound-westbound split is listed as an eligible State Scenic Highway. There are no 
notable scenic features or historic structures located within the site. Therefore, the project would not 
substantially damage scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings along a 
State Scenic Highway, and the resulting visual impact would be less than significant under this 
criterion. 

• Vis-3. As discussed in Section 4.18.3.1 of this analysis, the proposed OWEF would introduce 
prominent structures with industrial character into the foreground to background views from I-8 (see 
KOPs 1 and 2), Ocotillo Community Park and portions of the community of Ocotillo (see KOP 3), S2 
(see KOP 4), the southern portion of ABDSP (see KOPs 5 and 6), and elevated vantage points in the 
surrounding Coyote Mountains, Jacumba Mountains, and Volcanic Hills (see KOP 6). The resulting 
visual change would range from moderate-to-high, to high, resulting in a substantial degradation of 
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The resulting visual impact 
would be significant. 

• Vis-4. OWEF is not expected to create a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect 
nighttime views in the area. Specifically, motion activated safety and security lighting is to be 
installed at the substation, interconnection switchyard, and O&M buildings. Therefore, significant 
night lighting impacts are not expected. However, Mitigation Measure VR-2 would ensure that 
significant night lighting impacts do not occur. 
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4.18.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.18.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The direct and indirect impacts of Alternative 2 would be only slightly less than for Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) given the relatively small reduction in the number of proposed turbines. 

Construction 

Construction impacts resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as for Alternative 1. The 
reader is referred to Section 4.18.3.1 above for a complete discussion of the visual impacts that would be 
experienced during project construction. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance impacts resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as for 
Alternative 1. KOP 6 on Red Hill in ABDSP was selected to document the impact of Alternative 2. 

KOP 6 – Red Hill – Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 

Figure 4.18-7A presents the existing view from KOP 6 on the crest of Red Hill in the southern end of 
ABDSP. The view is to the east-southeast and captures the majority of Sites 1 and 2 in the western Yuha 
Desert, in the vicinity of the community of Ocotillo and east of ABDSP.  Figure 4.18-7B presents a visual 
simulation that depicts Alternative 1. Figure 4.18-7C presents a visual simulation that depicts Alternative 
2. As shown in Figure 4.18-7C, Alternative 2 would eliminate a few proposed turbines from the northeast 
and northwest corners of Site 1 and four turbines from Site 2 (21 turbines in total). However, by 
comparing the Alternative 1 simulation (Figure 4.18-7B) and the Alternative 2 simulation (Figure 4.18-
7C), it is clear that there would be minimal noticeable difference between the alternatives. Alternative 2 
would still result in the introduction of visually prominent built structures into a landscape generally 
lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character. Although the SWPL transmission 
line is faintly visible in the project area and will be joined in parallel by the SRPL transmission line, the 
lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines of Alternative 2. Also, from this vantage point, 
the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background Jacumba Mountains to the south. 
Substantial view blockage of the western portion of the Yuha Desert basin floor would occur. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground to middleground has a strong contrast rising out of the 
horizontal nature of the foreground to middleground landforms. The prominent vertical lines of the 
turbines also contrast with the general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with the horizontal 
orientation of the basin floor and the rolling horizontal orientation of the foreground and background hills 
and mountains. The resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing 
landscape are a blend of gray-green, tans, and reddish hues within the foreground to middleground area, 
transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the background. The white color of the turbines creates a 
strong contrast against the foreground to middleground earth-tone colors and diminishes to a moderate 
contrast against the background colors. The overall color contrast would be moderate to strong. The 
smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast with the matte to 
granular textures of the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape as viewed from ABDSP. The 
new wind turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) 
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lines would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat, 
horizontal [basin floor] to rolling irregular [Volcanic Hills], and horizontal and angular [Coyote 
Mountains, Jacumba Mountains, and Sierra Cucapa Range] landforms). Also, the proposed structures 
would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, thus, attracting the attention of the casual 
observer. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning impacts resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as for Alternative 1.  

4.18.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impact significance determinations for Alternative 2 would be the same as for Alternative 1.  

4.18.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.18.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The direct and indirect impacts of Alternative 3 would be only slightly less than for Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action), though there will be localized differences in the experience of visual impacts, 
particularly with respect to the northeast portion of Site 1 and all of Site 2. Specifically, Alternative 3 
would prevent adverse and significant visual impacts from occurring in the northeast corner of Site 1, 
which is highly visible to residents of Ocotillo. Alternative 3 would also prevent adverse and significant 
visual impacts from occurring in Site 2, which is highly visible to residents of Nomirage and travelers on 
SR 98 and I-8. Alternative 3’s elimination of proposed turbines from Site 2 would also be desirable in that 
it would reduce the apparent proliferation of structures that would be perceived by travelers on I-8 as they 
view turbines both north and south of the freeway under Alternative 1. 

Construction 

Construction impacts resulting from Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as for Alternative 1. The 
reader is referred to Section 4.18.3.1 above for a complete discussion of the visual impacts that would be 
experienced during project construction. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance impacts resulting from Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as for 
Alternative 1. However, since the majority of the proposed turbine reductions would occur in the 
northeast corner of Site 1 and all of Site 2, views of those two areas would be most affected by 
Alternative 3. Therefore, two KOPs were established to evaluate the visual impacts of Alternative 3 on 
those locations. KOP 7 was established on S2 in the community of Ocotillo to evaluate the turbine 
reduction that would occur in the northeast corner of Site 1. KOP 8 was established on SR 98 at Mesquite 
Road in the vicinity of Nomirage, southeast of the community of Ocotillo to evaluate Alternative 3’s 
elimination of turbines from Site 2. 

KOP 7 – S2 in the Community of Ocotillo 

Figure 4.18-8A presents the existing view from KOP 7 on S2 in the community of Ocotillo. The view is 
to the northeast and captures the northeastern portion of Site 1, which is partially backdropped by the 
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southeastern extent of the Coyote Mountains. Figure 4.18-8B presents a visual simulation that depicts the 
addition of the Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) turbines. As shown in the simulation, the proposed OWEF 
Alternative 1 turbines would result in the introduction of visually prominent built structures into a 
landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or technological character. Although the 
SWPL transmission line is visible in the project area and will be joined in parallel by the SRPL 
transmission line, the lines will not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines. Also, the turbines would 
cause partial view blockage of the background Coyote Mountains and Yuha Desert basin floor. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground landform. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with the general 
horizontal lines in the landscape associated with transitions in vegetation and the horizontal orientation of 
the basin floor. The resulting structural form and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing 
landscape are a blend of gray-green, tans, and browns within the foreground to middleground area, 
transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the background. The white color of the turbines creates a 
strong contrast against the foreground earth-tone colors. The overall color contrast would be strong. The 
smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would result in a moderate contrast with the matte to 
granular textures of the natural landscape features. These contrasts would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding landscape. The new wind turbines with 
their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat 
the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape (simple, flat, horizontal [basin floor] to 
horizontal and angular [Coyote Mountains] landforms). Also, the proposed structures would be prominent 
to dominant features in the landscape, which would be accentuated by the skylining that would occur 
where structures protrude above the horizon. This analysis is provided as a comparison for the result of 
Alternative 3, which would eliminate the turbines from this portion of Site 1. As a result, Alternative 3 
would retain the existing setting shown in Figure 4.18-8A and would not cause an adverse visual change 
in this portion of Site 1, which would be visible to travelers on S2 and nearby residents in the community 
of Ocotillo. 

KOP 8 – SR 98 at Mesquite Road near Nomirage 

Figure 4.18-9A presents the existing view from KOP 8 on SR 98 at Mesquite Road in the community of 
Nomirage and southeast of the community of Ocotillo. The view is to the southwest and captures the 
majority of Site 2, which is backdropped by the rugged Jacumba Mountains and Wilderness. Figure 4.18-
9B presents a visual simulation that depicts the addition of the Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) turbines. 
As shown in the simulation, the proposed OWEF Alternative 1 turbines would result in the introduction of 
visually prominent built structures into a landscape generally lacking similar built features of industrial or 
technological character. Although the landscape is punctuated by the occasional rural residence and a 
wood-pole utility line, these features do not appear as prominent as the OWEF turbines would appear.  
Also, the turbines would cause partial view blockage of the background Jacumba Mountains. 

The form of the turbines within the foreground has a strong contrast rising out of the horizontal nature of 
the foreground to background landforms. The prominent vertical lines of the turbines also contrast with 
the general horizontal lines in the landscape associated with the horizontal orientation of the basin floor 
and the rolling horizontal orientation of the background mountain ranges. The resulting structural form 
and line contrast would be strong. The colors of the existing landscape are a blend of gray-green and tans 
within the foreground area, transitioning to shades of tans and grays in the background. The white color 
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of the turbines creates a strong contrast against the foreground to background earth-tone colors. The 
overall color contrast would be strong. The smooth texture of the turbine and structural surfaces would 
result in a moderate contrast with the matte to granular textures of the natural landscape features. These 
contrasts would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding 
landscape. The new wind turbines with their prominent vertical structural forms and vertical (tower) to 
diagonal (blades) lines would not repeat the basic elements of the existing natural features in the landscape 
(simple, flat, horizontal [basin floor] to horizontal and angular [Jacumba Mountains] landforms). Also, 
the proposed structures would be prominent to dominant features in the landscape, which would be 
accentuated by the skylining that would occur where structures protrude above the horizon. This analysis 
is provided as a comparison for the result of Alternative 3, which would eliminate the turbines from Site 
2. As a result, Alternative 3 would retain the existing setting shown in Figure 4.18-9A and would not 
cause an adverse visual change in Site 2, which would be visible to travelers on SR 98, I-8, and nearby 
residents in the communities of Nomirage and Ocotillo. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning impacts resulting from Alternative 3 would be essentially the same as for Alternative 1. 
The reader is referred to Section 4.18.3.1 above for a complete discussion of the visual impacts that 
would be experienced during project decommissioning. 

4.18.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The impact significance determinations for Alternative 3 would be the same as for Alternative 1. The 
reader is referred to Section 4.18.3.2 above for a complete discussion of the impact significance 
determinations. However, it should be pointed out that Alternative 3 would prevent adverse and 
significant visual impacts from occurring in the northeast corner of Site 1, which is highly visible to 
residents of the community of Ocotillo. Alternative 3 would also prevent adverse and significant visual 
impacts from occurring in Site 2, which is highly visible to residents of the community of Nomirage and 
travelers on SR 98 and I-8. Alternative 3’s elimination of proposed turbines from Site 2 would also be 
desirable in that it would reduce the apparent proliferation of structures that would be perceived by 
travelers on I-8 as they view turbines both north and south of the freeway under Alternative 1. 

4.18.6 Alternative 4: No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.18.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur, and existing conditions relevant to visual resources would continue. No impact would 
occur.  However, similar impacts in the future could occur because different renewable projects could be 
built in this location or elsewhere in order to meet state mandates. 

4.18.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would result in no impacts to visual resources because no changes to the existing landscape 
would occur. 
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4.18.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.18.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur, and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur.  Existing conditions relevant to visual resources would continue but may be 
altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. Although no impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur, similar impacts in 
the future could occur because different renewable projects could be built in this location or elsewhere in 
order to meet state mandates. 

4.18.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would result in no impacts to visual resources. 

4.18.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.18.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur, but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. However, in the 
future, if another wind development project is implemented, similar impacts to visual resources as those 
described for the proposed OWEF could occur. Also, similar impacts in the future could occur because 
different renewable projects could be built in this location or elsewhere in order to meet state mandates. 

4.18.8.2 Impact Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 would result in no impacts to visual resources. 

4.18.9 Cumulative Impacts 
Under CEQA, a project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact where its effects are 
cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects (California Code Regulation, Title 14, 
section 15130). This concept is similar to NEPA, which states that cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 CFR 
§1508.7). Cumulative effects could result from the construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning phases of a project. 
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Cumulative impacts to visual resources would occur where project facilities or activities occupy the same 
field of view as other built facilities or impacted landscapes, and an adverse change in the visible 
landscape character is perceived. A cumulative impact could also occur if a viewer perceives that the 
general visual quality or landscape character of a localized or regional area (I-8 corridor or southern 
Imperial Valley) is diminished by the proliferation of visible similar structures or construction effects, 
even if the changes are not within the same field of view as existing (or future) structures or facilities. The 
result is a perceived “industrialization” or “urbanization” of the existing rural or undeveloped landscape 
character. 

There is the potential for substantial future development along the I-8 corridor and in the southern 
Imperial Valley. A list of the existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects is provided in Table 
4.1-1 and shown on Figures 4.1-1a/b. 

4.18.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
Cumulative impacts to visual resources could occur if implementation of OWEF would combine with 
those of other local or regional projects. OWEF is potentially associated with two types of cumulative 
impacts: 

• Local cumulative impacts within the immediate project viewshed (local projects within 15 miles of 
OWEF), including existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the western Yuha Desert 
basin and the nearby stretches of I-8, SR98, and S2; and 

• Regional cumulative impacts beyond the immediate project viewshed, including the existing and 
reasonably foreseeable future solar and other energy and development projects: (a) along the I-8 
corridor (generally extending west to Cottonwood Valley and east through the southern Imperial 
Valley) and (b) in southern Imperial Valley (generally south of Brawley), particularly in the vicinity 
of El Centro. These projects, while not located within the same field of view as the proposed OWEF 
would, in combination with OWEF, contribute to a sense of industrialization or urbanization of the 
existing landscape character as travelers travel along I-8 and pass through the southern Imperial 
Valley. 

4.18.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
This section identifies the past and present projects and actions that have affected and will continue to 
affect landscape character in the local and regional cumulative study areas described above. There has 
been limited development and/or industrialization of the project landscape within OWEF’s viewshed 
(extending out approximately 15 miles). Three existing cumulative projects within a reasonable viewing 
distance of approximately six miles of OWEF (locally cumulative projects) include: 

• Southwest Powerlink 500-kV Transmission Line 

• Sunrise Powerlink 500-kV Transmission Line (under construction) 

• Interstate 8 

The first two projects share similar industrial characteristics with the proposed OWEF and would be 
visible within the same field of view as the OWEF. The SWPL and SRPL in conjunction with OWEF 
contribute to the conversion of natural desert landscapes to landscapes with prominent industrial character 
(complex industrial forms and lines and surface textures and colors not found in natural desert 
landscapes). Therefore, there would be combined effects on visual resources from the combination of the 
OWEF and these two projects, both individually (each project plus OWEF) and collectively (all three 
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projects). The third project, Interstate 8, is visible as a linear, horizontal feature in the landscape but does 
not possess industrial character (complex forms or lines) on the scale of an energy facility such as the 
OWEF. Therefore, there would not be a cumulatively considerable impact on visual resources from the 
combination of the OWEF and Interstate 8. 

Additionally, the existing wind energy development along Tecate Divide, the Acorn Casino, and the 
Border Patrol facility near Cameron Valley also contribute to a cumulative sense of urbanization and 
industrialization along the I-8 corridor. Therefore, the OWEF and these three existing projects would each 
contribute to cumulative impacts on the visual resources and landscapes along the I-8 corridor. 

4.18.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within Imperial County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. Six locally cumulative projects that would be within the 
viewshed of the proposed OWEF include: 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two Energy 
Project 

• Mount Signal Solar Farm 

• Centinela Solar Energy Project 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center West 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center South 

The five energy projects would exhibit industrial characteristics and levels of visual contrast similar to the 
proposed OWEF. However, because the OWEF is a wind energy project and the others are solar energy 
projects, their visual characteristics differ in some ways. Most notably, wind turbines are much taller 
structures than solar arrays and, therefore, can be visible from greater distances. The one residential 
development would contribute to the sense of development of the immediate project vicinity but would not 
share similar industrial characteristics (complex forms and lines) or visual contrast. 

On a regional scale, eleven cumulative projects would, along with the OWEF, contribute to the sense of 
industrialization of the landscape along the I-8 corridor and in the southern Imperial Valley and would 
contribute to the conversion of natural desert landscapes to landscapes with prominent industrial character. 
These projects would exhibit industrial characteristics and visual contrast similar to the OWEF and would 
include: 

• ESJ Wind Project I 

• ESJ Wind Project II 

• Debenham Energy Wind Energy Project 

• National Quarries Wind Energy Project 

• Ram Power, Inc. Geothermal Overlay 

• Renewergy LLC Wind Energy Project 

• Tule Wind Project and ECO Substation 

• La Posta Casino 

• Boulevard Border Patrol Station 

• Bethel Solar X Energy Project 

• Pacific Bell Cell Site 
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Seven additional residential projects would also contribute to the sense of regional urbanization along the 
I-8 corridor and within the southern Imperial Valley, though they would not exhibit industrial 
characteristics (complex forms and lines) and visual contrast similar to the OWEF. The seven projects 
would include: 

• Brookfield 101 Ranch Specific Plan 

• Rancho Los Lagos Specific Plan 

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan 

• Ketchum Ranch – TM 

• Elder – TPM 

• Dart – TPM 

• Grizzle – TPM 

4.18.9.4 Construction 
If construction at the six locally cumulative project locations were to occur at the same time as, or 
consecutively before or after, construction of the proposed OWEF, construction activities, equipment and 
night lighting from these sites would combine with similar activities and equipment from the OWEF site. 
Construction of the proposed OWEF and the other cumulative projects in the immediate project vicinity 
would lead to the continued presence of construction equipment on roads and in the landscape in the local 
project region for several years and cause a substantial cumulative visual impact.  

4.18.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 

Local Cumulative Area 

Industrial projects with highly visible, large and/or complex structural elements differ from ground-level 
projects in terms of their potential visibility and their visual character. There are several cumulative 
energy infrastructure projects that would exhibit many of the same characteristics as the proposed OWEF 
and would be within the same field of view as the proposed OWEF. These projects would exhibit similar 
structural form, structural complexity, and industrial character and visual contrast as the proposed 
OWEF, although the wind turbines introduced by the OWEF would be taller and more visually prominent 
than the other projects. The projects include: 

• Imperial Valley Solar – Solar Two Energy 
Project 

• Mount Signal Solar Farm 

• Centinela Solar Energy Project 

• Sunrise Powerlink Project (existing) 

• Southwest Powerlink Project (existing) 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center West 

• Imperial Solar Energy Center South 

A substantial increase in industrial character, structure prominence, and view blockage would occur in the 
vicinity of the project with implementation of the proposed OWEF and seven other locally cumulative 
projects (two of which are existing). The proposed OWEF would exhibit discrete but prominent vertical 
forms and lines similar to the two existing transmission line projects. While the proposed OWEF’s 
discrete but prominent vertical forms and lines would differ from the more broadly horizontal forms and 
lines of a solar project, both types of projects would exhibit built industrial character and smooth 
industrial surfaces and colors. Additionally, the solar projects would cause greater degrees of glint and 
glare compared to the OWEF.  In each case, the proposed OWEF and the cumulative projects combined 
would result in a perceived increase in industrialization of the landscape, diminution of visual quality, and 
increase in visual contrast. The resulting visual impact would be cumulatively considerable. 
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Regional Cumulative Area 

The cumulative contribution of the proposed OWEF must also be considered within the context of 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the larger contexts of the I-8 corridor and the southern Imperial 
Valley. The eleven reasonably foreseeable projects along the I-8 corridor and in the southern Imperial 
Valley identified above in Section 4.18.9.3 would contribute to the sense of industrialization of the desert 
landscape as one drives between San Diego and El Centro or Arizona beyond.  

All 12 projects (OWEF plus the eleven reasonably foreseeable projects) would contribute to the 
conversion of natural desert landscapes to landscapes with prominent industrial character (complex 
industrial forms and lines and surface textures and colors not found in natural desert landscapes). 
Therefore, there would be a substantial cumulative impact to visual resources from the combination of the 
proposed OWEF and the eleven foreseeable projects listed above, both individually (each project plus the 
OWEF) and collectively (all eleven projects plus the OWEF). 

4.18.9.6 Decommissioning 
Cumulative impacts associated with decommissioning of the OWEF or an alternative would include the 
removal and disposal of turbine towers, aboveground electrical tower components, and substation 
components, as well as the removal of all belowground infrastructure to three feet below the ground 
surface. Restoration of the OWEF site would include returning the area as close as reasonably possible to 
pre-construction conditions suitable for current adjacent land. However, following removal of the facility, 
a strong color contrast associated with vegetation removal and disturbed soils would remain. In addition, 
revegetation in a desert region is difficult and generally is of limited success. Thus, visual recovery from 
land disturbance of closure and decommissioning would likely occur only over a very long period of time, 
and significant visual impacts would likely remain. However, Mitigation Measure VR-1 is recommended 
to achieve site restoration to the extent feasible. Therefore, decommissioning and restoration would not 
eliminate the OWEF’s contribution to local and regional cumulative impacts on visual resources, and 
adverse and cumulatively considerable effects would occur. 

4.18.9.7 Impact Significance Determinations 
The proposed OWEF’s contribution to the visible industrialization of the desert landscape would constitute 
a significant visual impact when considered in the context of existing cumulative conditions and 
reasonably foreseeable projects, both within the immediate project viewshed and in a broader context that 
encompasses the I-8 corridor and the southern Imperial Valley.  

CEQA Criteria 

• Vis-1. Although no designated scenic vistas were identified in the study area, panoramic and highly 
scenic vistas are available to backcountry recreationists that access the Volcanic Hills and Jacumba 
Mountains in ABDSP west of the project site, the Jacumba Mountains and Wilderness south of the 
project site, and the Coyote Mountains north of the project site. These areas overlook the western 
expanse of the Yuha Desert, which is ringed by distinguishable mountain ranges. The proposed 
OWEF turbines would be prominently visible in the same field of view as the existing SWPL and the 
SRPL transmission lines (existing cumulative conditions), and the introduction of industrial character 
and structural visual contrast would result in substantial adverse effects on these views. The resulting 
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cumulative visual impact would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed OWEF would also be 
visible in the same field of view as the locally cumulative reasonably foreseeable projects identified in 
the previous section. The proposed OWEF plus the reasonably foreseeable projects would contribute 
to the conversion of natural desert landscapes to landscapes with prominent industrial character 
(complex industrial forms and lines and surface textures and colors not found in natural desert 
landscapes). Therefore, there would be a cumulatively considerable impact to the surrounding vistas 
individually (each project plus the OWEF) and collectively (all locally cumulative projects plus the 
OWEF). Again, the resulting cumulative visual impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

• Vis-2. The Yuha Desert basin floor consists primarily of desert scrub vegetation. The project site is 
located adjacent to I-8, which is not a designated State Scenic Highway. However, the portion of I-8 
west of the eastbound-westbound split is listed as an eligible State Scenic Highway. There are no 
notable scenic features or historic structures located within the site. Therefore, the project in 
conjunction with either existing or reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would not substantially 
damage scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a State Scenic 
Highway. The resulting cumulative visual impact would not be significant. 

• Vis-3.  The proposed OWEF, in conjunction with both the existing and reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects, would introduce prominent structures with industrial character into the 
foreground to background views from I-8 (KOPs 1 and 2), the community of Ocotillo (KOPs 3 and 
7), S2 (KOP 4), ABDSP (KOPs 5 and 6), and SR 98 and the community of Nomirage (KOP 8). The 
resulting visual change would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings. The resulting cumulatively considerable visual impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Vis-4. The proposed OWEF, in conjunction with both existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
projects, is not expected to create a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect 
nighttime views in the area. Specifically, motion activated safety and security lighting is proposed to 
be installed at the substation, interconnection switchyard, and O&M buildings, and cumulatively 
considerable night lighting visual impacts are not anticipated. However, Mitigation Measure VR-2 
would ensure that significant night lighting impacts do not occur. 

4.18.10 Mitigation Measures 
VR-1 The Applicant shall revegetate disturbed soil. In order to specifically address visual concerns, the 

Decommissioning and Restoration plans shall include reclamation of the area of disturbed soils 
used for laydown, project construction, and siting of the other ancillary operation and support 
structures. Revegetation shall re-establish the pre-existing colors, textures, and form to the 
landscape and visually integrate into the adjacent edges removing the lines of demarcation. 

VR-2 The Applicant shall design and install all permanent exterior lighting and all temporary 
construction lighting such that: (a) lamps and reflectors are not visible from beyond the project 
site, including any off-site security buffer areas; (b) lighting does not cause excessive reflected 
glare; (c) direct lighting does not illuminate the nighttime sky, except for required Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) aircraft safety lighting (which may be an on-demand, audio-
visual warning system that is triggered by radar technology if it is approved by the FAA for use 
on wind turbines); (d) illumination of the project and its immediate vicinity is minimized; and (e) 
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the plan complies with local policies and ordinances. The Applicant shall submit to the BLM and 
Imperial County for review and approval a lighting mitigation plan that includes the following: 

• Location and direction of light fixtures that take the lighting mitigation requirements into 
account; 

• Lighting design that considers setbacks of project features from the site boundary to aid in 
satisfying the lighting mitigation requirements; 

• Lighting shall incorporate fixture hoods/shielding, with light directed downward or toward 
the area to be illuminated; 

• Light fixtures that are visible from beyond the project boundary shall have cutoff angles that 
are sufficient to prevent lamps and reflectors from being visible beyond the project 
boundary, except where necessary for security; 

• All lighting shall be of minimum necessary brightness consistent with operational safety and 
security; and 

• Lights in high illumination areas not occupied on a continuous basis (such as maintenance 
platforms) shall have (in addition to hoods) switches, timer switches, or motion detectors so 
that the lights operate only when the area is occupied. 

VR-3 Reduce visual contrast associated with substation and ancillary facilities. The project 
applicant shall submit to the appropriate land use jurisdiction agency a Surface Treatment 
Plan describing the application of colors and textures to all new facility structure buildings, 
walls, fences, and components comprising all ancillary facilities including substations. The 
Surface Treatment Plan must reduce glare and minimize visual intrusion and contrast by 
blending the facilities with the landscape. The Surface Treatment Plan shall be submitted to 
the appropriate land use jurisdiction agency for approval at least 90 days prior to either: 
(a) ordering the first structures that are to be color treated during manufacture; or (b) 
construction of any of the ancillary facility components, whichever comes first. If the 
appropriate land use jurisdiction agency notifies the project applicant that revisions to the 
Plan are needed before the Plan can be approved, within 30 days of receiving that 
notification, the project applicant shall prepare and submit for review and approval a 
revised Surface Treatment Plan. The Surface Treatment Plan shall include:  

• Specification and 11” × 17” color simulations at life-size scale of the treatment proposed for 
use on project structures, including structures treated during manufacture  

• A list of each major project structure, building, tower and/or pole, and fencing specifying 
the color(s) and finish proposed for each (colors must be identified by name and by vendor 
brand or a universal designation)  

• Two sets of brochures and/or color chips for each proposed color  

• A detailed schedule for completion of the treatment  

• Procedures to ensure proper treatment maintenance for the life of the project.  

 The project Applicant shall not specify to the vendors the treatment of any buildings or 
structures treated during manufacture, or perform the final treatment on any buildings or 
structures treated on site, until project applicants receive notification of approval of the 
Surface Treatment Plan by the appropriate land use jurisdiction agency. Within 30 days 
following the start of commercial operation, the project applicant shall notify the appropriate 
land use jurisdiction agency that all buildings and structures are ready for inspection.  
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VR-4 Screen substations and ancillary facilities. The project Applicant shall provide a Screening 
Plan for screening vegetation, walls, and fences that reduces visibility of ancillary facilities 
and helps the facility blend in with the landscape. The use of berms to facilitate project 
screening may also be incorporated into the Screening Plan. The project Applicant shall 
submit the Plan to the appropriate land use jurisdiction agency for review and approval at 
least 90 days prior to installing the landscape screening. If the appropriate land use 
jurisdiction agency notifies the project applicant that revisions to the Screening Plan are 
needed before the Plan can be approved, the project Applicant shall submit a revised 
Screening Plan within 30 days of receiving that notification. 

VR-5 Reduce potential visual contrast of transmission structures. The project Applicant will use 
dulled metal finish transmission structures and non-specular conductors.  

VR-6 Reduce potential transmission conductor visibility and visual contrast. The following 
design measures shall be applied to all new structure locations, conductors, and re-
conductored spans to reduce the degree of visual contrast caused by the new facilities:  

• All new conductors and re-conductored spans will be non-specular in design to reduce 
conductor visibility and visual contrast.  

• Where revisions would not conflict with existing design considerations to avoid sensitive 
resources (including hydrological, cultural, and biological resources), no new access roads 
shall be constructed such that they directly approach existing or proposed towers in a straight 
line from sensitive viewing locations immediately downhill of the structures.  

VR-7 Reduce potential visual contrast from transmission structure spacing. Where the line 
parallels existing transmission lines, the spacing of structures shall match the existing 
transmission structures, where feasible, to minimize visual effects.  

VR-8 Reduce potential view blockage and visual contrasts of structures. Transmission line 
structures will not be installed directly in front of residences or in direct line-of-sight from a 
residence where feasible. The project Applicant will consult with affected property owners on 
structure siting to reduce land use and visual impacts. 

4.18.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Land scarring and vegetation clearance. It is expected that even with effective implementation of 
Mitigation Measure VR-1, the residual impacts associated with land scarring and vegetation clearance 
would remain for several years given the difficulty of successful revegetation in an arid environment. This 
would result in an unavoidable, long-term, adverse impact to visual resources.  

Night lighting. The proposed OWEF, in conjunction with both existing and reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects, is not expected to create a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect 
nighttime views in the area. Specifically, motion activated safety and security lighting is to be installed at 
the substation, interconnection switchyard, and O&M buildings. Furthermore, the effective 
implementation of the lighting control steps contained in Mitigation Measure VR-2 would ensure that 
night lighting impacts are reduced to the degree feasible. 
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4.19 Water Resources 

4.19.1 Methodology for Analysis 
This section describes effects on water resources that would be caused by implementation of the proposed 
OWEF, or “Proposed Action,” and alternatives. The following discussion addresses potential 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action and recommends measures 
to reduce or avoid adverse impacts anticipated from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF and alternatives. A discussion of cumulative impacts related to water resources is also 
included in this section. Impacts to water resources were identified based on the predicted interaction 
between construction, operation, and decommissioning and the environmental setting. 

This analysis first established baseline conditions for the environmental setting relevant to water 
resources, presented in Section 3.20 of this EIS/EIR. These baseline conditions were evaluated based on 
their potential to be affected by construction activities, operation and maintenance activities, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action and/or an alternative. Construction, operation, and maintenance 
activities were identified based on analysis provided in the Applicant’s Plan of Development (OE, 2010), 
as discussed in Chapter 2 of this EIS/EIR.  

4.19.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The criteria listed below were used to determine the significance of impacts to water resources of the 
proposed OWEF pursuant to CEQA. These indicators are the same as the significance criteria for 
hydrology and water quality listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

WR-1 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, create any substantial 
new sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise degrade surface water or groundwater quality; 

WR-2 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge, such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
(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); 

WR-3 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 site or off site; 

WR-4 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 site or off site; 

WR-5 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;  

WR-6 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality; 

WR-7 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; 
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WR-8 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows; 

WR-9 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;  

WR-10 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

For the OWEF, the criteria numbered WR-7 and WR-9 were determined to be inapplicable or would 
result in no impact and, therefore, are not addressed further in the impact analysis presented in this 
section. Regarding housing (Significance Criterion WR-7), the OWEF does not include the construction 
of any residential units, and would not introduce new housing to the area. Regarding flooding impacts 
associated with the failure of a levee or dam (Significance Criterion WR-9), there are no levees or dams 
located within proximity to the OWEF site such that flooding hazards from possible failure would occur; 
potential impacts associated with flooding would be addressed under the fourth significance criterion listed 
above. In addition, the OWEF site is not located within proximity to a body of water that could result in a 
seiche or tsunami such that inundation hazards would be introduced; therefore, in addressing potential 
impacts under Significance Criterion WR-10, only the potential for inundation by mudflow is discussed.  

4.19.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 

4.19.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
This analysis of direct and indirect impacts of the Proposed Action is organized according to the project’s 
construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning phases, except where potential effects 
would be the same across all three phases, as would occur with respect to permitting compliance and 
water supply reliability for some of the identified water sources. All phases of the proposed OWEF would 
occur in compliance with applicable water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, as 
presented in Section 3.20.2 of this EIS/EIR. Key standards and requirements relevant to water resources 
impacts of the Proposed Action include but are not limited to those listed below. 

• Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 

• Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction activities, including a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with Best Management Practices (BMPs) for stormwater 
management 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 certification from the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) 

Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits), presented below in 
Section 4.19.10 (Mitigation Measures), requires the Applicant to demonstrate compliance with all 
applicable permitting requirements prior commencing construction, which will ensure that all phases of 
the proposed OWEF occur in compliance with applicable water quality permits and waste discharge 
requirements.  
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Potential water sources for the Proposed Action are described in Section 3.20, and include the following: 
Pine Valley groundwater; City of Brawley (treated municipal water); Seeley County Water District 
(treated municipal water); Vulcan Materials (Dixieland Mine groundwater supply well); and the IID West-
Side Canal (Colorado River water). Of these potential water sources, two would provided treated 
municipal water (City of Brawley and Seeley County Water District), one would provide Colorado River 
water (IID West Side Canal), and two would pump groundwater for the project (Pine Valley and 
Dixieland Mine). Water supply reliability associated with the City of Brawley source, the Seeley County 
Water District source, and the IID source is managed through existing plans and policies, which are 
described in the following bulleted discussion. Groundwater that would be provided by the Vulcan 
Materials Dixieland Mine would be pumped from a non-adjudicated area (discussed below), but would 
occur within the constraints of an existing Conditional Use Permit (CUP) which restricts annual 
groundwater pumpage to 200 afy. Use of the Dixieland Mine source for the proposed OWEF would not 
alter the quantity of groundwater to be pumped from this well on an annual basis; total uses would 
continue to be subject to the CUP’s constraint of 200 afy and use of this source for the project would 
therefore represent the persistence of existing conditions relevant to groundwater pumping from this site. 
In comparison, use of the identified private groundwater well in Pine Valley to meet the project’s water 
requirements would not be subject to an existing maximum usage requirement such as is applicable to the 
Dixieland Mine well, and use of the Pine Valley source would therefore not represent the persistence of 
existing conditions. Existing plans and permits applicable to each of the potential water sources for the 
project are discussed below. 

• City of Brawley - treated municipal water. The City of Brawley has confirmed in writing to the 
project Applicant that the city is able to provide 250,000 gallons per day of water for the proposed 
OWEF, for the period commencing December 2011 through December 2012 (City of Brawley, 2011). 
Assuming that water would be delivered six days per week to coincide with the proposed construction 
schedule, this equates to water delivery of 0.767 acre-feet per day, or approximately 250 acre-feet over 
the proposed year. As described in Section 2.1.3 (see “Water/Wastewater”), approximately 50 acre-
feet of water will be needed for construction of the proposed OWEF. The amount of water available 
from the City of Brawley would be sufficient to meet water supply requirements of the proposed 
OWEF. In addition, the proposed OWEF may include use of either one temporary pond or up to ten 
12,000-gallon temporary water storage tanks (see discussion below under “Surface Water and 
Drainage Patterns”); water delivered from the City of Brawley supply may be stored in these facilities 
as needed to meet project requirements. 

Water obtained from the City of Brawley would be treated municipal wastewater; as described in the 
City’s existing UWMP, the water treatment plant has a capacity of treating 16,800 acre-feet per year 
(afy), with a capability of expanding to 33,600 afy (City of Brawley, 2010). In addition, as described 
in Section 3.20, any delivery of water by the City of Brawley for use at the proposed OWEF site 
would occur in compliance with the city’s existing UWMP, which assesses current water demands and 
supplies over a 20-year planning horizon under various drought scenarios (per California Water Code 
§10612(b)), and provides water supply management direction for the 20-year planning horizon. Use of 
treated municipal water from the City of Brawley for the proposed OWEF would be consistent with the 
UWMP, and would not result in adverse impacts to the water supply or to water supply availability. 
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• SCWD – treated municipal wastewater. As with the City of Brawley source described above, the 
Seeley County Water District water supply would be provided in the form of treated municipal water. 
As described in Section 3.22, there is no UWMP for this water supply, but the SCWD does implement 
demand management measures (DDMs) published by the California Urban Water Conservation 
Council (CUWCC) and supported by DWR, which are typlically included as part of an UWMP (IID, 
2009). The SCWD’s Seeley County Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) has sufficient capacity to 
meet the water supply requirements of the proposed OWEF. Use of treated municipal water from the 
SCWD for the proposed OWEF would not result in adverse impacts to the water supply or to water 
supply availability. 

• Vulcan Materials – Dixieland Mine groundwater supply well. The Dixieland Mine groundwater 
supply well is used to pump water for dust control and product washing at the Dixieland Mine site, in 
accordance with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) from Imperial County authorizing such uses up to 
200 afy. If the Dixieland Mine well is used to meet the proposed OWEF water requirements, the CUP 
for the well would need to be revised by the county because it does not currently authorize use of this 
water for the OWEF; however, adding the OWEF to the authorized uses of the well would not require 
an increase in the quantity of water authorized for consumption, which is expected to remain at 200 
afy. 

As described in Section 3.20.1.2 (see “Dixieland Mine Groundwater”), the existing Dixieland Mine 
groundwater supply well is capable of producing at least 325 gpm to 350 gpm, with very little 
drawdown in the surrounding aquifer; this production rate is more than adequate to meet the 200 afy of 
withdrawal authorized by the CUP. The groundwater investigation that was conducted at the Dixieland 
Mine site prior to installation of the well determined that pumping up to 200 afy of groundwater from 
this location would not have any impacts on other groundwater wells, on the groundwater basin, or on 
other water users in the vicinity (EMKO, 2005). The 200 afy of groundwater use authorized under the 
CUP for the Dixieland Mine site would be sufficient to meet the project’s water requirements, and 
compliance with a revised CUP would avoid potential adverse impacts to the water supply and water 
supply reliability. 

Groundwater pumped from the Dixieland Mine site is high in TDS concentrations, and would need to 
be treated prior to use at the OWEF site, particularly for mixing concrete. The Dixieland Mine site is 
currently equipped with a Reverse Osmosis (RO) system and evaporation ponds; it is anticipated that if 
this water supply is used for the proposed OWEF, the Dixieland Mine RO system and evaporation 
ponds would be used to reduce TDS concentrations in the water prior to transporting it (via truck) to 
the proposed OWEF site. 

• IID – West-Side Canal water. As described in Section 3.20, water may be purchased from the IID 
and transported by truck from the IID West-Side Canal. IID has indicated to the project Applicant that 
approximately 25 afy of canal water may be obtained for the proposed OWEF through the Interim 
Water Supply Policy for Non-Agricultural Projects, which is also discussed in Section 3.20. The IID 
Board of Directors adopted a Strategic Plan in 2008 which included an objective to develop an 
integrated water resources plan by the end of 2009, adopt recommendations outlined in the plan in the 
first quarter of 2010, and implement the actions by mid-year 2010 (IID, 2009a). The purpose of the 
Integrated Water Resources Management Plan (IID Plan) is to address the changing water needs of the 
community and provide water for economic development while meeting its agricultural water needs 
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and complying with existing agreements and regulations (IID, 2009a). The Draft Final IID Plan, dated 
September 21, 2009, describes immediate (2010), near-term (2011 – 2015), mid-term (2016 – 2020), 
and long-term (2021 – 2047) actions to be implemented over a 37-year planning horizon (IID, 2009b). 
The IID Plan addresses the entire IID service area, including the Proposed Action site, and includes a 
thorough analysis of future water supply and demand requirements, including increasing water 
demands associated with projects such as the Proposed Action. The IID Plan is currently in draft form 
and is not considered an UWMP because it has not yet been adopted and no implementation activities 
are contained within the IID Plan. If IID West-Side Canal water is used for the proposed OWEF, 
compliance with the IID’s transfer agreement, Interim Water Supply Policy, and pending IID Plan 
would ensure that no adverse impacts to the water supply or water supply reliability would occur. 

As mentioned, Pine Valley groundwater has also be identified as a potential source for the project; 
however, this source is not subject to maximum groundwater pumping restrictions per an existing plan or 
permit and therefore use of this source could result in impacts to water supply and reliability that would 
be avoided by the plans and/or permits associated with other potential water sources.  As described in 
Section 3.20, use of the Pine Valley groundwater source is subject to the Nonconformity Regulations of 
the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance §6852. Accordingly, if more than 28 afy of water is exported 
from this well, then a Major Use Permit from the County of San Diego would be required. It is 
understood that the Major Use Permit would address the use of Pine Valley groundwater on a site that 
does not overlie the affected groundwater resource; it may also address a maximum quantity of 
groundwater that may be pumped from the Pine Valley well, but at the time of preparation of this Final 
EIS/EIR the specifics of the Major Use Permit requirements are not known. Therefore it is assumed that 
the Pine Valley groundwater source would not be subject to the same pumping restrictions as the 
Dixieland Mine groundwater source. As a result, the analysis of potential water supply impacts presented 
in this section is focused on the Pine Valley groundwater source more than other potential sources which, 
as described above, are managed under existing plans and/or permits. 

All potential water sources identified for the OWEF, as discussed above and introduced in Section 3.20 
are referenced as applicable throughout the following analysis of potential impacts of the proposed 
OWEF.  

Construction 

Construction of the proposed OWEF would require a water supply for concrete batching, road 
maintenance, and dust suppression; water required for dust suppression would be minimal due to the use 
of MgCl as a soil binder (see Section 2.1.3.5). Table 4.19-1 provides a summary of construction water 
requirements, based on data provided in Section 1.3.9 (Water Usage, Amounts, Sources (During 
Construction and Operations)) of the Plan of Development for the proposed OWEF.  

 Table 4.19-1. Construction Water Requirements for the Proposed OWEF 

 Water Requirement Gallons Acre-Feet 
Concrete Foundations  2,118,034.3 6.5 
Road Maintenance and Dust Suppression 14,174,537.1 43.5 

TOTAL 16,292,571.4 50 
Source: OE, 2010  
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Approximately 50 acre-feet of water would be required over the project’s construction period, to be 
obtained from one or more of the potential water sources described above (Pine Valley; City of Brawley; 
Seeley County Water District; Vulcan Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater; IID West-Side Canal). 
Also as described above, with the exception of the Pine Valley source, each potential water source 
identified for the project is managed per existing plans and/or permits. Use of one or more of these 
potential sources to meet the project’s water supply requirements would not result in substantial adverse 
effects because such use would occur in compliance with existing plans and/or permits that are 
implemented to avoid adverse effects and ensure water supply reliability. Therefore, in order to be 
conservative in assessing potential impacts of OWEF associated with the project’s water source, it is 
assumed that all project water would be obtained from the private groundwater well located in Pine 
Valley. 

Potable water would also be required for construction workers, and would be transported to the 
construction area from an off-site commercial bottled water provider. Temporary portable toilet facilities 
would be provided for sanitary purposes during construction.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

Construction of the proposed OWEF could affect groundwater supply and recharge if one of the following 
occurs: (1) the affected groundwater basin is currently characterized by long-term overdraft conditions; 
(2) construction activities result in long-term overdraft conditions; (3) substantial drawdown occurs at 
groundwater wells in the area as a result of construction groundwater pumping; or (4) construction 
activities redirect natural recharge to groundwater basin(s), such as through the introduction of impervious 
areas that prevent infiltration. Each of these potential conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. Groundwater overdraft occurs when the quantity of water removed from a 
groundwater basin exceeds the rate of recharge to that basin; this effect may be long-term, where 
substantial permanent new groundwater demands are introduced, or this effect may be short-term and 
seasonal, where new groundwater demand(s) are introduced but are temporary, such that the existing 
balance of groundwater removal and recharge is restored once the new demand(s) ceases. Drawdown 
occurs when groundwater pumping at one well lowers the aquifer level such that other wells in the 
vicinity experience an increased depth to groundwater, requiring greater energy to draw the same volume 
of water from affected wells. Overdraft and drawdown conditions can be temporary and of varying 
duration, depending upon the intensity and duration of activities which cause such conditions to occur; for 
example, the introduction of intensive pumping activities at an existing well may cause localized overdraft 
conditions and/or drawdown effects, and such effects would cease to occur once the intensive pumping 
also ceases. Section 3.20 provides a detailed discussion of existing conditions relevant to overdraft. 

• Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. Section 3.20.1.2 (Groundwater) describes that the Coyote Wells Valley 
Groundwater Basin, which underlies the proposed OWEF site within the surface area of the Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells Sole Source Aquifer (SSA), is currently in a state of long-term overdraft. Due to these 
existing overdraft conditions, groundwater withdrawal from this basin would exacerbate overdraft 
conditions. As described above and in Section 3.20, the Vulcan Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater 
supply well has been identified as a potential water source for the project. Section 3.20.1.2 states under 
“Dixieland Mine Groundwater” that this potential source is located along the eastern border of the 
Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin. However, as described above, in the introduction to this 
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analysis, use of groundwater pumped from the Dixieland Mine well would be subject to the restrictions 
of an existing CUP, which would ensure that no change in existing groundwater usage rates from this 
well would occur as a result of the project. Therefore, the proposed OWEF would introduce no new 
uses of groundwater from the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin, and the proposed OWEF 
would have no effect on overdraft and/or drawdown conditions in this basin.  

• Campo-Cottonwood SSA. Campo-Cottonwood SSA. As discussed above, this analysis of potential 
water supply impacts focuses on the Pine Valley groundwater source in order to be conservative in 
characterizing potential impacts, as the other potential sources are managed under existing plans and/or 
permits to avoid adverse effects. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that water 
for construction of the proposed OWEF would be obtained from a private well in the Pine Valley area 
of eastern San Diego County, within the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood SSA. As 
described in Section 3.20.1.1 under “Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer,” based on anecdotal 
evidence and known historical use of Pine Valley groundwater, it is reasonably assumed that the Pine 
Valley area is currently not affected by overdraft conditions. Due to a lack of long-term quantitative 
groundwater data reflecting groundwater behavior in response to pumping, it is possible that use of 
Pine Valley groundwater to meet water requirements during OWEF construction could result in 
overdraft conditions. However, groundwater pumping for construction would be short-term and limited 
specifically to the construction period of 12 to 15 months (see Section 2.1.3.2); therefore, the proposed 
OWEF would not have the potential to result in long-term overdraft. The potential for short-term 
overdraft conditions to occur as a result of the proposed OWEF would be addressed with groundwater 
monitoring activities required per mitigation measures summarized below and presented in detail in 
Section 4.19.10. Any potential overdraft resulting from the proposed OWEF would be temporary. In 
addition, due to the nature of short-term overdraft conditions which occur in response to a particular 
action or actions, the original (baseline) balance of the groundwater system would return once the 
overdraft-inducing action(s) ceases. Therefore, if the proposed OWEF results in short-term overdraft 
conditions, this effect would be reversed by ceasing project pumping, per mitigation requirements 
discussed below. Use of Pine Valley groundwater for the proposed OWEF could also result in 
drawdown effects at other groundwater wells in the vicinity; as with the potential for overdraft to 
occur, any drawdown effects associated with the proposed OWEF would be temporary in nature, and 
would be reversed by ceasing project pumping, per mitigation requirements. In addition, because the 
private well proposed for use is located within the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood 
Sole Source Aquifer, use of groundwater from this source is therefore subject to review by the EPA. 

Section 3.20 of this EIS/EIR describes that the water supply for the Proposed Action may also be 
purchased from the City of Brawley (treated municipal water), from Seeley County Water District (treated 
municipal water), from Vulcan Materials (Dixieland Mine groundwater supply well), and/or the IID 
(West-Side Canal water); these water sources, if secured for the proposed OWEF, would not contribute to 
overdraft or drawdown conditions within either SSA.  

BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action are presented in 
Section 4.19.10 and would minimize potential impacts associated with groundwater overdraft and 
drawdown. Mitigation measures which specifically address potential overdraft and drawdown effects are 
Mitigation Measures Water-2 (Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan for Construction) and Water-3 
(Prepare Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan). Mitigation Measure Water-2 requires that a 
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groundwater investigation be conducted prior to the use of groundwater resources to meet project 
requirements, and that a secondary groundwater supply well would be planned for and utilized if 
necessary to ensure that sufficient production rates are available to meet project needs, thereby avoiding 
potential drawdown effects that may result from over-pumping a well, and minimizing the potential for 
project-related overdraft to occur, by ensuring a better understanding of the groundwater resource. 
Mitigation Measure Water-3 requires that a comprehensive groundwater monitoring plan be implemented 
during project-related pumping activities to ensure that data is gathered to reflect how groundwater 
behaves in response to the introduction of project-related pumping, and that appropriate actions are 
implemented to avoid adverse impacts when the data reflects undesireable effects, such as overdraft or 
drawdown. 

Recharge. Creation of new impervious surfaces associated with the Proposed Action could interfere with 
groundwater recharge by reducing the amount of surface area through which precipitation and surface 
water percolates to underlying aquifers. New impervious surfaces would result from the implementation 
of permanent project components, including the concrete foundations, O&M facility, access roads, and 
substation. In addition to permanent infrastructure, temporary construction facilities including covered 
assembly areas, concrete batch plant, staging areas, and temporary parking areas would also introduce 
new impervious areas that could affect the rate and distribution of surface water percolation/infiltration to 
underlying groundwater.  

• Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. Primary recharge to the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin, which 
underlies the proposed OWEF site and is paritially within the surface area of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
SSA, occurs through percolation of precipitation and ephemeral runoff from the surrounding mountains 
(see Section 3.20.1.1). All site improvements that would occur during construction of the proposed 
OWEF, including structures and facilities described in Section 2.1.3.1 of this EIS/EIR, would 
introduce the potential to alter groundwater recharge rates and patterns. The introduction of permanent 
impermeable infrastructure would result in site-specific alterations to infiltration rates and patterns; 
however, as described in Chapter 2 and in Table 2-3, the proposed OWEF would result in permanent 
disturbance to 155.5 acres  of the 12,436-acre site, or roughly 1.4 percent of the overall site. This 
disturbance area is very small compared to the overall project area, and the subsequent effect on 
groundwater recharge via infiltration would be negligible. Additionally, ground cover would be 
designed to maximize infiltration rates and minimize potential impacts to groundwater recharge, per 
the implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures summarized below and presented in Section 
4.19.10.  

• Campo-Cottonwood SSA. Primary recharge to groundwater resources in the Pine Valley area, within 
the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood SSA, also occurs through ephemeral stream flow 
and infiltration of surface water runoff (see Section 3.20.1.1). However, construction of the proposed 
OWEF would not include the installation of any new infrastructure or impermeable surface cover that 
could affect groundwater recharge rates or patterns in this area, resulting in no impacts to recharge. 

BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.19.10 would minimize potential impacts to 
groundwater resources that could occur as a result of changes to recharge rates and/or patterns. Mitigation 
measures which specifically address potential impacts associated with changes to groundwater recharge 
rates and patterns include Mitigation Measures Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness 
groundcover where applicable) and Water-5 (Design onsite drainage improvements to maximize 
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groundwater recharge). Mitigation Measure Water-4 would would minimize the potential for the 
proposed development to adversely affect groundwater recharge by requiring that alterations to the 
permeability of surface materials that would occur under the proposed OWEF, such as new surfaces and 
ground cover, would be as permeable as possible. Mitigation Measure Water-5 would also minimize the 
potential for the Proposed Action to adversely affect groundwater recharge rates and patterns by requiring 
that on-site drainage alterations that occur under the project are designed to maximize groundwater 
recharge, such as by allowing surface water to collect in surface depressions and infiltrate to underlying 
groundwater resources, and that alterations to on-site drainage patterns are minimized as much as 
possible, thereby maintaining existing rates and patterns of groundwater recharge. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Construction of the proposed OWEF would require excavation activities 
that may encounter shallow groundwater and require construction site dewatering activities.  

• Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. As described in Section 3.20.1.1 of this EIS/EIR, the most productive 
water-bearing zones in the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin are located between 100 and 300 
feet below ground surface (bgs), but unconfined shallow groundwater is also present in parts of the 
basin. Perched groundwater may be ephemeral in nature (occurring in direct response to precipitation 
events), or it may be recharged by percolation from surface water and/or nearby saturated zones. 
Perched groundwater is essentially a subsurface zone of saturation that is separated from the main 
groundwater table by a typically impermeable divide. It is not possible to quantify the likelihood of 
encountering perched groundwater because it is not part of the main groundwater resource and would 
not be detected in typical groundwater monitoring activities. If project excavation results in the 
unexpected encountering of perched groundwater, the local groundwater supply could be adversely 
affected as a result of directly encountering construction vehicles and equipment, and encountering the 
potentially hazardous materials such as motor oil and lubricating fluids required to operate vehicles 
and equipment, and/or the  local groundwater supply could be adversely affected due to uncontrolled 
release of groundwater onto the surface. If perched groundwater is unexpectedly encountered during 
project construction, dewatering activities would occur in compliance with the California Stormwater 
Quality Association’s (CASQA) California Stormwater BMP Handbook for Construction, or other 
similar guidance document supported by the County of Imperial. Implementation of BMPs and 
mitigation measures summarized below and presented in Section 4.19.10 would minimize and/or 
avoid potential impacts resulting from dewatering. 

• Campo-Cottonwood SSA. As previously discussed, this analysis of potential water supply impacts 
focuses on the Pine Valley groundwater source in order to be conservative in characterizing potential 
impacts, as the other potential sources are managed under existing plans and/or permits to avoid 
adverse effects. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that groundwater from the 
Pine Valley area would be used to meet construction water requirements and would be obtained from 
an existing groundwater well, and no excavation activities or permanent infrastructure installation 
would occur. Use of Pine Valley groundwater is not anticipated to result in encountering shallow 
groundwater such that dewatering activities would be required, resulting in no impact.  

BMPs and Mitigation Measure Water-6 (Construction site dewatering management), presented in Section 
4.19.10, would be implemented during construction to address potential adverse effects associated with 
construction site dewatering, if such actions are necessary during construction. Mitigation Measure 
Water-6 would ensure that any required construction site dewatering activities occur in compliance with 
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all applicable BMPs, and that grading and excavation activities are monitored for soil moisture in order to 
anticipate the need for dewatering activities, and minimize the potential for any related adverse effects.  

Water Supply Reliability. In addition to the BMPs and mitigation measures designed to minimize and/or 
avoid potential effects to groundwater supply and recharge described above, this water resources analysis 
also addresses water supply reliability. Section 3.20 of this EIS/EIR provides a discussion of Senate Bill 
610 (SB 610), which requires detailed analysis of water supply availability for certain types of large 
development projects. SB 610 requires the preparation of a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for a project 
that is subject to CEQA and meets certain requirements. In accordance with SB 610, a WSA should assess 
water supply availabity to meet the water requirements of the project, with consideration to other 
reasonably foreseeable water demands that would affect the identified source, over a period of twenty 
years and under varying climatic conditions. As described in Section 3.20, the proposed OWEF does not 
meet the intent of the definition of “project” under SB 610 and does not meet the 75 afy threshold 
specified by SB 267. Therefore, a WSA under SB 610 or SB 267 is not required. Also as noted in Section 
3.20, the project Applicant has prepared an assessment of water supplies for the project, which is 
incorporated by reference throughout the EIS/EIR and included as Appendix P. 

The assessment of water supplies prepared for the proposed OWEF indicates that the private groundwater 
well in Pine Valley identified as a water source for the Proposed Action has sufficient capacity and 
availability to meet water requirements of the project. As previously discussed, the other potential water 
sources identified for the proposed OWEF are managed under existing plans and/or permits that would 
avoid adverse impacts and therefore, in order to be conservative in this analysis of potential OWEF 
impacts, it is assumed that the Pine Valley water source would be used to meet project reqquirements. 
Mitigation Measure Water-7 (Develop master Drought Water Management and Water Conservation 
Education Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  is required to address potential drought conditions 
that could affect water availability, and ensure water supply reliability during construction of the proposed 
OWEF. This mitigation measure requires that a master Drought Water Management Program is prepared 
by the Applicant and submitted to the County for approval. The plan shall provide guidelines on how all 
future water use will be managed during “severe” drought year(s), thus minimizing and/or avoiding 
potential impacts.  

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Existing drainage patterns on the proposed OWEF site are characterized by ephemeral drainages which 
contain water only after precipitation events sufficient to produce runoff. Alterations to drainage patterns 
on and surrounding the proposed OWEF site associated with construction activities could result in erosion 
and/or flooding effects on or off site. The rate and amount of surface runoff which characterizes drainage 
patterns in the area is determined by multiple factors, including the following: precipitation and 
evaporation; infiltration of precipitation and imported water to groundwater; and topography. These 
factors are discussed below with regard to the project’s potential to affect drainage patterns of the site in a 
manner that results in erosion and/or flooding on or off site. 

• Precipitation and Evaporation. The Proposed Action would have no effect on the amount or intensity 
of precipitation that occurs in the proposed OWEF area. Regarding evaporation, the placement of 
permanent OWEF infrastructure could result in localized decreased rates of evaporation, if the 
infrastructure results in shading that cools the ground to a degree that less moisture converts from 
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liquid to vapor form. Table 2.2 (Acres of Disturbance for Proposed Action) describes that the 
Proposed Action would result in permanent disturbance to approximately 155.5 acres of the 12,436-
acre project site, approximately 1.4 percent of the overall site. Due to the area of permanent 
disturbance compared to the overall size of the site, it is reasonably anticipated that the placement of 
new infrastructure would have no practicable effect on ground temperature across the site, or on 
associated rates of evaporation.  

• Infiltration of Precipitation and Imported Water. As described in the analysis of groundwater recharge 
effects, construction of the proposed OWEF would introduce new impervious surfaces that could affect 
site-specific infiltration patterns, but such effects would not result in substantial impacts to groundwater 
supply. The Proposed Action would require minimal water for dust control due to the use of MgCl as a 
soil binder (see Section 2.1.3.5); although some water would be required for road maintenance, 
resulting in the application of imported water that would not otherwise be present at the site, such 
water would be specifically applied where required for road maintenance and is not anticipated to have 
any practicable effect on infiltration rates or drainage patterns. 

• Topography. Implementation of the Proposed Action would require grading and excavation activities 
associated with turbine foundations and crane pads, batching plant and laydown/parking area, rail 
uploading yard, access roads, collector lines, meteorological towers, substation/utility switchyard, 
O&M facility, and gravel sources. Per the data presented in Table 2.3 (Acres of Disturbance for 
Proposed Action), approximately 499.1 acres of the 12,436-acre site would be temporarily disturbed 
during construction of the proposed OWEF. As described in Section 2.1.3.2.3 (Site Clearing, Grading, 
and Excavation), soil excavation (cut) and fill will be balanced, with excavated soils also used as fill. 
The overall topography of the proposed OWEF site would not be substantially altered, although 
localized changes to drainage patterns would occur.  

It is anticipated that any increase in surface water runoff resulting from permanent project features would 
be location-specific, and that such effects would not influence surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in erosion or flooding on site or off site. As described in Section 5.1.10.2 (Water Resources / 
Hydrology) of the Plan of Development for the Proposed Action (OE, 2010), the proposed OWEF 
includes permanent low-water “Arizona” crossings where access roads would cross drainage features. 
Arizona crossings allow water to flow over or through access roads, minimizing potential adverse effects 
associated with drainage pattern alterations from road alignments.  

Either one temporary pond or up to ten 12,000-gallon temporary water storage tanks may be installed to 
support the project’s water supply requirements. If used, the temporary pond would be constructed at the 
temporary laydown area. The dimensions of the pond would be as follows: 150 feet wide, 150 feet long, 
and 8 feet deep. It would also include a water-tight synthetic liner. The excavated material from the pond 
would be used to build up a berm around all four sides. This temporary pond would be fully removed 
with the restoration of the laydown area. If temporary storage tanks are used in lieu of the pond, the tanks 
will be positioned throughout the project site inside road or turbine assembly disturbance corridors in 
order to improve access to water for dust control.   

The Imperial County Fire Department will also require that a separate 10,000-gallon water supply at a 
minimum be provided at the O&M facility for fire suppression. The source of the water for toilets and 
fire suppression may be the Pine Valley location or one of the alternate locations discussed above; it is 
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anticipated that the same water source(s) would be used for construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning of the project. 

The Proposed Action’s potential to alter the existing drainage pattern(s) of the site would be minimized 
through compliance with design specifications and BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in Section 
4.19.10. In addition, implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in order to 
avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to surface waters and drainage patterns: Water-1 (Demonstrate 
compliance with water quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover 
where applicable), Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction 
SWPPP Specifications).  

Mitigation Measure Water-1 requires the Applicant to demonstrate compliance with all applicable 
permitting requirements prior commencing construction, which will ensure that the proposed OWEF is in 
compliance with all applicable water quality permits and waste discharge requirements. Mitigation 
Measure Water-4 would would minimize the potential for the proposed development to accelerate 
stormwater runoff rates by requiring that alterations to the permeability of surface materials that would 
occur under the proposed OWEF, such as new surfaces and ground cover, be done so that they are as 
permeable as possible. Mitigation Measure Water-8 would ensure that project structures are designed, 
engineered, constructed, and maintained to avoid potential damage associated with flooding and/or 
erosion, and also would ensure that the SWPPP that would be developed and implemented for the 
Proposed Action would include specific BMPs to maintain existing surface drainage patterns, thus 
minimizing potential adverse impacts associated with flooding. Mitigation Measure Water-9 would ensure 
that the SWPPP to be developed and implement for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to 
protect water quality and avoid adverse effects of project construction on surface water quality, including 
jurisdictional waters. Please see Section 4.19.10 for the full text of mitigation measures.  

Jurisdictional Drainages. Surface water and drainage patterns could be adversely affected if jurisdictional 
drainages are disturbed or altered as a result of project construction, operation, or decommissioning. As 
described in Section 3.20.1.1, designated jurisdictional drainages are located throughout the proposed 
OWEF site. The proposed OWEF would not place permanent infrastructure within designated 
jurisdictional drainages. Section 1.3.10 (Erosion Control and Stormwater Drainage) of the Plan of 
Development (OE, 2010) describes that all drainages within the proposed OWEF site are considered 
waters of the U.S., subject to the jurisdiction of the ACOE. Also as described, access roads would cross 
all drainages via at-grade crossings, and no culverts would be installed. This type of crossing would 
minimize potential effects to drainage patterns and jurisdictional drainages on the project site. Drainages 
disturbed by temporary construction activities would be restored to as near existing conditions as possible. 
Other potential impacts of the proposed OWEF on jurisdictional drainages are addressed Sections 4.17 
(Vegetation Resources) and 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) of this EIS/EIR.  

Implementation of the following mitigation measures, in addition to any mitigation measures identified in 
Sections 4.17 and 4.21 for biological resources, would minimize and/or avoid potential water resources 
impacts to jurisdictional drainages: Water-1 (Demonstrate compliance with water quality permits), Water-
9 (Construction SWPPP specifications), and Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental 
training). Mitigation Measure Water-1 would ensure that the Proposed Action occurs in compliance with 
all applicable laws and regulations, including those addressing the protection of jurisdictional waters, such 
as the Clean Water Act. Mitigation Measure Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to be developed and 
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implement for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to protect water quality and avoid adverse 
effects of project construction on surface water quality, including jurisdictional waters. Mitigation 
Measure Water-10 ensures that the location(s) and methods of hazardous materials handling and storage 
are specified prior to the onset of construction to minimize or avoid the potential for water quality 
degradation associated with an accidental spill or release of hazardous materials to occur.   

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

No stormwater drainage system exists at the proposed OWEF site. Construction of the proposed OWEF 
would include implementation of a SWPPP, in compliance with Section 402 of the CWA (see Section 
3.20.2.1 of this EIS/EIR), which specifies BMPs to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts associated 
with stormwater runoff. Other stormwater diversion and/or other run-off control channels are not planned 
for the proposed OWEF because overall disturbance to the site is not anticipated to substantially change 
the hydrologic patterns of the area or alter the amount of stormwater runoff from the site. The proposed 
OWEF would not have the potential to create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems and, therefore, no mitigation measures are required to 
address potential effects to existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. 

There is potential for construction of the proposed OWEF to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an 
accidental leak or release of harmful materials were to occur during construction activities. Potential water 
quality impacts are discussed in detail below. With implementation of Mitigation Measures Water-9 
(Construction SWPPP Specifications) and Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training), 
potential impacts associated with the creation of polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. As 
described above, Mitigation Measure Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to be developed and implemented 
for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to protect water quality and avoid adverse effects of 
project construction on surface water quality, including BMPs to prevent drainage pattern alterations to 
result in adverse effects to surface waters. Mitigation Measure Water-10 ensures that the location(s) and 
methods of hazardous materials handling and storage are specified prior to the onset of construction to 
minimize or avoid the potential for water quality degradation associated with an accidental spill or release 
of hazardous materials to occur.   

Flood Hazard Areas 

As described in Section 3.20.1.1 of this EIS/EIR, several Flood Hazard Areas designated by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) run in an east-west direction through the proposed Site 1, and 
a small portion of Flood Hazard Area runs in a north-south direction through part of the proposed Site 2. 
According to FEMA, development is permitted in Flood Hazard Areas provided that the development 
complies with local floodplain management ordinances. All applicable floodplain management ordinances 
would be fully complied with in accordance with FEMA’s regulations on development in Flood Hazard 
Areas. The permanent aboveground features associated with the proposed OWEF would be designed and 
engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. Impacts associated with Flood Hazard 
Areas would be most likely to occur where permanent infrastructure and facilities are constructed in or 
closely adjacent to a watercourse and/or designated Flood Hazard Area. None of the infrastructure 
associated with the Proposed Action would be situated within an existing watercourse. However, some 
wind towers would be placed within or adjacent to areas subject to periodic overland flow and flooding. 
Routine operations and maintenance procedures would include the inspection and repair of any project 
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infrastructure that may be damaged as a result of heavy flood events. Construction and operation of the 
proposed OWEF would have no effect on the potential or frequency of flood events. 

The Proposed Action’s potential to result in impacts associated with Flood Hazard Areas would be 
minimized through compliance with BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in Section 4.19.10. In addition, 
implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in order to avoid and/or minimize 
potential impacts associated with Flood Hazard Areas: Water-1 (Demonstrate compliance with water 
quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable), Water-
8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction SWPPP Specifications). 
Mitigation Measure Water-1 would ensure that the Proposed Action occurs in compliance with all 
applicable laws and regulations, including those addressing the protection of jurisdictional waters, such as 
the Clean Water Act. Mitigation Measure Water-4 would ensure that the permeability of the ground 
surface and surface materials are as similar to existing conditions as possible, thus minimizing the 
potential for sheetflow that could result in flood-related damage. Mitigation Measure Water-8 would 
ensure that project structures are designed, engineered, constructed, and maintained to avoid potential 
damage associated with flooding and/or erosion. Mitigation Measure Water-9 ensures that the SWPPP to 
be developed and implement for the Proposed Action includes specific BMPs to maintain existing surface 
drainage patterns, thus minimizing potential adverse impacts associated with flooding. 

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials. Soil-disturbing activities that 
would occur during construction of the proposed OWEF, including excavation and grading, would have 
the potential to result in erosion (transport) and sedimentation (delivery) that could degrade water quality. 
This impact would be most likely to occur if a storm event occurs during construction activities, while 
disturbed soils are exposed and/or have not yet been re-vegetated. In addition, particularly within and 
adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, surface water runoff could occur as sheet flow, which could 
increase the potential for erosion of unmanaged disturbed and/or stockpiled soil. 

In addition to the potential effects of erosion and sedimentation, the accidental release of hazardous 
materials during construction of the proposed OWEF could result in water quality degradation within and 
downstream of the proposed OWEF site. Potentially hazardous materials that may be used and/or 
produced during construction include but are not limited to the following: diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricant 
oils, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, transmission fluid, lubricant grease, cement slurry, and other fluids 
required for construction or the operation of construction vehicles and equipment. Motorized equipment 
used at the project site during construction could leak hazardous materials, such as motor oil, transmission 
fluid, or antifreeze, due to inadequate or improper maintenance, unnoticed or unrepaired damage, 
improper refueling, or operator error. 

Direct contact with potentially hazardous materials would result from a spill or leak that occurs directly 
above or within the bed and banks of a flowing stream or waterbody. Because surface water on the project 
site is ephemeral in nature, direct contamination as a result of accidental release is considered unlikely, 
unless a precipitation event occurs during active construction activities. Indirect contamination of surface 
water could occur if a potentially harmful or hazardous material is released into a dry stream bed or wash 
and is subsequently transported through runoff during a storm event, eventually making contact with 
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perennial flowing water. Groundwater resources could also be contaminated through indirect contact with 
potentially harmful or hazardous materials. This could occur if an accidental spill of harmful materials is 
allowed to leach through the ground surface to underlying groundwater resources, or if construction-
related excavation activities encounter perched groundwater and direct contact with hazardous materials 
occurs.  

The Spill Response Plan included as Appendix D to the Hydrological and Environmental Hazard 
Assessment report was prepared for the proposed OWEF (NAA, 2011a) in compliance with the Federal 
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan Regulation (40 CFR 112), and includes 
instructions for pre-release planning and spill leak prevention, discharge and spill response, and 
emergency response contracts. This Spill Response Plan would be implemented as part of the proposed 
OWEF. 

In addition, BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action 
presented in Section 4.19.10 would minimize potential impacts associated with water quality degradation. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) would 
ensure that the proposed OWEF is in compliance with all applicable water quality permits and waste 
discharge requirements prior to the issuance of construction permits. Mitigation Measure Water-6 
(Construction site dewatering management) would ensure that any required dewatering activities occur in 
compliance with applicable BMPs, and that potential water quality impacts associated with dewatering 
would be minimized. Erosion control features and BMPs included in the proposed OWEF’s federally-
required SWPPP would minimize or prevent disturbed and/or exposed materials from mobilizing in such 
a way that water quality degradation could occur. Some of the typical BMPs to be required by the SWPPP 
include but are not limited to straw wattles, check dams, fabric blankets, and silt fencing. Mitigation 
Measure Water-9 (Construction SWPPP Specifications) ensures that location-specific BMPs are employed 
during construction of the Proposed Action in order to avoid or minimize potential water quality impacts. 
In addition, Mitigation Measure Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training) would 
minimize the potential for accidental spills of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials to occur, 
avoiding associated water quality impacts. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Mudflows are a type of mass wasting or landslide, where earth and surface materials are rapidly 
transported downhill under the force of gravity. Mudflow events are caused by a combination of factors, 
including soil type, precipitation, and slope. Mudflow may be triggered by heavy rainfall that the soil is 
not able to sufficiently drain or absorb. As a result of this super-saturation, soil and rock materials 
become unstable and eventually slide away from their existing location. As described in Section 5.1.10.1 
(Geologic Resources) of the Plan of Development for the proposed OWEF (OE, 2010), the project would 
be located on hills, mesas, and valleys of the Jacumba Mountains which are underlain primarily by 
granitic and volcanic units which are not typically prone to landslides. However, excavation and grading 
activities associated with construction of the Proposed Action could trigger rock-falls or shallow soil 
slides. As described in Section 2.1.3.1 (Structure and Facilities), geotechnical studies would be completed 
prior to construction of the proposed OWEF. The results of these studies would be used to appropriately 
design and site project infrastructure.  



4.19  Water Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.19-16 Final EIS/EIR 

In addition, BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action are 
presented in Section 4.19.10, and would minimize potential impacts associated with mudflow hazards. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection) would ensure 
that project infrastructure is sufficiently protected against the stressors of potential mudflow, thus 
minimizing the potential for project features to be damaged by or result in damage from mudflow. 

Operation and Maintenance 

As described in Section 1.3.9 (Water Usage, Amounts, Sources) of the Plan of Development for the 
proposed OWEF (OE, 2010), water requirements associated with the Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) building during project operation would be approximately 0.19 afy. The operational water 
requirement is associated with the O&M building and sanitary purposes. It is not anticipated that a water 
source would be necessary to clean WTG blades. As described in Section 2.1.3.5, a Dust Abatement Plan 
will be implemented and would include the use of MgCl for dust control (during construction and 
operation). The operational water supply of 0.19 afy would either be purchased from a local vendor 
(commercial water supplier) and trucked to the project site, or it would be obtained from the same 
groundwater well(s) in Pine Valley that would be used to obtain construction water, and also trucked to 
the project site.  

It is anticipated that the operational water source(s) would be the same as the construction water source(s) 
described in Section 3.22 and assessed above.  

Drinking water for O&M staff would be supplied from a regional commercial drinking water bottling 
company. In addition, the Imperial County Fire Department would require an overhead sprinkler system 
at the O&M building and a water storage tank for fire suppression. As described in Section 2.1.3.1 
(Structure and Facilities) of this EIS/EIR, the Imperial County Fire Department will require that a single 
use 10,000-gallon reserve water tank be maintained on the site of the O&M building.  

Water requirements for operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not require use of local 
groundwater resources from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential construction impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific 
scenarios that could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential 
conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. The Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin, which underlies the proposed 
OWEF site, is currently in a state of long-term groundwater overdraft, or the condition where the quantity 
of water removed from a groundwater basin exceeds the rate of recharge to the basin over an extended 
duration. The introduction of any new groundwater pumping activities in this basin would exacerbate 
existing overdraft conditions. The Vulan Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater supply well, which has 
been identified as a potential water source for the project, is located on the eastern edge of the Coyote 
Wells Valley Groundwater Basin, outside of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA; as previously mentioned 
with regards to this potential water source, if it is used to meet project water requirements, such used 
would occur in compliance with an existing CUP which restricts total use from the well at 200 afy. Use of 
this well for the project’s water supply would not alter existing conditions relevant to groundwater use at 
the site and therefore, if this well is used for the project, such use would not result in an adverse impact to 
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overdraft and drawdown. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not utilize 
groundwater resources from within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, and would not introduce new uses of 
Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin water. In order to be conservative for the purposes of this 
analysis, it is assumed that  operational water for the project would be obtained from the Pine Valley 
groundwtaer well source. 

As described in Section 3.20.1.2 (see “Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer”), the private well 
identified for use under the Proposed Action is located within the surface recharge area of the Campo-
Cottonwood SSA, but is not located within a defined groundwater basin, and groundwater resources 
pumped at this well are drawn from fractured rock formations which recharge in direct response to 
precipitation and surface water infiltration. This area does not appear to be affected by long-term 
overdraft conditions. As described above in the discussion of construction impacts, mitigation measures 
recommended during construction would include groundwater monitoring to assess the response of local 
groundwater levels to project-related pumping activities, in order to avoid or minimize potential overdraft 
and/or drawdown effects. The operational water requirement of 0.19 afy is minimal compared to 
construction water requirements of 50 afy, with operational water representing approximately 0.38 
percent of the annual construction water requirement. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF 
would have the potential for minimal effect on groundwater supplies associated with overdraft and 
drawdown. 

Recharge. As addressed in the discussion of construction impacts provided above, groundwater recharge 
rates and patterns would be affected by the introduction of permanent aboveground infrastructure such as 
would occur under the proposed OWEF. During operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF, 
permanent project components including concrete foundations, the O&M facility, substation facility, and 
access roads would result in site-specific alterations to local drainage patterns, and associated site-specific 
alterations to local groundwater recharge patterns. Operation and maintenance activities would include the 
regular inspections and repair (if necessary) of infrastructure introduced during the construction period. 
Internal access roads improved during construction of the proposed OWEF would be maintained during 
operation and maintenance activities, with occasional grading and application of new gravel conducted as 
necessary to maintain the road surfaces. As described under the discussion of construction impacts, the 
proposed OWEF site would be designed with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures to 
maximize groundwater recharge and minimize disturbance to existing drainage patterns. These BMPs and 
mitigation measures, provided in Section 4.19.10 of this EIS/EIR, would minimize and/or avoid potential 
impacts to groundwater recharge. No additional mitigation measures related to groundwater recharge 
would be required during operation and maintenance. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not include 
excavation activities that could require dewatering activities. No impact to groundwater supply and 
recharge would occur. 

Water Supply Reliability. Operation of the proposed OWEF would require a water supply for sanitary and 
fire suppression purposes. As described above, in order to be conservative in characterizing potential 
impacts of the project, it is assumed that operational water would be obtained from the Pine Valley 
groundwater source. This water would be trucked to the proposed OWEF site and stored in a tank near 
the O&M building; bottled water from a commercial provider would be utilized for drinking water, and 
would be delivered to the site via truck. Local groundwater resources from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
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SSA would not be used to meet operational water requirements. As mentioned above, the operational 
water requirement of 0.19 afy is minimal compared to construction water requirements of 50 afy, with 
operational water representing approximately 0.38 percent of the annual construction water requirement. 
Also as described above in the discussion of construction impacts, a WSA under SB 610 is not required 
for the Proposed Action, as related to water supply reliability.  

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would include the routine maintenance and occasional 
repair (as needed) of infrastructure installed during the construction period, including occasional re-
grading and/or re-graveling of access roads; operation and maintenance would not introduce new 
infrastructure or alter existing surface water and drainage patterns beyond what is completed during the 
construction period. Operation and maintenance would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns or 
result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site. No additional mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not introduce any new stormwater drainage 
system(s). As with the potential construction impacts described above, operation and maintenance 
activities would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems.  

Operational activities would include regular inspection and maintenance of project infrastructure to ensure 
that leaks of potentially harmful fluids such as oil do not occur, or are contained and remediated 
immediately. As described in Section 1.3.12 (Waste and hazardous materials management) of the Plan of 
Development (OE, 2010), there would be an approximately 10-foot by 14-foot oil containment building 
within the boundary of the O&M yard to ensure the safe and secure storage of oil and other lubricants and 
volatile liquids. In addition, the O&M building would include a septic system and leach field, which 
would be permitted through Imperial County, and would be pumped regularly, with waste transported off 
site for disposal by a licensed waste treatment contractor. Operation and maintenance of the proposed 
OWEF would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Flood Hazard Areas 

As described in Section 3.20.1.1 and above in the discussion of construction impacts, several FEMA-
designated Flood Hazard Areas are located within the proposed OWEF site, and all permanent 
infrastructure installed under the proposed OWEF would be designed to withstand potential flooding and 
erosion hazards. Operation and maintenance activities would not introduce new infrastructure or activities 
with the potential to impede or redirect flood flows such that new impacts would occur. 

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials. Soil-disturbing activities that 
would occur during operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would be minimal, characterized 
by road improvements or repairs as necessary to maintain access throughout the site, and the transport of 
vehicles and equipment throughout the site as necessary to regularly inspect project infrastructure. These 



4.19  Water Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

Final EIS/EIR 4.19-19 February 2012 

activities would not introduce substantial new potential for soil erosion (transport) and sedimentation 
(delivery) that could degrade water quality. Regarding the potential for operational and maintenance 
activities to result in the accidental release of potentially hazardous materials, as described above, project 
infrastructure would be regularly inspected to minimize and/or avoid the potential for such leaks to occur. 
In addition, as described in Section 1.3.17 (Spill prevention and containment for construction and 
operation of facility) of the Plan of Development (OE, 2010), a Hazardous Materials Business Plan / Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan would be implemented to ensure that adequate containment 
would be provided to control accidental spills, that adequate spill response equipment and absorbents 
would be readily available, and that personnel would be properly trained in how to control and clean up 
any potential spills (OE, 2010). Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not introduce 
substantial new potential for water quality impacts to occur, and no new mitigation measures are required. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Operations and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not introduce any infrastructure or activities 
that would result in new mudflow hazards. No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include the removal and disposal of turbine towers, 
above-ground electrical tower components, and substation components, as well as the removal of all 
below-ground infrastructure to three feet below the ground surface. The decommissioning activities that 
are anticipated to require water include dust control for road usage, soil conditioning and dust control 
during foundation removal and backfill, road restoration, ground re-contouring, and reseeding/ 
revegetation. Decommissioning details such as schedule, total length of road restoration, and extent of re-
contouring are unknown at this time; therefore, water demand associated with decommissioning is 
reasonably estimated as a percentage of construction water requirements. Decommissioning activities 
would be substantially less water-intensive that construction activities, largely because decommissioning 
would require no water for concrete mixing. A reasonable and conservative estimate of decommissioning 
water requirements is considered to be approximately 50 percent of construction water requirements, or 
not more than 25 acre-feet. It is also reasonably assumed that the same water source used during 
construction would be used to meet decommissioning requirements. 

A decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD), and approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for 
construction activities would be applied to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including 
as related to the protection of hydrology and water resources from potentially adverse impacts.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific scenarios that 
could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential conditions is 
discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. As previously described, the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin 
underlies the proposed OWEF site and is currently in a long-term state of overdraft, which occurs when 
the quantity of water removed from a groundwater basin exceeds the rate of recharge to the basin over an 
extended duration; the introduction of any new groundwater pumping activities in this basin would 



4.19  Water Resources 
Ocotillo Wind Energy Facility 

 

February 2012 4.19-20 Final EIS/EIR 

exacerbate existing overdraft conditions. No new uses of the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin 
would be introduced for the purposes of decommissioning the proposed OWEF; therefore, 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not contribute to overdraft and/or drawdown in the 
Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin. As described above, it is anticipated that the same water source 
used during construction of the proposed OWEF would be used to meet decommissioning water 
requirements of not more than 25 acre-feet and therefore, in order to be conservative in characterizing 
impacts of the project it is assumed that the Pine Valley groundwater source would be used for project 
decommissioning. Depending on other uses of Pine Valley groundwater resources at the time of 
decommissioning the proposed OWEF, temporary drawdown conditions could result from using this 
source of water for decommissioning, and such effects would recover following the completion of 
decommissioning activities.  

BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action are presented in 
Section 4.19.10 and would minimize potential impacts associated with groundwater overdraft and 
drawdown. Mitigation measures which specifically address potential overdraft and drawdown effects are 
Mitigation Measures Water-2 (Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan for Construction) and Water-3 
(Prepare Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan). Mitigation Measure Water-2 requires that a 
groundwater investigation be conducted prior to the use of groundwater resources to meet project 
requirements, and that a secondary groundwater supply well would be planned for and utilized if 
necessary to ensure that sufficient production rates are available to meet project needs, thereby avoiding 
potential drawdown effects that may result from over-pumping a well, and minimizing the potential for 
project-related overdraft to occur, by ensuring a better understanding of the groundwater resource. 
Mitigation Measure Water-3 requires that a comprehensive groundwater monitoring plan be implemented 
during project-related pumping activities to ensure that data is gathered to reflect how groundwater 
behaves in response to the introduction of project-related pumping, and that appropriate actions are 
implemented to avoid adverse impacts when the data reflects undesireable effects, such as overdraft or 
drawdown. 

Recharge. As described in the discussion of construction impacts, new impervious surfaces resulting from 
new infrastructure could affect the rate and distribution of surface water percolation/infiltration to 
underlying groundwater; removal of this infrastructure during decommissioning activities would facilitate 
restoration of pre-construction recharge rates and patterns. However, as described in Section 2.1.3.4 of 
this EIS/EIR, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would remove underground infrastructure to three 
feet below the ground surface; in comparison, as described in Section 2.1 of the Plan of Development 
(OE, 2010), concrete turbine foundations would be approximately eight feet deep. Therefore, 
decommissioning activities would not remove the entire turbine foundations, and would leave an 
approximately five-foot-thick portion of each concrete foundation below the ground surface. This 
impermeable area would maintain site-specific alterations to local recharge patterns introduced during 
construction of the proposed OWEF. Restoration of the site would include returning the proposed OWEF 
site as close as reasonably possible to pre-construction conditions suitable for current adjacent land. 
Therefore, potential effects of decommissioning activities to groundwater recharge are anticipated to be 
beneficial.   

Construction Site Dewatering. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include excavation 
activities to remove infrastructure to a depth of three feet below the ground surface, and to restore the 
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proposed OWEF site to as close to pre-construction conditions as possible. These excavation activities 
would include the potential to encounter perched groundwater, or unconfined shallow groundwater, which 
would require dewatering activities to avoid potentially adverse effects to local groundwater resources. As 
mentioned above, a decommissioning plan would be implemented prior to decommissioning activities, and 
would include BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program Programmatic EIS/ROD and 
similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of the proposed OWEF (presented below in Section 
4.19.10). As such, dewatering BMPs would be implemented during decommissioning activities, as 
necessary.  

Water Supply Reliability. As described above, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would require no 
more than 25 acre-feet, and it is reasonably assumed that the same water source used during construction 
would be used during decommissioning. As described in Section 3.20, the proposed OWEF does not meet 
the definition of “Project” under Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) because the Proposed Action would not be an 
“industrial plant” with more than 1,000 persons or an “industrial park” planned to house more than 1,000 
persons, and the passing of Senate Bill 267 (SB 267) clarified that wind energy projects which require less 
than 75 afy, such as the proposed OWEF, are not subject to SB 610. Therefore, a WSA under SB 610 is 
not required for the proposed OWEF. However, the project Applicant has prepared an assessment of 
water supplies for the project, which is incorporated by reference throughout the EIS/EIR and included as 
Appendix P. In addition, since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, additional potential water supplies have 
been identified, as described in Section 3.20.1. Sufficient water supply is available to meet the 
requirements of the proposed OWEF.   

Mitigation Measure Water-7 (Develop master Drought Water Management and Water Conservation 
Education Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  is required to address potential drought conditions 
that could affect water availability, and ensure water supply reliability during construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF. This mitigation measure requires that a master Drought Water 
Management Program and Water Conservation Education Program be implemented in coordination with 
the BLM and the County, as applicable. These programs shall provide guidelines on how all future water 
use will be managed during “severe” drought year(s), thus minimizing and/or avoiding potential impacts. 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns. As described in Section 2.1.3.4 of this EIS/EIR and summarized 
above, decommissioning activities would include removal of all infrastructure introduced during the 
construction phase, including below-grade infrastructure to three feet below the ground surface. The 
discussion of potential impacts that would occur during construction of the proposed OWEF describes that 
alterations to drainage patterns would occur as a result of new infrastructure, and that such alterations 
would be location-specific and would not influence surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
erosion or flooding on or off site. Similarly, the removal of infrastructure from the proposed OWEF site 
would facilitate restoration of the existing, pre-construction drainage patterns, characterized by ephemeral 
drainages which contain water only after precipitation events sufficient to produce runoff. The 
decommissioning plan that would be implemented prior to the termination of the ROW authorization (see 
Section 2.1.3.4) would include BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD, similar 
to the BMPs implemented with construction of the proposed OWEF (presented below in Section 4.19.10). 
As such, erosion control measures would be implemented to avoid and/or minimize potential adverse 
effects associated with alterations to surface water drainage patterns that could result in erosion or siltation 
on or off site. All roads and tower pads would be restored in accordance with the BLM-approved 
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decommissioning plan. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff such that 
erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site would occur, and no additional mitigation measures are 
required.  

Jurisdictional Drainages. As described in Section 3.20.1.1, designated jurisdictional drainages are located 
throughout the proposed OWEF site; per the Plan of Development, all drainages on the proposed OWEF 
site are considered Waters of the U.S., subject to jurisdiction of the ACOE. Access roads required to 
cross jurisdictional drainages on the site would be designed with at-grade crossings, with no culverts 
installed. This design would minimize potential effects with altering drainage alignments. 
Decommissioning activities would include the removal and restoration of all access roads on the site, 
except those roads that landowners wish to retain. Road restoration would include re-grading as close as 
reasonably possible to the original ground contours. These activities would ultimately benefit jurisdictional 
drainages by restoring original contours and removing potential flow diversions associated with access 
roads, although earth disturbing activities could result in potential erosion and sedimentation impacts to 
water quality until restoration is complete. Implementation of the decommissioning plan would include 
BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program Programmatic EIS/ROD and similar to the BMPs 
implemented with construction of the proposed OWEF (presented below in Section 4.19.10), including as 
relevant to potential water quality impacts. Other potential impacts of the proposed OWEF on 
jurisdictional drainages are addressed Sections 4.17 (Vegetation Resources) and 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) 
of this EIS/EIR.  

Flood Hazard Areas 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would remove infrastructure from the project site, and would 
remove potential impacts introduced during construction of the proposed OWEF associated with placing 
structures within a Flood Hazard Area such that flood flows could be impeded or redirected. 

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials. Soil-disturbing activities that 
would occur during decommissioning of the proposed OWEF, including excavation and grading, would 
have the potential to result in erosion (transport) and sedimentation (delivery) that could degrade water 
quality. This impact would be most likely to occur if a storm event occurs during decommissioning 
activities, while disturbed soils are exposed and/or have not yet been re-vegetated. In addition, 
particularly within and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, surface water runoff could occur as 
sheet flow, which could increase the potential for erosion of unmanaged disturbed and/or stockpiled soil. 
In addition, as described in Section 5.10.1.7 (Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Impacts) of 
the Plan of Development for the proposed OWEF, decommissioning activities would involve the handling 
and disposal of substantial quantities of solid wastes and industrial wastes, including fluids such as 
lubricating oils, hydraulic fluids, and coolants drained from the turbine components (OE, 2010). These 
materials are anticipated to be similar in chemical composition to spent fluids removed during routine 
maintenance and would be managed in the same manner as analogous maintenance-related wastes (OE, 
2010). The handling and disposal of these and other potentially hazardous materials during 
decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would introduce a greater potential for an accidental release and 
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associated water quality degradation to occur; however, as described above, a decommissioning plan 
would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS/ROD, and would require 
BMPs and stipulations similar to those applied during construction activities, including as related to the 
proper handling and storage of potentially hazardous materials.   

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not introduce a new stormwater drainage system and 
would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. As described above, hazardous materials would be handled and disposed of 
during decommissioning activities, and would introduce the potential for adverse water quality impacts to 
occur. However, all hazardous and potentially hazardous materials would be handled, stored, and 
disposed of in compliance with a decommissioning plan to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects, and 
decommissioning activities would therefore not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Decommissioning activities would remove project infrastructure from the site, and would restore the site 
to conditions comparable to pre-construction. As such, infrastructure introduced during construction of 
the proposed OWEF would be removed and would no longer be subject to inundation by mudflow, and 
potential adverse effects associated with mudflow hazards would be decreased. 

4.19.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criteria 
presented in Section 4.19.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 4.19.2 to 
be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• WR-1. Construction of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated with the violation 
of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would occur in 
full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Impacts associated with the depletion of groundwater resources and interference with 
groundwater recharge would be potentially significant due to overdraft conditions, drawdown at wells 
in the vicinity, alteration of groundwater recharge rates and patterns due to the introduction of 
impermeable surfaces, and/or unexpectedly encountering perched groundwater during construction 
activities. However, all potential impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in 
Section 4.19.10. Potential impacts of construction to groundwater resources would be less than 
significant, such that a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table would 
not occur.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Construction of the proposed OWEF would include earth-disturbing activities and 
the installation of new infrastructure that would introduce the potential to substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, such that erosion, siltation, and/or flooding on or off site could occur. 
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However, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

• WR-5. The proposed OWEF does not include installation of new stormwater drainage systems, and 
would not affect existing stormwater drainage systems. However, due to earth-disturbing activities 
that would occur during construction, and the use of potentially hazardous materials required to 
operate construction equipment and machinery, construction of the proposed OWEF would introduce 
the potential to create additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of BMPs and mitigation 
measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with construction of the proposed OWEF are 
characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; construction of the project would not 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. During construction of the proposed OWEF, new infrastructure would be 
installed within and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, and in the vicinity of areas subject to 
mudflow hazards; construction of the proposed OWEF would therefore introduce the potential to 
result in significant impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows, and/or inundation by 
mudflow. With implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, these 
potential impacts would be less than significant.  

Operation and Maintenance 

• WR-1. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated 
with the violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction 
activities would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of operation and maintenance associated with the depletion of groundwater 
resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new 
infrastructure or activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not substantially alter 
existing drainage patterns of the site, and potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and/or 
flooding occurring on or off site would be less than significant.  

• WR-5. Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would include the handling, storage, and 
disposal of substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore 
introduce the potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional 
sources of polluted runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation 
of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials 
would be properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the 
creation of polluted runoff would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with operation and maintenance of the proposed 
OWEF are characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; operation and maintenance of 
the project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
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• WR-8 and WR-10. After the completion of construction activities, no new infrastructure or activities 
that could introduce significant impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows and/or 
inundation by mudflow would occur; during operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF, such 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• WR-1. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts associated with the 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would 
occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of decommissioning associated with the depletion of groundwater resources 
and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new infrastructure or 
activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include earth-disturbing activities 
including excavation and grading to restore original, pre-construction land contours as much as 
possible, and these alterations would introduce the potential to cause erosion, siltation, and/or 
flooding on or off site, similar to such impacts during construction of the proposed OWEF. 
Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would reduce potential 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

• WR-5. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would include the handling, storage, and disposal 
of substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore introduce 
the potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional sources of 
polluted runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials would be 
properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant. 

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with decommissioning of the proposed OWEF 
are characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; decommissioning of the project would 
not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. The removal of infrastructure from areas within and adjacent to flood hazard 
areas and areas subject to inundation by mudflow that would occur during decommissioning of the 
proposed OWEF would decrease adverse effects associated with the construction of such 
infrastructure, and potentially result in beneficial effects associated with the removal of infrastructure 
from areas prone to flooding and mudflow hazards.  

4.19.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 
Alternative 2 would include 21 fewer WTGs than the Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.3.2 of 
this EIS/EIR. Compared to the Proposed Action, the turbines eliminated under this alternative include 
four in the southern portion of Site 2, five in the northeast portion of Site 1, and twelve along the 
perimeter of the project in the northwest portion of Site 1. 
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4.19.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 2 would be subject to the same water quality standards and waste discharge requirements 
described for Alternative 1. Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality 
Permits) would ensure compliance with all water quality standards and waste discharge requirements 
during construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of Alternative 2. Therefore, 
potential impacts associated with permit compliance are the same for all three project phases, and are not 
addressed further in this discussion for Alternative 2. 

Construction 

Construction of Alternative 2 would require a water supply for concrete batching and turbine and building 
foundations. Due to the construction of 21 fewer WTGs than the Proposed Action, a proportionately 
lower quantity of water would be required for these activites. The Proposed Action would construct 158 
WTGs and Alternative 2 would construct 137 WTGs, a difference of approximately 13 percent. During 
construction, water would be required for manufacturing of concrete foundations for common facilities 
such as the O&M building and the substation, in addition to the WTG foundations; water would also be 
required for common facilities such as maintenance and dust suppression along roads. Therefore, an exact 
extrapolation cannot be made between the number of WTGs constructed and the volume of water required 
during construction. However, for the purposes of quantifying potential impacts of Alternative 2 to water 
resources and providing a basis of comparison between the alternatives, it is assumed that roughly 13 
percent less water would be required for construction of Alternative 2, in comparison to Alternative 1. As 
such, Alternative 2 would require a construction water supply of roughly 43 afy.  

As with Alternative 1, although Alternative 2 may use the Vulcan Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater 
supply well to meet the project’s water supply requirements, use of this well would occur within the 
constraints of an existing CUP which requires that no more than 200 afy is pumped from the well; such 
use would result in the persistence of existing conditions relevant to groundwater usage and would not 
introduce a new use of groundwater from the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin. In order to be 
conservative for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the construction water supply for 
Alterative 2 would be pumped from a private well near Pine Valley and trucked on to the site.  

 Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

Construction of Alternative 2 could affect groundwater supply and recharge if one of the following 
occurs: (1) the affected groundwater basin is in long-term overdraft conditions; (2) construction activities 
cause the affected groundwater basin to be in long-term overdraft conditions; (3) substantial drawdown 
occurs at groundwater wells in the area as a result of construction groundwater pumping; or (4) 
construction activities redirect natural recharge to groundwater basin(s), such as through the introduction 
of impervious areas that prevent infiltration. Each of these potential conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. During construction, Alternative 2 would require a water supply of roughly 43 
afy, or roughly 13 percent less than Alternative 1. Construction of Alternative 2 would not pump 
groundwater from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, and would not contribute to overdraft or drawdown 
effects to local groundwater resources within this SSA, including the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater 
Basin (as discussed above). In order to be conservative for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that 
water required during construction would be obtained from the Pine Valley groundwater source discussed 
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under Alternative 1. With the assumption that Alternative 2 would require 13 percent less construction 
water, the potential for Alternative 2 to result in impacts associated with overdraft and/or drawdown 
would subsequently also be 13 percent less. Overdraft and/or drawdown effects could occur as a result of 
groundwater pumping during construction of Alternative 2, but such effects would be temporary in nature 
and would be reversed by ceasing project pumping, per mitigation requirements. The same mitigation 
measures discussed under Alternative 1 would be applicable to Alternative 2, as summarized below.  

As with the Proposed Action, use of Pine Valley groundwater for construction of Alternative 2 is subject 
to review by the EPA due to the source location within the surface recharge area of the Campo-
Cottonwood SSA. 

 BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action are presented 
in Section 4.19.10 and would minimize potential impacts associated with groundwater overdraft and 
drawdown. Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-2 (Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan for 
Construction) would address potential drawdown impacts, and Mitigation Measure Water-3 (Prepare 
Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan) would address potential impacts associated with overdraft. 
Mitigation Measures Water-1 and Water-2 would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same 
ways they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Recharge. Creation of new impervious surfaces associated with Alternative 2 could interfere with 
groundwater recharge by reducing the amount of surface area through which precipitation and surface 
water percolates to underlying aquifers. Due to the construction of 21 fewer wind towers, Alternative 2 
would result in proportionately less new impervious surfaces associated with tower foundations and 
associated permanent disturbance. A comparison of Tables 2-3 and 2-4, presented in Section 2.3, indicate 
that Alternative 2 would result in permanent disturbance to approximately 148. acres, versus 155.5 acres 
under the Proposed Action, a difference of approximately 8.0 acres, or 4.5 percent. Due to this difference 
in permanent disturbance, a proportionately smaller effect on groundwater recharge rates and patterns 
would occur under Alternative 2; due to the size of the overall site, the change in effect to groundwater 
recharge rates and patterns is anticipated to be negligible.  

Best Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.19.10 would 
minimize potential impacts to groundwater resources that could occur as a result of changes to recharge 
rates and/or patterns. Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness 
groundcover where applicable) would minimize potential impacts associated with alternations to 
groundcover that could affect recharge rates and patterns, and Mitigation Measure Water-5 (Design onsite 
drainage improvements to maximize groundwater recharge) would minimize potential impacts associated 
with alterations to drainage patterns that could affect groundwater recharge. These mitigation measures 
would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways they would address potential impacts of 
the Proposed Action. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Construction of Alternative 2 would require excavation activities that may 
encounter shallow groundwater and require construction site dewatering activities. Due to the construction 
of 21 fewer wind towers (13 percent less than the Proposed Action), the chance that groundwater would 
be unexpectedly encountered may be slightly less under this alternative; however, Alternative 2 would 
still construct 137 wind towers and associated infrastructure (roads, O&M building, etc.) and would 
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require the same dewatering activities described for the Proposed Action, if groundwater were 
unexpectedly encountered during construction.  

Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measure Water-6 (Construction site dewatering management), 
presented in Section 4.19.10, would be implemented during construction and would minimize potential 
impacts associated with construction site dewatering.  

Water Supply Reliability. As with the Proposed Action and described in Section 3.20, Alternative 2 does not 
meet the definition of “project” under SB 610 and a Water Supply Assessment is not required. Mitigation 
Measure Water-7 (Develop master Drought Water Management and Water Conservation Education 
Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  is required to address potential drought conditions that could 
affect water availability, and ensure water supply reliability during construction of Alternative 2.  

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Compared to the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 would avoid the construction of several towers along the 
southern portion of Site 2, the northeast portion of Site 1, and the northwest portion of Site 1; these 
changes would avoid site-specific alterations to drainage patterns that would occur under the Proposed 
Action. Any increase in surface water runoff resulting from permanent project features associated with 
Alternative 2 would be location-specific, and such effects would not influence surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in erosion or flooding on site or off site.  

The potential of Alternative 2 to alter the existing drainage pattern(s) of the site would also be minimized 
through compliance with design specifications and BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in Section 
4.19.10. In addition, implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in order to 
avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to surface waters and drainage patterns: Water-1 (Demonstrate 
compliance with water quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover 
where applicable), Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction 
SWPPP Specifications). Please see Section 4.19.10 for the full text of mitigation measures. These 
mitigation measures would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways they would 
address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Jurisdictional Drainages. Surface water and drainage patterns could be adversely affected if jurisdictional 
drainages are disturbed or altered during construction of Alternative 2. Potential construction impacts to 
jurisdictional drainages under Alternative 2 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
where the exclusion of 21 wind towers under Alternative 2 would avoid associated road crossings of 
jurisdictional drainages. These potential differences would be site-specific, and would not alter the overall 
nature and magnitude of construction impacts to jurisdictional drainages.  

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

The construction of Alternative 2 would not introduce any stormwater drainage systems to the area, and 
the removal of 21 wind towers from the Proposed Action site plan would not alter the potential to create 
or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. No mitigation measures are required to address potential effects to existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. 

There is potential for construction of Alternative 2 to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an accidental 
leak or release of harmful materials were to occur during construction activities. This potential would be 
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marginally less under Alternative 2 than under the Proposed Action due to the removal of 21 wind towers 
from the site plan. With implementation of Mitigation Measures Water-9 (Construction SWPPP 
Specifications) and Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training), potential impacts 
associated with the creation of polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. These mitigation 
measures would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways they would address potential 
impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Flood Hazard Areas 

The removal of 21 towers from the site plan for Alternative 2 would not avoid potential impacts 
associated with the placement of permanent infrastructure in the vicinity of FEMA-designated Flood 
Hazard Areas. All applicable floodplain management ordinances would be fully complied with in 
accordance with FEMA’s regulations on development in Flood Hazard Areas. The permanent 
aboveground features associated with Alternative 2 would be designed and engineered to withstand 
potential flooding and erosion hazards. The potential of Alternative 2 to result in impacts associated with 
Flood Hazard Areas would be minimized through compliance with BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in 
Section 4.19.10. In addition, implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in 
order to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts associated with Flood Hazard Areas: Water-1 
(Demonstrate compliance with water quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness 
groundcover where applicable), Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 
(Construction SWPPP Specifications). These mitigation measures would address potential impacts of 
Alternative 2 in the same ways they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials. The same types of soil-
disturbing activities would occur during construction of Alternative 2 as during construction of the 
Proposed Action, except that such actions would not occur in associated with the 21 removed wind 
towers. Similarly, activities that could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials, such as the 
use of motorized vehicles and equipment, would not occur for the 21 wind towers to be removed under 
Alternative 2. Therefore, the potential for water quality degradation to occur as a result of soil erosion 
and sedimentation or the accidental release of hazardous materials would be marginally less under 
Alternative 2 than under the Proposed Action; the same BMPs and mitigation measures identified for the 
Proposed Action and summarized below would be applied to Alternative 2. 

Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) would ensure 
compliance with applicable water quality permits and waste discharge requirements prior to the issuance 
of construction permits. Mitigation Measure Water-6 (Construction site dewatering management) would 
ensure that any required dewatering activities occur in compliance with applicable BMPs, and that 
potential water quality impacts associated with dewatering would be minimized. Erosion control features 
and BMPs included in the federally-required SWPPP would minimize or prevent disturbed and/or 
exposed materials from mobilizing in such a way that water quality degradation could occur. Mitigation 
Measure Water-9 (Construction SWPPP Specifications) ensures that location-specific BMPs are employed 
during construction of in order to avoid or minimize potential water quality impacts, and Mitigation 
Measure Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training) would minimize the potential for 
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accidental spills of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials to occur, avoiding associated water 
quality impacts. 

Mudflow Hazards 

As described in Section 2.1.3.1 (Structure and Facilities), geotechnical studies would be completed prior 
to construction, and the results of these studies would be used to appropriately design and site project 
infrastructure. Alternative 2 would construct 21 fewer wind towers than the Proposed Action and would 
result in a proportionately smaller potential to introduce infrastructure to mudflow hazards. However, all 
project infrastructure would be designed per the aforementioned geotechnical studies, and BMPs and 
mitigation measures would be implemented to minimize potential impacts associated with mudflow 
hazards. Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection) 
would ensure that infrastructure is sufficiently protected against the stressors of potential mudflow, thus 
minimizing the potential for project features to be damaged by or result in damage from mudflow. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The removal of 21 wind towers under Alternative 2 would not alter water supply requirements associated 
with operation and maintenance; water requirements associated with the O&M building would be 
approximately 0.19 afy. It is not anticipated that a water supply would be required to wash WTG blades 
during operation. As previously described, for the purposes of being conservative in this assessment it is 
assumed that operational water would be obtained from the Pine Valley groundwater source. Drinking 
water for O&M staff would be supplied from a regional commercial drinking water bottling company.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential construction impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific 
scenarios that could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential 
conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would have the same water supply 
requirements as operation and maintenance of Alternative 1. As described in Section 4.19.3 and above, 
mitigation measures recommended during construction would include groundwater monitoring to assess 
the response of local groundwater levels to project-related pumping activities, in order to avoid or 
minimize potential overdraft and/or drawdown effects. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would 
have the potential for minimal effect on groundwater supplies associated with overdraft and drawdown. 

Recharge. Groundwater recharge rates and patterns would be affected by the introduction of permanent 
aboveground infrastructure. During operation and maintenance of Alternative 2, compared to the 
Proposed Action, approximately 4.5 percent less new impervious area would be present, and the 
associated site-specific alterations to local drainage patterns and recharge rates would also not be 
introduced. All other effects associated with groundwater recharge rates and patterns would be the same 
as described for the Proposed Action, and the BMPs and mitigation measures provided in Section 4.19.10 
of this EIS/EIR would be required to minimize and/or avoid potential impacts. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not include excavation 
activities that could require dewatering activities; no impact associated with dewatering would occur. 
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Water Supply Reliability. Operation of Alternative 2 would require the same water supply for sanitary and 
fire suppression purposes described for the Proposed Action; no effect on water supply reliability would 
occur. 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would include the routine maintenance and occasional repair 
(as needed) of infrastructure installed during the construction period. Due to the introduction of 21 fewer 
wind towers under this alternative than under the Proposed Action, proportionately less operation and 
maintenance activities would be required. Operation and maintenance would not substantially alter 
existing drainage patters or result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site. No additional 
mitigation measures are necessary. 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not introduce any new stormwater drainage system(s), 
and would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 would include an approximately 
10-foot by 14-foot oil containment building within the boundary of the O&M yard, as well as a septic 
system and leach field which would be permitted through Imperial County. Operation and maintenance of 
Alternative 2 would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Flood Hazard Areas 

The removal of 21 wind towers under Alternative 2 would not alter potential impacts associated with 
Flood Hazard Areas during operation and maintenance. All permanent infrastructure would be designed to 
withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. Operation and maintenance activities would not 
introduce new infrastructure or activities with the potential to impede or redirect flood flows such that 
new impacts would occur. 

Water Quality 

The same types of operation and maintenance activities that would have the potential to affect water 
quality would occur under Alternative 2 as under the Proposed Action, except as related to the 21 wind 
towers not included in Alternative 2. For instance, road improvements or repairs that would be necessary 
to maintain access throughout the site but could result in soil erosion and sedimentation that may 
adversely affect water quality would not occur for 21 towers that would be included in the Proposed 
Action. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan/Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan would 
be implemented to ensure that adequate containment would be provided to control accidental spills, that 
adequate spill response equipment and absorbents would be readily available, and that personnel would be 
properly trained in how to control and clean up any potential spills (OE, 2010). Operation and 
maintenance of Alternative 2 would not introduce substantial new potential for water quality impacts to 
occur, and no new mitigation measures are required. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not introduce any infrastructure or activities that 
would result in new mudflow hazards. No additional mitigation measures are required. 
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Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as decommissioning of the Proposed Action, except 
that 21 fewer wind towers would need to be removed and disposed of, and potential impacts associated 
with decommissioning would be proportionately less under Alternative 2 than under the Proposed Action. 
A decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic 
EIS/ROD, and approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for construction activities 
would be applied to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including as related to the 
protection of hydrology and water resources from potentially adverse impacts.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific scenarios that 
could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential conditions is 
discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. The Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin, underlying the Alternative 2 
site, would not be used to meet decommissioning water requirements, and decommissioning of 
Alternative 2 would not contribute to overdraft and/or drawdown in the Coyote Wells Valley 
Groundwater Basin or the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. As previously mentioned, if the Vulcan Materials 
Dixieland Mine groundwater supply well is used for the project, such use would occur within the 
constraints of an existing CUP and would not introduce new uses of this groundwater source. 
Groundwater monitoring and reporting that would be conducted for the use of Pine Valley groundwater 
during decommissioning activities would avoid and/or minimize potential overdraft and drawdown 
impacts (mitigation measures are summarized below and presented in detail in Section 4.19.10).  

Recharge. As with the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 2 would include returning the 
site as closely as reasonable to pre-construction conditions. Due to 21 fewer wind towers being 
constructed under Alternative 2, the approximately five-foot-thick portion of each concrete tower 
foundation that would be left below the ground surface during decommissioning would not occur at 21 
locations that would occur under the Proposed Action, and associated site-specific alterations to local 
recharge patterns would not occur. This difference would have a negligible effect on groundwater 
recharge rates and patterns; the nature and magnitude of this impact of Alternative 2 would be the same as 
for the Proposed Action.   

Construction Site Dewatering. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would include excavation activities to 
remove infrastructure to a depth of three feet below the ground surface that would be the same as under 
the Proposed Action, except that 21 fewer wind towers would need to be removed and a proportionately 
lower probability of unexpectedly encountering groundwater would occur. A decommissioning plan 
would be implemented prior to decommissioning activities, and would include BMPs consistent with the 
BLM Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD and similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of 
Alternative 2 (presented below in Section 4.19.10). As such, dewatering BMPs would be implemented 
during decommissioning activities, as necessary.  

Water Supply Reliability. Alternative 2 does not meet the intent of the definition of “project” under SB 
610 and a Water Supply Assessment is not required. Mitigation Measure Water-7 (Develop master 
Drought Water Management and Water Conservation Education Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  
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is required to address potential drought conditions that could affect water availability, and ensure water 
supply reliability during decommissioning of Alternative 2.  

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns. Potential impacts associated with surface water and drainage 
patterns during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would be the same as for the Proposed Action, except 
where they would not occur in associated with the 21 wind towers that would not need to be 
decommissioned under Alternative 2, compared to the Proposed Action. Decommissioning of Alternative 
2 would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff such that erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site would occur, and 
no additional mitigation measures are required.  

Jurisdictional Drainages. Surface water and drainage patterns could be adversely affected if jurisdictional 
drainages are disturbed or altered during decommissioning of Alternative 2. Potential decommissioning 
impacts to jurisdictional drainages under Alternative 2 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, 
except where the exclusion of 21 wind towers under Alternative 2 would avoid associated road crossings 
of jurisdictional drainages, and such roadways would subsequently not need to be restored during 
decommissioning. These potential differences would be site-specific, and would not alter the overall 
nature and magnitude of decommissioning impacts to jurisdictional drainages. Implementation of the 
decommissioning plan would include BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program 
Programmatic EIS/ROD and similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of Alternative 2 
(presented below in Section 4.19.10), including as relevant to potential water quality impacts.  

Flood Hazard Areas 

Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would remove infrastructure from the project site, and would remove 
potential impacts introduced during construction of Alternative 2 associated with placing structures within 
a Flood Hazard Area such that flood flows could be impeded or redirected. 

Water Quality 

Soil-disturbing activities that would occur during decommissioning of Alternative 2 would have the 
potential to result in erosion (transport) and sedimentation (delivery) that could degrade water quality in 
the same way as the Proposed Action, except where the 21 wind towers not included in Alternative 2 
would not need to be decommissioned, and associated soil-disturbing activities would not occur. As with 
the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 2 would involve the handling and disposal of 
substantial quantities of solid wastes and industrial wastes, including fluids such as lubricating oils, 
hydraulic fluids, and coolants drained from the turbine components. The handling and disposal of 
hazardous materials during decommissioning would introduce a greater potential for an accidental release 
and associated water quality degradation than would occur during construction of Alternative 2; however, 
as described above, a decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy 
Programmatic EIS/ROD, and would require BMPs and stipulations similar to those applied during 
construction activities, including as related to the proper handling and storage of potentially hazardous 
materials.   

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not introduce a new stormwater drainage system and would not 
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
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drainage systems. As described above, hazardous materials would be handled and disposed of during 
decommissioning activities, and would introduce the potential for adverse water quality impacts to occur. 
However, all hazardous and potentially hazardous materials would be handled, stored, and disposed of in 
compliance with a decommissioning plan to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects, and decommissioning 
activities would therefore not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Decommissioning activities would remove project infrastructure from the site, and would restore the site 
to conditions comparable to pre-construction. Infrastructure introduced during construction of Alternative 
2 would be removed and would no longer be subject to inundation by mudflow, and potential adverse 
effects associated with mudflow hazards would be decreased. 

4.19.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 2 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.19.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.19.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• WR-1. Construction of Alternative 2 would not result no impacts associated with the violation of 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Impacts associated with the depletion of groundwater resources and interference with 
groundwater recharge would be potentially significant due to overdraft conditions, drawdown at wells 
in the vicinity, alteration of groundwater recharge rates and patterns due to the introduction of 
impermeable surfaces, and/or unexpectedly encountering perched groundwater during construction 
activities. However, all potential impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in 
Section 4.19.10. Potential impacts of construction to groundwater resources would be less than 
significant, such that a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table would 
not occur.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Construction of Alternative 2 would include earth-disturbing activities and the 
installation of new infrastructure that would introduce the potential to substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, such that erosion, siltation, and/or flooding on or off site could occur. 
However, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

• WR-5. Alternative 2 does not include installation of new stormwater drainage systems, and would not 
affect existing stormwater drainage systems. However, due to earth-disturbing activities that would 
occur during construction, and the use of potentially hazardous materials required to operate 
construction equipment and machinery, construction of Alternative 2 would introduce the potential to 
create additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed 
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in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that potential impacts associated with the creation of polluted runoff 
would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with construction of Alternative 2 are 
characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; construction of the project would not 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. During construction of Alternative 2, new infrastructure would be installed within 
and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, and in the vicinity of areas subject to mudflow 
hazards; construction of Alternative 2 would therefore introduce the potential to result in significant 
impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows, and/or inundation by mudflow. With 
implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, these potential impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Operation and Maintenance 

• WR-1. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not result no impacts associated with the 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would 
occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of operation and maintenance associated with the depletion of groundwater 
resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new 
infrastructure or activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would not substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, and potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and/or flooding 
occurring on or off site would be less than significant.  

• WR-5. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 would include the handling, storage, and disposal 
of substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore introduce 
the potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional sources of 
polluted runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials would be 
properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with operation and maintenance of Alternative 2 
are characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; operation and maintenance of the 
project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. After the completion of construction activities, no new infrastructure or activities 
that could introduce significant impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows and/or 
inundation by mudflow would occur; during operation and maintenance of Alternative 2, such impacts 
would be less than significant.  
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Decommissioning 

• WR-1. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would not result in impacts associated with the violation of 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of decommissioning associated with the depletion of groundwater resources 
and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new infrastructure or 
activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would include earth-disturbing activities 
including excavation and grading to restore original, pre-construction land contours as much as 
possible, and these alterations would introduce the potential to cause erosion, siltation, and/or 
flooding on or off site, similar to such impacts during construction of Alternative 2. Implementation 
of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would reduce potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level.  

• WR-5. Decommissioning of Alternative 2 would include the handling, storage, and disposal of 
substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore introduce the 
potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional sources of polluted 
runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation of BMPs and 
mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials would be 
properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant. 

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with decommissioning of Alternative 2 are 
characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; decommissioning of the project would not 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. The removal of infrastructure from areas within and adjacent to flood hazard 
areas and areas subject to inundation by mudflow that would occur during decommissioning of 
Alternative 2 would decrease adverse effects associated with the construction of such infrastructure, 
and potentially result in beneficial effects associated with the removal of infrastructure from areas 
prone to flooding and mudflow hazards.  

4.19.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators  

Alternative 3 would include 53 fewer WTGs than the Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.3.2 of 
this EIS/EIR. Compared to the Proposed Action, the turbines eliminated under this alternative include 16 
in Site 2, 22 in the northeast portion of Site 1, and 12 along the perimeter of the project in the northwest 
portion of Site 1. As such, under Alternative 3 there would be no construction on Site 2 and no 
construction on the northeast portion of Site 1.  

4.19.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Alternative 3 would be subject to the same water quality standards and waste discharge requirements 
described in Section 4.19.3 for the Proposed Action. Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate 
Compliance with Water Quality Permits) would ensure compliance with all water quality standards and 
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waste discharge requirements during construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of 
Alternative 3. Therefore, potential impacts associated with permit compliance are the same for all three 
project phases, and are not addressed further in this discussion for Alternative 3. 

Construction 

Construction of Alternative 3 would require a water supply for concrete batching, road maintenance, and 
dust suppression. Due to the construction of 53 fewer towers than the Proposed Action, a proportionately 
lower quantity of water would be required for concrete batching and roadwork, including dust 
suppression. The Proposed Action would construction 158 WTGs and Alternative 3 would construct 105 
WTGs, a difference of approximately 35 percent. As described under Alternative 2, during construction, 
water would be required for manufacturing of concrete foundations for common facilities such as the 
O&M building and the substation, in addition to the WTG foundations; water would also be required for 
common facilities such as maintenance and dust suppression along roads. Therefore, an exact 
extrapolation cannot be made between the number of WTGs constructed and the volume of water required 
during construction. However, for the purposes of quantifying potential impacts of Alternative 3 to water 
resources and providing a basis of comparison between the alternatives, it is assumed that roughly 35 
percent less water would be required for construction of Alternative 3, in comparison to Alternative 1. As 
such, Alternative 3 would require a construction water supply of roughly 28 afy. 

As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would not introduce new uses of groundwater from the 
Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin. In order to be conservative in this assessment of potential 
impacts, it is assumed that the construction water supply would be pumped from a private well near Pine 
Valley and trucked on to the site.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

Construction of the Alternative 3 could affect groundwater supply and recharge if one of the following 
occurs: (1) the affected groundwater basin is in long-term overdraft conditions; (2) construction activities 
cause the affected groundwater basin to be in long-term overdraft conditions; (3) substantial drawdown 
occurs at groundwater wells in the area as a result of construction groundwater pumping; or (4) 
construction activities redirect natural recharge to groundwater basin(s), such as through the introduction 
of impervious areas that prevent infiltration. Each of these potential conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. During construction, Alternative 3 would require a water supply of roughly 28 
afy, or roughly 35 percent less than Alternative 1. Construction of Alternative 3 would not pump 
groundwater from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, and would not contribute to overdraft or drawdown 
effects to local groundwater resources within this SSA. It is assumed that water required during 
construction would be obtained from the same Pine Valley groundwater well(s) discussed under 
Alternative 1; however, with the assumption that Alternative 3 would require 35 percent less construction 
water, the potential for Alternative 3 to result in impacts associated with overdraft and/or drawdown 
would subsequently also be 35 percent less. Overdraft and/or drawdown effects could occur as a result of 
groundwater pumping during construction of Alternative 3, but such effects would be temporary in nature 
and would be reversed by ceasing project pumping, per mitigation requirements. The same mitigation 
measures discussed under Alternative 1 would be applicable to Alternative 2, as summarized below. 
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BMPs identified by the BLM and mitigation measures developed for the Proposed Action are presented in 
Section 4.19.10 and would minimize potential impacts associated with groundwater overdraft and 
drawdown. Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-2 (Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan for 
Construction) would address potential drawdown impacts, and Mitigation Measure Water-3 (Prepare 
Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan) would address potential impacts associated with overdraft. 
Mitigation Measures Water-1 and Water-2 would address potential impacts of Alternative 3 in the same 
ways they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Recharge. Creation of new impervious surfaces associated with Alternative 3 could interfere with 
groundwater recharge by reducing the amount of surface area through which precipitation and surface 
water percolates to underlying aquifers. Due to the construction of 53 fewer wind towers, Alternative 3 
would result in proportionately less new impervious surfaces associated with tower foundations and 
associated permanent disturbance. A comparison of Tables 2-3 and 2-4, presented in Section 2.3, indicate 
that Alternative 3 would result in permanent disturbance to approximately 154.6 acres, versus 171.6 acres 
under the Proposed Action, a difference of approximately 8.0 acres, or 4.5 percent. Due to this difference 
in permanent disturbance, a, and a proportionately smaller effect on groundwater recharge rates and 
patterns.  

BMPs and mitigation measures presented in Section 4.19.10 would minimize potential impacts to 
groundwater resources that could occur as a result of changes to recharge rates and/or patterns. 
Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where 
applicable) would minimize potential impacts associated with alternations to groundcover that could affect 
recharge rates and patterns, and Mitigation Measure Water-5 (Design onsite drainage improvements to 
maximize groundwater recharge) would minimize potential impacts associated with alterations to drainage 
patterns that could affect groundwater recharge. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Construction of Alternative 3 would require excavation activities that may 
encounter shallow groundwater and require construction site dewatering activities. Due to the construction 
of 53 fewer wind towers, the chance that groundwater would be unexpectedly encountered may be slightly 
less under this alternative; however, Alternative 3 would still construct 105 wind towers and associated 
infrastructure (roads, O&M building, etc.) and would require the same dewatering activities described for 
the Proposed Action, if groundwater were unexpectedly encountered during construction.  

BMPs and Mitigation Measure Water-6 (Construction site dewatering management), presented in Section 
4.19.10, would be implemented during construction and would minimize potential impacts associated with 
construction site dewatering. This mitigation measure would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in 
the same ways they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Water Supply Reliability. As with the Proposed Action and described in Section 3.20, the Alternative 3 does 
not meet the intent of the definition of “project” under SB 610 and a Water Supply Assessment is not 
required. Mitigation Measure Water-7 (Develop master Drought Water Management and Water 
Conservation Education Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  is required to address potential drought 
conditions that could affect water availability, and ensure water supply reliability during construction of 
Alternative 3. This mitigation measure would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways 
they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 
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Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Compared to the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would avoid the construction of 53 wind towers, 
subsequently avoiding site-specific alterations to drainage patterns that would occur under the Proposed 
Action, in association with those towers. No drainage pattern alterations would occur on Site 2 or on the 
northeast portion of Site 1. Any increase in surface water runoff resulting from permanent project features 
associated with Alternative 3 would be location-specific, and such effects would not influence surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in erosion or flooding on site or off site.  

The potential of Alternative 3 to alter the existing drainage pattern(s) of the site would also be minimized 
through compliance with design specifications and BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in Section 
4.19.10. In addition, implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in order to 
avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to surface waters and drainage patterns: Water-1 (Demonstrate 
compliance with water quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover 
where applicable), Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 (Construction 
SWPPP Specifications). Please see Section 4.19.10 for the full text of mitigation measures. These 
mitigation measures would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways they would 
address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Jurisdictional Drainages. Surface water and drainage patterns could be adversely affected if jurisdictional 
drainages are disturbed or altered during construction of Alternative 3. Potential construction impacts to 
jurisdictional drainages under Alternative 3 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, except 
where the exclusion of 53 wind towers under Alternative 3 would avoid associated road crossings of 
jurisdictional drainages. These potential differences would be site-specific, and would not alter the overall 
nature and magnitude of construction impacts to jurisdictional drainages.  

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

The construction of Alternative 3 would not introduce any stormwater drainage systems to the area, and 
the removal of 53 wind towers from the Proposed Action site plan would not alter the potential to create 
or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. No mitigation measures are required to address potential effects to existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. 

There is potential for construction of Alternative 3 to contribute sources of polluted runoff if an accidental 
leak or release of harmful materials were to occur during construction activities. This potential would be 
marginally less under Alternative 3 than under the Proposed Action due to the removal of 53 wind towers 
from the site plan. With implementation of Mitigation Measures Water-9 (Construction SWPPP 
Specifications) and Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training), potential impacts 
associated with the creation of polluted runoff would be minimized and/or avoided. These mitigation 
measures would address potential impacts of Alternative 2 in the same ways they would address potential 
impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Flood Hazard Areas 

The removal of 53 towers from the site plan for Alternative 3 would not avoid potential impacts 
associated with the placement of permanent infrastructure in the vicinity of FEMA-designated Flood 
Hazard Areas. All applicable floodplain management ordinances would be fully complied with in 
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accordance with FEMA’s regulations on development in Flood Hazard Areas. The permanent 
aboveground features associated with Alternative 3 would be designed and engineered to withstand 
potential flooding and erosion hazards. The potential of Alternative 3 to result in impacts associated with 
Flood Hazard Areas would be minimized through compliance with BMPs identified by the BLM, listed in 
Section 4.19.10. In addition, implementation of the following mitigation measures would be required in 
order to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts associated with Flood Hazard Areas: Water-1 
(Demonstrate compliance with water quality permits), Water-4 (Install pervious and/or high-roughness 
groundcover where applicable), Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection), and Water-9 
(Construction SWPPP Specifications). These mitigation measures would address potential impacts of 
Alternative 2 in the same ways they would address potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials. The same types of soil-
disturbing activities would occur during construction of Alternative 3 as during construction of the 
Proposed Action, except that such actions would not occur in associated with the 53 removed wind 
towers. Similarly, activities that could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials, such as the 
use of motorized vehicles and equipment, would not occur for the 53 wind towers to be removed under 
Alternative 3. Therefore, the potential for water quality degradation to occur as a result of soil erosion 
and sedimentation or the accidental release of hazardous materials would be marginally less under 
Alternative 3 than under the Proposed Action; the same BMPs and mitigation measures identified for the 
Proposed Action and summarized below would be applied to Alternative 3. 

Mitigation Measure Water-1 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) would ensure 
compliance with applicable water quality permits and waste discharge requirements prior to the issuance 
of construction permits. Mitigation Measure Water-6 (Construction site dewatering management) would 
ensure that any required dewatering activities occur in compliance with applicable BMPs, and that 
potential water quality impacts associated with dewatering would be minimized. Erosion control features 
and BMPs included in the federally-required SWPPP would minimize or prevent disturbed and/or 
exposed materials from mobilizing in such a way that water quality degradation could occur. Mitigation 
Measure Water-9 (Construction SWPPP Specifications) ensures that location-specific BMPs are employed 
during construction of in order to avoid or minimize potential water quality impacts, and Mitigation 
Measure Water-10 (Accidental spill control and environmental training) would minimize the potential for 
accidental spills of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials to occur, avoiding associated water 
quality impacts. 

Mudflow Hazards 

As described in Section 2.1.3.1 (Structure and Facilities), geotechnical studies would be completed prior 
to construction, and the results of these studies would be used to appropriately design and site project 
infrastructure. Alternative 3 would construct 53 fewer wind towers than the Proposed Action and would 
result in a proportionately smaller potential to introduce infrastructure to mudflow hazards. However, all 
project infrastructure would be designed per the aforementioned geotechnical studies, and BMPs and 
mitigation measures would be implemented to minimize potential impacts associated with mudflow 
hazards. Specifically, Mitigation Measure Water-8 (Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection) 
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would ensure that infrastructure is sufficiently protected against the stressors of potential mudflow, thus 
minimizing the potential for project features to be damaged by or result in damage from mudflow. 

Operation and Maintenance 

The removal of 53 wind towers under Alternative 3 would not alter water supply requirements associated 
with operation and maintenance; water requirements associated with the O&M building would be 
approximately 0.19 afy. As previously discussed, for the purposes of this assessment it is assumed that 
operational water would be obtained from the same Pine Valley source used during construction. Drinking 
water for O&M staff would be supplied from a regional commercial drinking water bottling company.  

 Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential construction impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific 
scenarios that could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential 
conditions is discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would have the same water supply 
requirements as operation and maintenance of Alternative 1. As described in Section 4.19.3 and above, 
mitigation measures recommended during construction would include groundwater monitoring to assess 
the response of local groundwater levels to project-related pumping activities, in order to avoid or 
minimize potential overdraft and/or drawdown effects. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would 
have the potential for minimal effect on groundwater supplies associated with overdraft and drawdown. 

Recharge. Groundwater recharge rates and patterns would be affected by the introduction of permanent 
aboveground infrastructure. During operation and maintenance of Alternative 3, compared to the 
Proposed Action, approximately 10 percent less new impervious area would be present, and the associated 
site-specific alterations to local drainage patterns and recharge rates would also not be present. All other 
effects associated with groundwater recharge rates and patterns would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Action, and the BMPs and mitigation measures provided in Section 4.19.10 of this EIS/EIR 
would be required minimize and/or avoid potential impacts. 

Construction Site Dewatering. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not include excavation 
activities that could require dewatering activities; no impact associated with dewatering would occur. 

Water Supply Reliability. Operation of Alternative 3 would require the same water supply for sanitary and 
fire suppression purposes described for the Proposed Action; no effect on water supply reliability would 
occur. 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would include the routine maintenance and occasional repair 
(as needed) of infrastructure installed during the construction period. Due to the introduction of 53 fewer 
wind towers under this alternative than under the Proposed Action, proportionately less operation and 
maintenance activities would be required. Operation and maintenance would not substantially alter 
existing drainage patters or result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site. No additional 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not introduce any new stormwater drainage system(s), 
and would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. As with the Proposed Action, Alternative 3 would include an approximately 
10-foot by 14-foot oil containment building within the boundary of the O&M yard, as well as a septic 
system and leach field which would be permitted through Imperial County. Operation and maintenance of 
Alternative 3 would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Flood Hazard Areas 

The removal of 53 wind towers under Alternative 3 would not alter potential impacts associated with 
Flood Hazard Areas during operation and maintenance. All permanent infrastructure would be designed to 
withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. Operation and maintenance activities would not 
introduce new infrastructure or activities with the potential to impede or redirect flood flows such that 
new impacts would occur. 

Water Quality 

The same types of operation and maintenance activities that would have the potential to affect water 
quality would occur under Alternative 3 as under the Proposed Action, except as related to the 53 wind 
towers not included in Alternative 3. For instance, road improvements or repairs that would be necessary 
to maintain access throughout the site but could result in soil erosion and sedimentation that may 
adversely affect water quality would not occur for 53 towers that would be included in the Proposed 
Action. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan / Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan would 
be implemented to ensure that adequate containment would be provided to control accidental spills, that 
adequate spill response equipment and absorbents would be readily available, and that personnel would be 
properly trained in how to control and clean up any potential spills (OE, 2010). Operation and 
maintenance of Alternative 3 would not introduce substantial new potential for water quality impacts to 
occur, and no new mitigation measures are required. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Operations and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not introduce any infrastructure or activities that 
would result in new mudflow hazards. No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as decommissioning of the Proposed Action, except 
that 53 fewer wind towers would need to be removed and disposed of, and potential impacts associated 
with decommissioning would be proportionately less under Alternative 3 than under the Proposed Action. 
A decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Programmatic 
EIS/ROD, and approved by the BLM. The BMPs and stipulations developed for construction activities 
would be applied to similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including as related to the 
protection of hydrology and water resources from potentially adverse impacts.  
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Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

The discussion of potential impacts provided above under “Construction” describes specific scenarios that 
could result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge. Each of these potential conditions is 
discussed below. 

Overdraft and Drawdown. The Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin would not be affected by new 
groundwater uses to meet decommissioning water requirements; as previously discussed, if the Vulan 
Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater source is used to meet project water requirements, such use would 
occur within the constraints of an existing CUP, and would not increase uses of the basin or introduce 
new uses of the basin. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would have no effect on overdraft and/or 
drawdown in the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin or the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. 
Groundwater monitoring and reporting that would be conducted for the use of Pine Valley groundwater 
during decommissioning activities would avoid and/or minimize potential overdraft and drawdown 
impacts (mitigation measures are summarized below and presented in detail in Section 4.19.10).  

Recharge. As with the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 3 would include returning the 
site as closely as reasonable to pre-construction conditions. Due to 53 fewer wind towers being 
constructed under Alternative 3, the approximately five-foot-thick portion of each concrete tower 
foundation that would be left below the ground surface during decommissioning would not occur at 53 
locations that would occur under the Proposed Action, and associated site-specific alterations to local 
recharge patterns would not occur. This difference would have a negligible effect on groundwater 
recharge rates and patterns; the nature and magnitude of this impact of Alternative 3 would be the same as 
for the Proposed Action.   

Construction Site Dewatering. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would include excavation activities to 
remove infrastructure to a depth of three feet below the ground surface that would be the same as under 
the Proposed Action, except that 53 fewer wind towers would need to be removed and a proportionately 
lower probability of unexpectedly encountering groundwater would occur. A decommissioning plan 
would be implemented prior to decommissioning activities, and would include BMPs consistent with the 
BLM Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD and similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of 
Alternative 3 (presented below in Section 4.19.10). As such, dewatering BMPs would be implemented 
during decommissioning activities, as necessary.  

Water Supply Reliability. Alternative 3 does not meet the intent of the definition of “project” under SB 610 
and a Water Supply Assessment is not required. Mitigation Measure Water-7 (Develop master Drought 
Water Management and Water Conservation Education Programs), presented in Section 4.19.10,  is 
required to address potential drought conditions that could affect water availability, and ensure water 
supply reliability during decommissioning of Alternative 3.  

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns. Potential impacts associated with surface water and drainage 
patterns during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action, except 
where they would not occur in associated with the 53 wind towers that would not need to be 
decommissioned under Alternative 3, compared to the Proposed Action. Decommissioning of Alternative 
3 would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff such that erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site would occur, and 
no additional mitigation measures are required.  
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Jurisdictional Drainages. Surface water and drainage patterns could be adversely affected if jurisdictional 
drainages are disturbed or altered during decommissioning of Alternative 3. Potential decommissioning 
impacts to jurisdictional drainages under Alternative 3 would be the same as under the Proposed Action, 
except where the exclusion of 53 wind towers under Alternative 3 would avoid associated road crossings 
of jurisdictional drainages, and such roadways would subsequently not need to be restored during 
decommissioning. These potential differences would be site-specific, and would not alter the overall 
nature and magnitude of decommissioning impacts to jurisdictional drainages. Implementation of the 
decommissioning plan would include BMPs consistent with the BLM Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD 
and similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of Alternative 3 (presented below in Section 
4.19.10), including as relevant to potential water quality impacts.  

Flood Hazard Areas 

Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would remove infrastructure from the project site, and would remove 
potential impacts introduced during construction of Alternative 3 associated with placing structures within 
a Flood Hazard Area such that flood flows could be impeded or redirected. 

Water Quality 

Soil-disturbing activities that would occur during decommissioning of Alternative 3 would have the 
potential to result in erosion (transport) and sedimentation (delivery) that could degrade water quality in 
the same way as the Proposed Action, except where the 53 wind towers not included in Alternative 3 
would not need to be decommissioned, and associated soil-disturbing activities would not occur. As with 
the Proposed Action, decommissioning of Alternative 3 would involve the handling and disposal of 
substantial quantities of solid wastes and industrial wastes, including fluids such as lubricating oils, 
hydraulic fluids, and coolants drained from the turbine components. The handling and disposal of 
hazardous materials during decommissioning would introduce a greater potential for an accidental release 
and associated water quality degradation than would occur during construction of Alternative 3; however, 
as described above, a decommissioning plan would be developed consistent with the BLM Wind Energy 
Programmatic EIS / ROD, and would require BMPs and stipulations similar to those applied during 
construction activities, including as related to the proper handling and storage of potentially hazardous 
materials.   

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not introduce a new stormwater drainage system and would not 
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems. As described above, hazardous materials would be handled and disposed of during 
decommissioning activities, and would introduce the potential for adverse water quality impacts to occur. 
However, all hazardous and potentially hazardous materials would be handled, stored, and disposed of in 
compliance with a decommissioning plan to avoid and/or minimize adverse effects, and decommissioning 
activities would therefore not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Decommissioning activities would remove project infrastructure from the site, and would restore the site 
to conditions comparable to pre-construction. Infrastructure introduced during construction of Alternative 
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3 would be removed and would no longer be subject to inundation by mudflow, and potential adverse 
effects associated with mudflow hazards would be decreased. 

4.19.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of Alternative 3 (Construction, 
Operation and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criteria presented in Section 4.19.2. Only those significance criteria which were determined in Section 
4.19.2 to be relevant to the project are addressed below. 

Construction 

• WR-1. Construction of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the violation of 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Impacts associated with the depletion of groundwater resources and interference with 
groundwater recharge would be potentially significant due to overdraft conditions, drawdown at wells 
in the vicinity, alteration of groundwater recharge rates and patterns due to the introduction of 
impermeable surfaces, and/or unexpectedly encountering perched groundwater during construction 
activities. However, all potential impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in 
Section 4.19.10. Potential impacts of construction to groundwater resources would be less than 
significant, such that a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table would 
not occur.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Construction of Alternative 3 would include earth-disturbing activities and the 
installation of new infrastructure that would introduce the potential to substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, such that erosion, siltation, and/or flooding on or off site could occur. 
However, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

• WR-5. Alternative 3 does not include installation of new stormwater drainage systems, and would not 
affect existing stormwater drainage systems. However, due to earth-disturbing activities that would 
occur during construction, and the use of potentially hazardous materials required to operate 
construction equipment and machinery, construction of Alternative 3 would introduce the potential to 
create additional sources of polluted runoff. Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed 
in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that potential impacts associated with the creation of polluted runoff 
would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with construction of Alternative 3 are 
characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; construction of the project would not 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. During construction of Alternative 3, new infrastructure would be installed within 
and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, and in the vicinity of areas subject to mudflow 
hazards; construction of Alternative 3 would therefore introduce the potential to result in significant 
impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows, and/or inundation by mudflow. With 
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implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, these potential impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Operation and Maintenance 

• WR-1. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would 
occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of operation and maintenance associated with the depletion of groundwater 
resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new 
infrastructure or activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would not substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, and potential impacts associated with erosion, siltation, and/or flooding 
occurring on or off site would be less than significant.  

• WR-5. Operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 would include the handling, storage, and disposal 
of substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore introduce 
the potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional sources of 
polluted runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials would be 
properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant.  

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with operation and maintenance of Alternative 3 
are characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; operation and maintenance of the 
project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. After the completion of construction activities, no new infrastructure or activities 
that could introduce significant impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows and/or 
inundation by mudflow would occur; during operation and maintenance of Alternative 3, such impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Decommissioning 

• WR-1. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would not result in impacts associated with the violation of 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, as construction activities would occur in full 
compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.  

• WR-2. Potential impacts of decommissioning associated with the depletion of groundwater resources 
and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant, as no new infrastructure or 
activities with the potential to affect groundwater resources would be introduced.  

• WR-3 and WR-4. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would include earth-disturbing activities 
including excavation and grading to restore original, pre-construction land contours as much as 
possible, and these alterations would introduce the potential to cause erosion, siltation, and/or 
flooding on or off site, similar to such impacts during construction of Alternative 3. Implementation 
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of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would reduce potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level.  

• WR-5. Decommissioning of Alternative 3 would include the handling, storage, and disposal of 
substantial amounts of harmful and potentially hazardous materials, and would therefore introduce the 
potential to result in significant impacts associated with the creation of additional sources of polluted 
runoff, if such materials were accidentally released and/or spilled. Implementation of BMPs and 
mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10 would ensure that hazardous materials would be 
properly handled, stored, and disposed of, and that potential impacts associated with the creation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant. 

• WR-6. All potential water quality impacts associated with decommissioning of Alternative 3 are 
characterized in the impact discussions summarized above; decommissioning of the project would not 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

• WR-8 and WR-10. The removal of infrastructure from areas within and adjacent to flood hazard 
areas and areas subject to inundation by mudflow that would occur during decommissioning of 
Alternative 3 would decrease adverse effects associated with the construction of such infrastructure, 
and potentially result in beneficial effects associated with the removal of infrastructure from areas 
prone to flooding and mudflow hazards.  

4.19.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.19.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP Amendment) to the proposed OWEF, no 
action would occur and existing conditions relevant to water resources would continue. No impact would 
occur.  

4.19.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to water resources. 

4.19.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.19.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 5 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as 
Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur and no future development of the site 
for wind energy would occur. Existing conditions relevant to water resources would continue, but may be 
altered at some point in the future by construction of a potential project other than proposed wind energy 
development. No impacts associated with the Proposed Action would occur.  
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4.19.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to water resources. 

4.19.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.19.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6 (No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment to Identify the Area as Suitable 
for Wind Energy Development), no action would occur but the area would be available to wind power 
development in the future. No impacts associated with the proposed OWEF would occur. In the future, if 
another wind development project is implemented, impacts to water resources could occur and may be 
similar to those described for the Proposed Action. 

4.19.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 6 to the proposed OWEF would not result in impacts to water resources related to the OWEF.  
However, the construction and operation of another wind energy development on the OWEF could have 
the same CEQA significance determinations as Alternative 1.   

4.19.9 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative impacts to water resources resulting from the proposed OWEF would occur if similar impacts 
of other projects located within the geographic extent of this analysis were to occur during the same time 
period as those impacts of the proposed OWEF during the construction, operation and maintenance, and 
decommissioning phases.  

4.19.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic extent of this cumulative impacts analysis for water resources impacts under the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives includes the EPA-designated surface recharge areas for the SSAs within which 
proposed activities would occur. The proposed OWEF and alternatives are located within the surface 
recharge area of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, while the proposed construction, maintenance, and 
decommissioning water source is located within the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood 
SSA. Therefore, the geographic extent of cumulative construction, maintenance, and decommissioning 
impacts includes both the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA and the Campo-Cottonwood SSA.  

As previously discussed, in order to be conservative it is assumed that the project’s water supply would be 
obtained from the Pine Valley groundwater source, within the Campo-Cottonwood SSA. If other potential 
water source(s) are used to meet the project’s water requirements, such use would occur in compliance 
with existing plans and/or permits to avoid adverse effects. With the exception of the Pine Valley 
groundwater source, use of the other potential water sources (including the City of Brawley, Seeley 
County Water District, Vulan Materials Dixieland Mine groundwater, and/or IID West-Side Canal) would 
not have potential to contribute to potential cumulative effects because these water sources are managed 
under existing plans and/or permits to avoid adverse effects (see discussion provided in Section 3.20 and 
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above, in Section 4.19.3). Therefore, this assessment of potential cumulative impacts is focused on the 
Pine Valley groundwater source, with respect to water supply. 

As mentioned above, a cumulative impact to water resources could occur if other projects within the 
geographic scope of this analysis (the surface recharge areas for the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA and the 
Campo Cottonwood SSA) occur during the same time period as impacts of the propsed OWEF or an 
alternative. For the purpose of defining temporal scope of this cumulative analysis, the aforementioned 
time period is considered the period within which a water resources impact of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative is actively present. For instance, if project-related groundwater pumping results in overdraft 
conditions, a cumulative impact could occur if another project within the geographic scope also 
contributes to overdraft conditions to the affected groundwater resource while the project-related overdraft 
effect is present. The temporal scope of this analysis is discussed further in the following sections.  

The EPA-designated surface recharge areas for SSAs within which proposed activities are located provide 
an appropriate geographic extent of cumulative analysis because surface water and groundwater resources 
are captured within these areas. Figure 3.20-4 portrays the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA surface recharge 
area, and Figure 3.20-5 portrays the Campo-Cottonwood SSA surface recharge area. 

 4.19.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
This section discusses past and ongoing projects in the cumulative analysis area described above. A wide 
variety of past and present development projects contribute to the cumulative conditions for water 
resources in the cumulative impact analysis area. As mentioned above, the geographic extent of 
cumulative impact analysis for water resources is defined as the surface recharge area of the Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells SSA, where the proposed OWEF site is located; and the surface recharge area of the 
Campo-Cottonwood SSA, where the project’s construction, maintenance, and decommissioning water 
source is located; as previously described, although other potential water sources have been identified for 
the project, the Pine Valley groundwater source is the only one considered to have potential to contribute 
to cumulative effects with respect to water supply and therefore, in order to be conservative in this 
assessment of cumulative effects, it is assumed that the Pine Valley groundwater source would be used to 
meet all project water supply requirements. Cumulative conditions for each of these SSAs, as relevant to 
water resources impacts of the proposed OWEF, are described below. 

Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Sole Source Aquifer  

Existing cumulative conditions relevant to water resources within the surface recharge area of  the 
Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA are comprised of projects which previously and/or currently: utilize local 
groundwater resources as a project water supply; substantially alter surface drainage patterns; result in 
flooding associated with new impervious areas and/or the placement of permanent infrastructure; include 
earth-disturbing activities that result in erosion and sedimentation; or result in hazards and/or inundation 
by mudflow. The community of Ocotillo is located within this area, and characterizes existing cumulative 
conditions with rural residential developments which use local groundwater for potable and non-potable 
purposes. Cumulative conditions are also characterized by drainage pattern alterations and potential 
flooding hazards associated with the introduction of impermeable surfaces such as buildings and roadways 
within and around the community of Ocotillo. Table 3.14-1 (Population Profile and Projections of the 
Study Area, 2010-2030), presented in Section 3.14 of this EIS/EIR, indicates that the population of the 
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community of Ocotillo was 312 in 2010. Figure 3.20-4 shows that several highways and one railroad line 
cross through the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA; these features contribute to existing cumulative conditions 
because their impervious surfaces alter drainage patterns, potentially contribute to localized flooding 
effects, and result in site-specific alterations to groundwater recharge rates and patterns. Collectively, 
existing cumulative conditions within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, as relevant to water resources, are 
characterized by residential and community development, and transportation infrastructure. 

Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer 

The Campo-Cottonwood SSA is included in the cumulative scenario because this is where the Pine Valley 
groundwater source is located; as discussed, in order to be conservative in this assessment of potential 
cumulative effects, it is assumed that the Pine Valley groundwater source would be used to meet all 
construction, maintenance, and decommissioning water requirements of the project. Groundwater 
resources in the Pine Valley area are available in fractured rock formations and recharge in direct 
response to precipitation events and surface water infiltration. As discussed in Section 3.20.1.2, the 
identified well is located within the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood SSA, but not within 
one of the three defined groundwater basins that are encompassed by the Campo-Cottonwood SSA. This 
is a non-adjudicated area, which means that permits are not required of property owners for the use of 
groundwater underlying their property. Therefore, records are not available to characterize current or past 
rates of groundwater consumption in Pine Valley. However, Pine Valley is located within the Cleveland 
National Forest, subject to jurisdiction of the USDA Forest Service (Pacific Southwest Region), and the 
private well identified as a water source during construction, maintenance, and decommissioning is 
located on a private in-holding within the Forest. The Forest Visitor Map for Cleveland National Forest 
shows that projects in the vicinity of Pine Valley are generally recreational and Forest-maintained, 
including the following: 

• Bear Valley OHV Trailhead;  

• Pine Creek Trailhead;  

• Glen Cliff Fire Station; and 

• Sunrise Scenic Byway.  

Of the projects listed above, the only project which is reasonably assumed to require an ongoing water 
supply include the Glen Cliff Fire Station. This project is located within the Pine Valley area and could 
use groundwater pumped from the same fractured rock system as the Pine Valley well proposed for use 
under the proposed OWEF or an alternative.   

As shown on Figure 3.20-5 and described above, Pine Valley is located in the northern portion of the 
Campo-Cottonwood SSA, which captures a geographic area that extends far beyond Pine Valley. As 
described in Section 3.20.1.2 (see “Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer”), the surface area of the 
Campo-Cottonwood SSA encompasses three small groundwater basins, the Cottonwood Valley, Campo 
Valley, and Potrero Valley Groundwater Basins. Each of these defined basins is bounded by impermeable 
rock material, and therefore would not receive recharge from groundwater resources in Pine Valley, 
which is not underlain by a defined groundwater basin. The proposed OWEF activities that would occur 
in the Pine Valley area are limited to groundwater pumping and monitoring at an existing groundwater 
well which is currently in active use as a source of non-potable water. Use of the well to meet water 
requirements of the proposed OWEF would not otherwise represent changes from existing activities in the 
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Campo-Cottonwood SSA. As result, for the purposes of this cumulative impact analysis, existing and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Campo-Cottonwood SSA would only have the potential 
to result in and/or combine with water impacts related to the OWEF to the extent those impacts are  
related to groundwater supply and availability. Moreover, due to the considerable size of the Campo-
Cottonwood SSA surface area and the lack of connectivity between Pine Valley groundwater and defined 
groundwater basins elsewhere in this SSA, existing cumulative conditions in the Campo-Cottonwood 
SSA, as relevant to cumulative water resources impacts of the proposed OWEF, are further limited to the 
Pine Valley area, as described above. 

Potential cumulative impacts that could occur in the Campo-Cottonwood SSA are addressed below in 
Sections 4.19.9.4 (Construction), 4.19.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), and 4.19.9.6 (Decommission-
ing). 

4.19.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider to be 
reasonably foreseeable. Table 4.1.2 identifies projects from Table 4.1-1 on an issue-area-specific basis. 
The cumulative projects relevant to the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis of water resources 
impacts associated with the proposed OWEF are described above, in Section 4.19.9.2 (Existing 
Cumulative Conditions). Most of the projects presented in Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 and described above 
have either undergone independent environmental review pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so 
prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not yet been completed for projects determined to be 
located within the geographic extent of this cumulative analysis, the potential effects of all projects 
comprising the existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative conditions relevant to the proposed OWEF 
were considered in the cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR.  

Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Sole Source Aquifer  

Reasonably foreseeable projects that may occur within the surface recharge area of the Ocotillo-Coyote 
Wells SSA are anticipated to be representative of projects which currently characterize the cumulative 
conditions for this area. Table 4.1-1, presented in Section 4.1 of this EIS/EIR, lists cumulative projects in 
the vicinity of the proposed OWEF site and surrounding area. Of the cumulative projects listed in Table 
4.1-1 and identified on Figure 4.1-1a, following is a list and summary of projects which comprise the 
cumulative conditions for water resources within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA: 

• Sunrise Powerlink (transmission line). The Sunrise Powerlink project is a 150-mile long 
transmission line route from SDG&E’s Imperial Valley Substation near El Centro to SDG&E’s 
Peñasquitos Substation near Interstate 805, in coastal San Diego. Construction occurs through the 
surface recharge area of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA and, at the time of preparation of this Final 
EIS/EIR, construction of the Sunrise Powerlink project is underway through the proposed OWEF 
area. The Sunise Powerlink project requires a water supply for dewatering and dust control during 
construction; it is not anticipated that an operational water supply would be required. Based on 
personal communications between Aspen Environemntal Group personnel and Imperial Irrigation 
District personnel, the use of surface water from IID for the purposes of the Sunrise Powerlink 
project is considered infeasible (Strong, 2011). The water supply that would be used in constructing 
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the portion of the Sunrise Powerlink project located within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA is not 
known at this time.   

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan (residential development). The Coyote Wells Specific Plan is proposed 
by Wind Zero Group, Inc., and would construct a residential development including 22 parcels and 
ten land use designations. It is anticipated that a short-term water supply would be required during 
construction for concrete manufacturing, dust control, and potential other uses, while a long-term 
operational water supply would be required for both potable and non-potable purposes. The water 
supply that would be used in constructing the Coyote Wells Specific Plan may be local groundwater; 
as described in the Revised Hydrology and Water Quality Component for the Coyote Wells Specific 
Plan EIR, groundwater overdraft conditions would be mitigated under the Specific Plan through a 
groundwater management plan (Leighton, 2010). 

A 2004 Groundwater Basin Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study of the Ocotillo/Coyote Wells 
area conducted in support of U.S. Gypsum Company mining operations (B-E, 2004) included estimates of 
applied water use for communities in the area, based upon estimated rates of population growth. These 
water use estimates are provided in the Table 4.19-2, presented below.  

Table 4.19-2. Historic and Projected Applied Water Use in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Area  
Community Acre-Feet per Year 

 1975 1980 1990 1995 2010 2025 Total 
Painted Gorge (a) 2.1 2.2 2.6 2.7 3.4 4.2 17.2 

Ocotillo(b) 72.3 77.6 89.3 95.8 118.0 145.3 598.3 
West Texas(a) 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.9 1.1 4.5 
Nomirage(c) 7.5 8.1 9.3 10.0 12.3 15.1 62.3 

Yuha Estates(c) 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.5 1.8 7.5 
TOTAL 83.3 89.5 103.0 110.4 136.1 167.5 689.8 

Source: B-E, 2004.       

The cumulative projects summarized in the bullet list above and the applied water use projections 
presented in Table 4.19-2 collectively provide a reasonable characterization of existing cumulative 
conditions within the surface recharge area of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA, as relevant to water 
resources. Potential cumulative impacts that could occur in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA are addressed 
below in Sections 4.19.9.4 (Construction), 4.19.9.5 (Operation and Maintenance), and 4.19.9.6 
(Decommissioning). 

Campo-Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer 

In addition to the Pine Valley-area projects summarized in Section 4.19.9.2 (Existing Cumulative 
Conditions), projects within the surface recharge area of the Campo-Cottonwood SSA which comprise the 
reasonably foreseeable projects relevant to water resources are listed below. These projects, which are 
described in detail in Table 4.1-1 and identified on Figure 4.1-1a, are generally listed in an east to west 
direction.

• Sunrise Powerlink (transmission line). 

• Ketchum Ranch (residential development).  

• Pacific Bell Cell Site (cell tower). 

• Grizzle (residential subdivision). 

• Debenham Energy (wind testing site). 

• Boulevard Border Patrol Station (U.S. Border 
Patrol). 

• Dart (residential subdivision). 

• Ribbonwood Road Sightline Improvement (public 
facilities). 

• White Star Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Horizon Tower (cell tower). 

• Outdoor World Tower (cell tower).  

• Campo Landfill Project (landfill). 
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• Golden Acorn Casino and Travel Center 
(commercial). 

• La Posta Casino (commercial). 

• Borrow Pit Miller Creek (reclamation plan). 

• Ozbirn Cingular Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Vista Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Gasoline Curve Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Volli (residential subdivision). 

• La Posta Mountain Warfare Training Facility 
(military). 

• Davis-Inman (residential subdivision). 

• Campo Hills Commercial Building (commercial). 

• Adelaides Roman Catholic Church (church). 

• Star Ranch (residential development). 

• Buckman Springs Borrow Reclamation Plan 
(reclamation plan). 

• Harvest Glen (residential subdivision). 

• Bartlett (residential subdivision). 

• Arellano (residential subdivision). 

• Vaughn (residential subdivision). 

• Heald (residential subdivision). 

• Radio Antenna (cell tower). 

• McClintock (residential subdivision). 

• Nextel Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Barrett Wireless (cell tower). 

• Pijnenburg (residential subdivision). 

• Campo (La Posta) Border Patrol Station (U.S. 
Border Patrol). 

• Verizon Wireless Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Buckman Springs Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• SDG&E Mountain Empire Operator Training 
Facility (commercial). 

• Buckman Springs Road Bridge (public facilities). 

• Tibbot (residential subdivision). 

• Verizon Cell Tower (cell tower). 

• Calle Nada Cell Site. 

• National Quarries (wind testing site). 

 

It is reasonably anticipated that cumulative projects within the Pine Valley area of the Campo-Cottonwood 
SSA will continue to be comprised of rural residential land uses and projects maintained by the USDA 
Forest Service on Cleveland National Forest lands. As discussed in Section 4.19.9.2 above, for the 
purposes of this cumulative analysis, projects within the Pine Valley portion of the Campo-Cottonwood 
SSA would be the only ones with the potential to result in or combine with the proposed OWEF and result 
in impacts to groundwater supply or availability. As a result of the reasonably foreseeable cumulative 
conditions identified above only, the Volli residential subdivision and the La Posta Mountain Warfare 
Training Facility are relevant to the cumulative impacts analysis with the Campo-Cottonwood SSA. On 
Figure 4.1-1a, these projects are represented by the numbers 24, and 48, respectively.  

4.19.9.4 Construction 
Construction of the proposed OWEF would have the potential to result in cumulative impacts within the 
Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA and the Campo-Cottonwood SSA, where the proposed OWEF site and 
construction water source are respectively located. Impacts associated with construction activities would 
be cumulatively considerable if they would have the potential to combine with similar impacts of other 
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects. The potential for water resources impacts of the 
proposed OWEF construction to combine with the effects of other projects within the geographic and 
temporal scope of this cumulative analysis is described below. 

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

Potential water sources for the proposed OWEF are described in Section 3.20, and include the following: 
Pine Valley groundwater; City of Brawley (treated municipal water); Seeley County Water District 
(treated municipal water); Vulcan Materials Dixieland Mine (groundwater supply well); and the IID 
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(West-Side Canal water). As described in Section 4.19.3, with the exception of the Pine Valley 
groundwater source, existing studies and/or plans have demonstrated the availability of water supply from 
these potential sources to meet water requirements of the proposed OWEF; therefore, the Pine Valley 
groundwater source is addressed in detail in this analysis.  

Cumulative impacts to groundwater supply and recharge during construction of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative would occur if other projects drawing groundwater from Pine Valley area resources within the 
Campo-Cottonwood SSA would contribute to long-term overdraft conditions while the proposed OWEF 
or an alternative is pumping groundwater for construction requirements, and/or if other projects within 
the Campo-Cottonwood SSA or the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA introduce substantial new areas of 
impervious surfaces such that groundwater recharge rates and/or patterns are substantially altered. As 
described above, construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would include implementation of 
BMPs and mitigation measures identified in Section 4.19.10. Mitigation Measure Water-2 (Develop a 
Water Supply Contingency Plan for construction) and Mitigation Measure Water-3 (Prepare Groundwater 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan) require actions to ensure that construction of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative would not result in long-term overdraft conditions associated with construction water 
requirements, thereby ensuring that the project would not contribute to the cumulative scenario such that 
cumulative impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge would occur.  

Based on the analysis of Pine Valley groundwater resources provided in Section 3.20, it is reasonable to 
assume that the Pine Valley area of the Campo-Cottonwood SSA is not currently affected by long-term 
overdraft conditions. There is potential for the proposed OWEF or an alternative to result in temporary 
overdraft or drawdown, but such effects would be temporary and would cease in response to the 
implementation of requirements specified in Mitigation Measure Water-3. With implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures identified in Section 4.19.10 and referenced throughout the analysis provided in 
this section, the project would not contribute to the cumulative scenario with respect to long-term 
overdraft and/or drawdown effects. If other project(s) within the geographic and temporal scope of 
analysis pump Pine Valley area groundwater at the same time as the Proposed Action or an alternative, 
and such pumping results in overdraft conditions (temporary or long-term), such effects would be detected 
by the groundwater monitoring and reporting activities required per Mitigation Measure Water-3 and 
groundwater pumping associated with the proposed OWEF would be subsequently ceased until the 
groundwater resource recovers, which is anticipated to occur in response to precipitation events, per the 
nature of fractured rock storage and overdraft/drawdown conditions. Therefore, the proposed OWEF or 
an alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with groundwater supply and 
recharge. 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

The proposed OWEF site is approximately 12,436 acres, and implementation of the project would result 
in permanent disturbance to 155.5 acres, or approximately 1.4 percent of the overall site (see Table 2.2, 
Acres of Disturbance for Proposed Action). With implementation of the BMPs and mitigation measures 
presented in Section 4.19.10, construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not result in 
substantial impacts to surface water and drainage patterns such that erosion, siltation, or flooding would 
occur on or off site. The Sunrise Powerlink project would cross through a portion of the proposed OWEF 
site, located within an existing utility corridor. WTGs would not be located within this corridor, although 
access roads within the corridor may also be utilized for access throughout the proposed OWEF site. 
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Potential impacts to surface water and drainage patterns associated with the Sunrise Powerlink project 
would be minimized through implementation of mitigation measures identified in the EIS/EIR prepared 
for that project. At the time of preparation of this Final EIS/EIR, construction of the Sunrise Powerlink 
project is already under way in the vicinity of the proposed OWEF project; therefore, construction of 
these two projects would not occur at the same time. Additionally, both projects would minimize potential 
impacts to surface water and drainage patterns through implementation of mitigation measures and 
compliance with existing laws and regulations, such as the use of a project-specific SWPPP for 
compliance with the Clean Water Act. Other projects that are also identified in the cumulative scenario 
(see Table 4.1-1) would result in alterations to surface water and drainage patterns in similar ways as the 
proposed OWEF; however, such effects are anticipated to be site-specific and would not occur on the 
same area as the proposed OWEF’s impacts (including impacts associated with alternatives).  

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

The proposed OWEF and alternatives would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, and would therefore not have the potential to 
result in cumulative impacts associated with existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Due to the 
use and storage of harmful or potentially hazardous materials during construction activities, there is 
potential for construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative to contribute sources of polluted 
runoff, such as if an accidental leak or release of harmful materials were to occur during a storm event. 
As mentioned, the Sunrise Powerlink project passes through the proposed OWEF site; however, 
construction of the Sunrise Powerlink project is currently ongoing and would not occur at the same time 
as the proposed OWEF. In addition, the Sunrise Powerlink project does not include implementation of a 
stormwater drainage system in the proposed OWEF area. Construction of the Sunrise Powerlink project is 
anticipated to have similar potential as the proposed OWEF to result in an accidental spill or leak of 
harmful materials that could have the potential to result in polluted runoff, but because construction of this 
project would not occur at the same time as construction of the proposed OWEF, there is no potential for 
a cumulative impact associated with polluted runoff to occur. In addition, this potential impact of the 
proposed OWEF would be site-specific and would be minimized or avoided by actions listed in Section 
4.19.10, and would therefore not have the potential to combine with impacts of other projects in the 
cumulative scenario, as related to the contribution of polluted runoff.  

Flood Hazard Areas 

Infrastructure constructed under the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be designed and engineered 
to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards and, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation 
measures identified in Section 4.19.10, effects associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows would 
be minimized and/or avoided. It is anticipated that other projects in the cumulative scenario would also 
place infrastructure within and/or adjacent to FEMA-designated Flood Hazard Areas. The Sunrise 
Powerlink project, discussed above, would pass through the proposed OWEF site and place permanent 
transmission line infrastructure in this area; this infrastructure could result in site-specific flood diversions 
in the case of a major (100-year) storm event, but such diversions would be isolated to the location of 
permanent project features (transmission poles), and would not be in close enough proximity to the 
proposed OWEF WTG towers such that the flow diversions at individual tower sites could combine to 
result in cumulative effects associated with flood hazards. In addition, the minimization and/or avoidance 
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of potential Flood Hazard Area impacts that would occur through implementation of the BMPs and 
mitigation measures identified in Section 4.19.10, would ensure that the project’s contribution to the 
cumulative scenario would be less than significant, and this potential impact of the proposed OWEF or an 
alternative would not combine with similar effects of other projects in the cumulative scenario  

Water Quality 

Degradation of surface water quality and/or groundwater quality could occur through the effects of 
erosion and sedimentation, and/or through the accidental release of hazardous materials, particularly if a 
storm event occurs during construction activities. Other projects in the cumulative scenario would also 
have the potential to result in water quality impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation and/or the 
release of hazardous materials. This impact of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would be minimized 
and/or avoided through implementation of the BMPs and mitigation measures identified in Section 
4.19.10 (as described in preceding sections), and would therefore be site-specific in nature. As described 
in Sections 4.19.9.2 and 4.19.2.3, and noted in Tables 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, other projects in the cumulative 
scenario are not adjacent to the proposed OWEF site and would not be under construction at the same 
time as the proposed OWEF or an alternative. Therefore, this potential impact of the proposed OWEF or 
an alternative would not have potential to combine with similar effects of other projects in the cumulative 
scenario.  

Mudflow Hazards 

Infrastructure that would be installed during construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would 
be designed and engineered to avoid impacts associated with the potential inundation by mudflow, where 
it is determined based on geotechnical studies that mudflow hazards are present. Although other projects 
in the cumulative scenario may place infrastructure in areas subject to mudflow hazards, due to the size of 
the proposed OWEF site and the minimization of this potential impact through implementation of BMPs 
and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.10, this potential impacts of the project or an alternative 
would not have potential to combine with similar effects of other projects in the cumulative scenario and 
potential cumulative effects are not anticipated to occur. 

 4.19.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
Cumulative impacts associated with operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative 
are discussed in this section. In order to be conservative in this assessment of cumulative impacts, it is 
assumed that the operation and maintenance water supply for the proposed OWEF or an alternative would 
be obtained from the Pine Valley groundwater source; as described above, the other potential water 
sources for the project are not considered to have potential to result in cumulative effects. As such, 
approximately 0.19 afy would be pumped from the Pine Valley groundwater source and transported to the 
project site via truck, where it would be stored in a tank at the O&M facility for use as needed.   

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

As discussed in Sections 4.19.3 through 4.19.5, the operational water requirement of the proposed OWEF 
or an alternative would be approximately 0.19 afy, which is minimal compared to construction water 
requirements. This quantity is also well within the amount of water that has been historically exported 
from the proposed Pine Valley groundwater source (28 afy). The groundwater monitoring and reporting 
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requirements specified in Mitigation Measure Water-3 (Prepare Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan), presented below in Section 4.19.10, ensure that the Pine Valley groundwater source would be 
closely evaluated during construction of the project, when water use would be substantially greater than 
during operation of the project, and ensure that groundwater usage occurs in close coordination with 
applicable agencies to ensure that adverse impacts do not occur. During operation of the project, 
coordination with applicable agencies (including the County of San Diego, for the Pine Valley 
groundwater source) would continue to occur, and would ensure that the project’s operational usage of 
0.19 afy would not result in adverse effects associated with groundwater supply and recharge. As 
discussed above in Section 4.19.9.4, construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not have 
potential to result in cumulative impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge. Therefore, the 
project or an alternative is not anticipated to have the potential to combine with similar impacts of other 
projects relevant to groundwater supply and recharge such that cumulative effects would occur. The 
operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative also would not result in cumulative 
effects associated with groundwater supply and recharge. 

Surface Water and Drainage Patterns 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not introduce new 
infrastructure or alter existing surface water and drainage patterns beyond what is completed during the 
construction period. As previously noted, the Sunrise Powerlink project would pass through the OWEF 
site; however, similar to the proposed OWEF, operation and maintenance of the Sunrise Powerlink 
project would not introduce new infrastructure beyond what is implemented during the construction 
period. As discussed in the characterization of construction-related impacts, the presence of transmission 
towers and WTG towers may result in site-specific drainage pattern alterations, but such effects would be 
limited to the specific location of each tower. Due to the size of the overall project site and the site-
specific nature of potential drainage pattern alterations, there would not be potential for similar effects of 
other project to combine with these potential effects of the proposed OWEF or an alternative such that 
cumulative impacts would occur. No cumulative impacts associated with surface water or drainage pattern 
alterations that could result in erosion, siltation, or flooding on or off site would occur. 

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not introduce any new 
stormwater drainage system(s) and would not create or contribute runoff water which could exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems; therefore, no cumulative impacts associated 
with the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems would occur. Operation and 
maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would have the potential to create or contribute to 
polluted stormwater runoff, if an accidental spill or leak of hazardous materials such as vehicle fluids 
were to occur, particularly during a storm event; however, BMPs and mitigation measures listed in 
Section 4.19.10 would ensure that such potential effects would be minimized or avoided, and would 
remain site-specific. Considering the size of the proposed OWEF site and the site-specific nature of this 
potential impact, cumulative effects are not anticipated to occur.  
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Flood Hazard Areas 

Operation and maintenance activities would not introduce new infrastructure or activities with the 
potential to impede or redirect flood flows such that new impacts would occur; therefore, no cumulative 
impacts associated with Flood Hazard Areas would occur. 

Water Quality 

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not introduce substantial new 
potential for water quality impacts to occur; due to the size of the proposed OWEF site, the site-specific 
nature of this potential impact, and the minimization and/or avoidance of potential water quality impacts 
that would occur through implementation of the BMPs and mitigation measures identified in Section 
4.19.10, this potential impact of the proposed OWEF or an alternative is not anticipated to combine with 
similar effects of other projects in the cumulative scenario 

Mudflow Hazards 

Operations and maintenance of the proposed OWEF would not introduce any infrastructure or activities 
that would result in new mudflow hazards; no cumulative effects would occur. 

4.19.9.6 Decommissioning 
Cumulative impacts associated with decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative are 
discussed in this section. Water supply requirements associated with decommissioning of the proposed 
OWEF or an alternative are anticipated to be approximately 50 percent of the project’s construction water 
requirements, or not more than 25 acre-feet, and it is reasonably assumed that the same water source used 
during construction would also be used to for decommissioning. Potential water sources that may be used 
to meet the project’s water supply requirements are presented in Section 3.20.1. Local groundwater 
resources within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA would not be used to meet decommissioning water 
requirements.  

As described in Section 4.19.3.1, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would 
include the removal and disposal of turbine towers, above-ground electrical tower components, and 
substation components, as well as the removal of all below-ground infrastructure to three feet below the 
ground surface. The BMPs and stipulations developed for construction activities would be applied to 
similar activities during the decommissioning phase, including as related to the protection of hydrology 
and water resources from potentially adverse impacts.  

Groundwater Supply and Recharge 

As described (Section 2.1.3.4 of this EIS/EIR and Section 2.1.3.4 of the Plan of Development for the 
proposed OWEF), decommissioning activities are anticipated to require not more than 25 acre-feet of 
water, or approximately 50 percent of the project’s construction water requirement. Decommisioning 
water would be obtained from the same source(s) as construction and operational water; as previously 
discussed, although several potential water sources have been identified for the project, in order to be 
conservative in this characterization of potential impacts it is assumed that the Pine Valley groundwater 
source would be used to been all water supply requirements of the project, including during the 
decommissioning phase. One of the potential water sources is the Vulan Materials Dixieland Mine 
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groundwater supply well, which is located along the eastern edge of the Coyote Wells Valley 
Groundwater Basin; however, as previously described, any use of groundwater from this source would 
occur within the constraints of an existing CUP and would not introduce new uses of groundwater 
resources from the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater Basin. Decommissioning of the project would not 
use water from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA and would have no effect on groundwater overdraft or 
drawdown conditions in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA. BMPs and mitigation measures required under 
the proposed OWEF and alternatives would ensure that overdraft conditions are not present and would not 
occur as a result of the Proposed Action, and would avoid potential significant impacts associated with 
groundwater supply and recharge.  

As described in Section 4.19.9.4, if other project(s) within the geographic and temporal scope of analysis 
pump Pine Valley area groundwater at the same time as the Proposed Action or an alternative, and such 
pumping results in overdraft conditions (temporary or long-term), such effects would be detected by the 
groundwater monitoring and reporting activities required per Mitigation Measure Water-3 and 
groundwater pumping associated with the proposed OWEF would be subsequently ceased until the 
groundwater resource recovers, which is anticipated to occur in response to precipitation events, per the 
nature of fractured rock storage and overdraft/drawdown conditions. Therefore, as with potential 
cumulative effects associated with construction, decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative 
would not result in impacts to groundwater supply and recharge that would contribute to the cumulative 
scenario such that cumulative impacts associated with groundwater supply and recharge would occur.  

In addition, restoration of the proposed OWEF site would include returning the area as close as 
reasonably possible to pre-construction conditions suitable for current adjacent land; therefore, potential 
effects of decommissioning activities to groundwater recharge are anticipated to be beneficial, and adverse 
cumulative effects associated with recharge would not occur. A decommissioning plan would be 
implemented prior to decommissioning activities, and would include BMPs consistent with the BLM 
Wind Energy Program EIS/ROD and similar to the BMPs implemented with construction of the proposed 
OWEF (presented below in Section 4.19.10); as such, dewatering BMPs would be implemented as 
needed, and significant adverse cumulative effects to groundwater supply related to dewatering activities 
would not occur.   

Flood Hazard Areas 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would remove infrastructure from the project 
site, and would remove potential impacts introduced during construction of the proposed OWEF 
associated with placing structures within a Flood Hazard Area such that flood flows could be impeded or 
redirected; no cumulative impacts related to Flood Hazard Areas would occur. 

Water Quality 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would involve the handling and disposal of 
hazardous materials including fluids such as lubricating oils, hydraulic fluids, and coolants drained from 
the turbine components, and would introduce the potential for an accidental release and associated water 
quality degradation to occur. Cumulative impacts could occur if the proposed OWEF (or an alternative) 
and another project within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells SSA results in water quality degradation affecting 
the same water resource. Due to the size of the proposed OWEF site, and the minimization and/or 
avoidance of potential water quality impacts that would occur through implementation of the BMPs and 
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mitigation measures identified in Section 4.19.10, the proposed OWEF or an alternative would not 
contribute to cumulative effects associated with water quality.  

Stormwater Drainage Systems 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would not introduce a new stormwater drainage system or 
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems, and would not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; no cumulative effects 
associated with stormwater drainage systems would occur. 

Mudflow Hazards 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF would decrease potential adverse effects associated with 
mudflow hazards; no adverse cumulative effects would occur. 

4.19.9.7 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Construction of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would result in no impacts associated with the 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and no cumulative impacts would 
occur under CEQA Significance Criteria WR-1 or WR-6; therefore, significance determinations are not 
provided below for these indicators. 

• WR-2. With the implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures required under the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives, the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than 
significant. 

• WR-3 and WR-4. Construction of the proposed OWEF would include earth-disturbing activities and 
the installation of new infrastructure that would introduce the potential to substantially alter existing 
drainage patterns of the site, such that erosion, siltation, and/or flooding on or off site could occur. 
However, with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures required under the proposed OWEF 
and alternatives, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

• WR-5. The proposed OWEF does not include installation of new stormwater drainage systems, and 
would not affect existing stormwater drainage systems. BMPs and mitigation measures that would be 
implemented with the proposed OWEF and alternatives would minimize and/or avoid potential 
impacts associated with polluted runoff. The project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant.  

• WR-8 and WR-10.  During construction of the proposed OWEF, new infrastructure would be 
installed within and adjacent to designated Flood Hazard Areas, and in the vicinity of areas subject to 
mudflow hazards. BMPs and mitigation measures that would be implemented under the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives would ensure that the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Operation and maintenance of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would result in no impacts associated 
with the violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and, therefore, the project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to significance criteria WR-1, WR-2, WR-3, WR-4, 
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WR-5, WR-6, WR-8, or WR-10; therefore, significance determinations are not provided for these 
indicators. 

Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative would result in no impacts associated with the 
violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and, therefore, the project would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts related to significance criteria WR-1, WR-3, WR-4, WR-6, WR-8, or 
WR-10; therefore, significance determinations are not provided below for these indicators. 

• WR-2. With the implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures required under the proposed 
OWEF and alternatives, the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than 
significant. 

• WR-5. Decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or an alternative could generate polluted runoff, but 
such impacts would be minimized or avoided through implementation of BMPs and mitigation 
measures. The project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts would be less than significant.  

4.19.10 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed OWEF would include implementation of recommended BMPs from BLM’s Programmatic 
EIS for Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States (BLM, 
2005). The BLM BMPs are presented below.  

BLM Best Management Practices 

• The size of cleared and disturbed lands shall be minimized as much as possible. Existing roads and 
borrow pits shall be used as much as possible. 

• Topsoil removed during construction shall be salvaged and reapplied during reclamation. Disturbed 
soils shall be reclaimed as quickly as possible or protective covers shall be applied. 

• Operators shall identify unstable slopes and local factors that can induce slope instability (such as 
groundwater conditions, precipitation, earthquake activities, slope angles, and dip angles of geologic 
strata). Operators also shall avoid creating excessive slopes during excavation and blasting 
operations. Special construction techniques shall be used where applicable in areas of steep slopes, 
erodible soil, and stream channel/wash crossings. 

• Erosion controls that comply with county, state, and federal standards shall be applied. Practices 
such as jute netting, silt fences, and check dams shall be applied near disturbed areas.  

• Operators shall gain a clear understanding of the local hydrogeology. Areas of groundwater 
discharge and recharge and their potential relationships with surface water bodies shall be identified.  

• Operators shall avoid creating hydrologic conduits between two aquifers during foundation 
excavation and other activities. 

• Proposed construction near aquifer recharge areas shall be closely monitored to reduce the potential 
for contamination of said aquifer. This may require a study to determine localized aquifer recharge 
areas.  

• Foundations and trenches shall be backfilled with originally excavated material as much as possible. 
Excess excavated material shall be disposed of only in approved areas to control soil erosion and to 
minimize leaching of hazardous constituents. 

• Existing drainage systems shall not be altered, especially in sensitive areas such as erodible soils or 
steep slopes. When constructing stream or wash crossings, culverts or water conveyances for 
temporary and permanent roads shall be designed to comply with county standards, or if there are no 
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county standards, to accommodate the runoff of a 10-year storm. Potential soil erosion shall be 
controlled at culvert outlets with appropriate structures. Catch basins, roadway ditches, and culverts 
shall be cleaned and maintained regularly. 

• On-site surface runoff control features shall be designed to minimize the potential for increased 
localized soil erosion. Drainage ditches shall be constructed where necessary but held to a minimum. 
Potential soil erosion shall be controlled at culvert outlets with appropriate structures. Catch basins, 
drainage ditches, and culverts shall be cleaned and maintained regularly. 

• Pesticide use shall be limited to nonpersistent, immobile pesticides and shall only be applied in 
accordance with label and application permit directions and stipulations for terrestrial and aquatic 
applications. 

Project-Specific Mitigation Measures 

In addition to the BLM BMPs listed above, project-specific mitigation measures have been developed to 
reduce and/or avoid potential water resources impacts associated with construction of the proposed OWEF 
or an alternative. These project-specific mitigation measures are presented below.  

Water-1 Demonstrate compliance with water quality permits.  Prior to construction, the Applicant 
shall submit satisfactory evidence to the BLM and the Imperial County Department of 
Planning and Building, as applicable, that all of the agencies listed below have been contacted 
and whether or not each agency requires a permit associated with the OWEF. Permits may 
include, but are not limited to, a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the 
ACOE, a Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction activities, 
including a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) for stormwater management, a Clean Water Act Section 401 certification from the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Colorado River Basin RWQCB 
for activities at the proposed OWEF site, and/or San Diego Basin RWQCB for activities at 
the proposed water source in Pine Valley). 

 Where a permit is required, the Applicant shall provide a copy of all the conditions required 
by that agency to BLM, for actions on BLM lands, and to the Imperial County Department of 
Planning and Building, for actions on County lands. The BLM and the County, as applicable, 
shall review these conditions for consistency with proposed plans. During construction, the 
Environmental Monitor shall be aware of these other agency conditions and if non-compliance 
is observed, shall contact the affected agency. For post-construction measures the 
Environmental Monitor shall notify the affected agency should non-compliance be observed. 
The Applicant shall maintain and make available on site at all times an approved copy of all 
required permits.  

Water-2 Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan for construction. Prior to construction, 
Applicant shall conduct a groundwater investigation for any groundwater basin(s) potentially 
affected by construction, operation, and/or decommissioning of the project to determine 
whether the identified groundwater resource(s) is in overdraft conditions; such investigation 
may include review of historic groundwater well data, groundwater monitoring, hydrologic 
modeling, and/or interviews with private well owners. The Applicant shall coordinate 
groundwater investigation efforts with the applicable RWQCB. No new uses of groundwater 
resources from overdrafted basins shall be introduced to meet project needs.  
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 If groundwater is to be used during project construction, at least two supply wells shall be 
identified for project use, a primary supply well and a secondary supply well. The Water 
Supply Contingency Plan shall identify the well sites, proximity to other active wells, 
estimated total depth, well screen depth, diameter, estimated yield and water quality, and time 
required to have the wells drilled, constructed, developed and fully operational (if the wells 
are to be drilled specifically for the project, as opposed to use of existing wells). If the daily 
yields of the primary supply well are inadequate or become inadequate to meet the project 
requirements, the secondary supply well shall be used in order to avoid potential drawdown 
impacts at wells near the primary. Use of a secondary supply well would not alter the 
quantity of groundwater pumped for project purposes; the purpose of the secondary supply 
well would be to avoid potential impacts associated with over-pumping the primary supply 
well.  

 The Water Supply Contingency Plan shall specify when the second supply well shall be used, 
what conditions would trigger necessary use of the second supply well, the person responsible 
for determining when to utilize the second supply well, and how such use shall be reported. 
The Environmental Monitor shall verify that the secondary supply well is installed and is 
capable of producing daily yields sufficient to supplement or replace the primary supply well 
in meeting construction water demand, as needed.  

Water-3 Prepare Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  The Applicant shall develop and 
implement a Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan prior to the onset of construction of 
the OWEF. In the preparation and implementation of this plan, the Applicant shall coordinate 
with the BLM for actions on BLM lands within the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Sole Source 
Aquifer (SSA), and with Imperial County for actions on County lands within the Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells SSA. In addition, the Applicant shall coordinate with San Diego County for 
activities within the Campo-Cottonwood SSA. The Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan shall be prepared by a qualified hydrogeologist and submitted by the Applicant to the 
BLM for approval, and to the Counties of Imperial and San Diego for review and comment.  

 The Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting Plan shall provide detailed methodology for 
monitoring background and site groundwater levels, water quality, and flow. Monitoring shall 
be performed during pre-construction, construction, and project operation with the intent to 
establish pre-construction and project-related groundwater level and water quality trends that 
can be quantitatively compared against observed and simulated trends near the project 
pumping wells and near potentially impacted existing private wells. The monitoring wells 
shall include locations up-gradient, lateral, and down-gradient of all project supply wells and 
a minimum of three offsite down-gradient wells. Water quality monitoring shall include 
annual sampling and testing for Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), which include minerals, salts, 
and metals dissolved in water. Water quality samples shall be drawn from project supply 
wells, one up-gradient well, and a minimum of two down-gradient offsite wells. 

 During construction, quarterly water level monitoring data reports shall be submitted to the 
BLM for review and approval. Based on the results of the quarterly trend analyses, the 
Applicant shall determine if the project pumping has resulted in water level decline of five 
feet or more below the baseline trend at nearby private wells. If drawdown of five feet or 
more occurs at off-site wells, the Applicant shall immediately reduce groundwater pumping 
until water levels stabilize or recover, sustaining drawdown of less than five feet. 
Alternatively, the Applicant shall provide compensation to the well owner, including 
reimbursement of increased energy costs, or deepening the well or pump setting. 
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 The Plan shall include a schedule for submittal of quarterly monitoring data reports by the 
Applicant to the BLM. The BLM shall review these quarterly reports with consideration to 
the following criteria: 

• Where water level monitoring has indicated drawdown of five feet or more, the Applicant 
has immediately reduced groundwater pumping until water levels recover and stabilize or the 
Applicant has provided compensation to the well owner; 

• Sustained drawdown of five feet or more has not occured at off-site wells; and 

• Substantial groundwater quality degradation has not occurred in water drawn from the 
project’s supply well(s) or off-site wells (such as increased TDS concentrations that may 
result from over-pumping). 

 Per the criteria listed above, the BLM shall determine whether additional mitigation is 
necessary to reduce adverse impacts to groundwater resources and groundwater wells 
surrounding the project site. Such additional mitigation efforts, as determined by the BLM to 
be appropriate, may include but are not limited to the following: reduced rate of groundwater 
pumping; use of an alternative water source; water conservation activities. 

Water-4 Install pervious and/or high-roughness groundcover where applicable.  Prior to the onset 
of construction of the OWEF, the Applicant shall submit a drainage design and hydrologic 
and hydraulic analysis to the BLM for review and approval, and to the Imperial County 
Department of Planning and Building for review and comment. In the design plans, 
groundcover for the new substation shall be comprised of a pervious and/or high-roughness 
material (for example, gravel) to the maximum extent feasible, in order to ensure maximum 
percolation of rainfall after construction. Detention/retention basins shall be installed to 
reduce local increases in runoff, particularly on frequent runoff events (up to 10-year 
frequency). Downstream drainage discharge points shall be provided with erosion protection 
and designed such that flow hydraulics exiting the site mimic the natural condition as much as 
possible. 

Water-5 Design onsite drainage improvements to maximize groundwater recharge.  Prior to onset 
of construction of the OWEF, the Applicant shall design on-site drainage improvements (and 
include on all applicable construction plans) to include the following components to maximize 
groundwater basin recharge: drainage from impervious surfaces (e.g., roads, driveways, 
buildings) shall be directed to a common drainage basin; the project shall design as few basins 
as possible for the entire development; and where feasible, mass grading and contouring shall 
be done in a way to direct surface runoff towards the above-referenced basins (and/or closed 
depressions). 

Water-6 Construction site dewatering management.  If groundwater is unexpectedly encountered 
during construction, operation, or decommissioning of the OWEF, dewatering activities shall 
be performed in compliance with the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) 
Handbook for Construction or other similar guidelines, as approved by the BLM, for actions 
on BLM lands, and/or by Imperial County, for actions on County lands. The project 
Applicant shall notify the BLM and applicable County (Imperial and/or Sand Diego) and 
RWQCB (Colorado River Basin RWQCB for activities at the proposed OWEF site, and/or 
San Diego Basin RWQCB for activities at the proposed water source in Pine Valley) at the 
onset of dewatering and submit written description of all executed dewatering activities, 
including steps taken to return encountered groundwater to the subsurface, upon the 
completion of dewatering activities at the affected site(s). The Environmental Monitor shall 
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periodically check grading activities for groundwater exposure. Should groundwater be 
encountered, compliance with dewatering efforts shall be verified by the recognized local 
authority (RWQCB or Department of Planning and Building). 

Water-7 Develop master Drought Water Management and Water Conservation Education 
Programs. Prior to the onset of construction of the OWEF, a master Drought Water 
Management Program shall be prepared by the Applicant and submitted to the BLM for 
approval. The Drought Water Management Program shall provide guidelines on how all 
future water use will be managed during “severe” drought year(s). 

 During construction and operation, these measures would go into effect during periods of 
“severe” drought. Once it is determined that a “severe” drought condition exists, restricted 
(drought) water usage measures shall remain in effect until it is shown satisfactorily to the 
BLM that the “severe” drought condition no longer exists. This plan shall include, but is not 
limited to the following measures: 

• The definition of a “severe” drought year (as defined by the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Palmer Drought Severity method or other similarly 
recognized methodology); 

• Identification of general measures available to reduce water usage for future development (to 
be refined as needed for each use approved); 

• Identification of specific measures to be applied for landscape watering; 

• Determination of appropriate early triggers to determine when “severe” drought conditions 
exist and process for initiating additional water conservation measures for [tract] and future 
development. 

 In congruence with the Drought Water Management Program and prior to the onset of 
construction of the OWEF, the Applicant shall develop and submit to the BLM for approval, 
a master Water Conservation Education Program for all future operators and employees for 
use during drought periods. Such a program shall be developed by an appropriate expert for 
each on-site activity using water. Once the program is developed, the Applicant shall also 
include the means by which this information will be disseminated to any future operators of 
the project. The Drought Water Management Program and Water Conservation Education 
Program shall be implemented throughout the construction, operation, and decommissioning 
phases of the OWEF. 

 For any year that a “severe drought” state has been recognized, the Applicant shall submit a 
letter to the BLM by November 1 of that year identifying what measures were implemented 
to conserve water and to provide water conservation education, as well as the effectiveness of 
such measures. 

Water-8 Flood and Erosion Structure Damage Protection.  Aboveground project features shall not 
be placed within waterway protection corridors (floodways) defined by city and county codes, 
and shall be located outside of known watercourses. Aboveground project features shall be 
designed and engineered to withstand potential flooding and erosion hazards. Although some 
project features may need to be placed within 100-year floodplain boundaries, or Flood 
Hazard Areas, they shall be designed per applicable floodplain development guidelines, 
including measures such as specially designed footings to withstand flooding associated with a 
100-year flood event.  
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Water-9 Construction SWPPP Specifications.  A Construction SWPPP shall be developed for the 
OWEF. Notices of Intent (NOIs) would be filed with the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and the applicable RWQCBs (Colorado River Basin RWQCB for activities 
at the OWEF site, and/or San Diego Basin RWQCB for activities at the proposed water 
source in Pine Valley). A Waste Discharge Identification Number (WDID) would be obtained 
prior to the issuance of construction permits. The SWPPP shall be stored at the construction 
site for reference by construction personnel and for inspection review. The SWPPP shall 
include BMPs that would be adhered to during construction in order to stabilize graded areas 
and waterways, and reduce erosion and sedimentation. Such BMPs may include but are not 
limited to those described below.  

• Erosion minimizing efforts such as straw wattles, water bars, covers, silt fences, and 
sensitive area access restrictions (for example, flagging) that would be installed before 
clearing and grading begins.  

• Mulching, seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures would be used to protect exposed 
areas during construction activities.  

• During construction activities, measures would be in place to ensure that contaminants are 
not discharged from the construction sites.  

• A silting basin(s) would be established, as necessary, to capture silt and other materials, 
which might otherwise be carried from the site by rainwater surface runoff.  

• Straw wattles (or comparably effective devices [as determined by the on-site Civil Engineer, 
in consultation with the Environmental Monitor]) shall be placed on the downslope sides of 
the proposed work which would direct flows into temporary sedimentation basins. 

• The SWPPP shall include a Sedimentation and Erosion Control Plan to minimize the 
potential for project sediment to leave the OWEF site and result in downstream 
sedimentation.  

• All erosion control materials shall be biodegradable and natural fiber. 

 All be BMPs required by the SWPPP shall be checked and maintained regularly and after all 
larger storm events. All remedial work shall be done immediately after discovery so 
sedimentation control devices remain in good working order during the entire construction 
phase. Proper implementation will be verified by the Environmental Monitor. 

Water-10 Accidental spill control and environmental training.  Prior to the onset of construction of 
the OWEF, the following specifications must be provided by the Applicant to the BLM, for 
actions on BLM lands, and to Imperial County, for actions on County lands: define areas 
where hazardous materials would be stored, where trash would be placed, where rolling 
equipment would be parked, fueled and serviced, and where construction materials such as 
reinforcing bars and structural steel members would be stored. The Applicant shall also 
prescribe hazardous materials handling procedures for reducing the potential for a spill during 
construction, and shall include an emergency response program to ensure quick and safe 
cleanup of accidental spills. These specifications may be included in the project’s SWPPP, or 
may be included as a separate plan. 

 Prior to and during construction, an environmental training program shall be established to 
communicate environmental concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill 
prevention and response measures, and SWPPP measures, to all field personnel. A 
monitoring program shall be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed during all 
construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning activities.  
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 Storage of fuels and hazardous materials shall be prohibited within 200 feet of surface water 
features and private groundwater supply wells, and within 400 feet of community or 
municipal groundwater supply wells (if it is determined that such wells exist on or in close 
proximity to the project site). 

 During construction/ground disturbing activities and operation, all vehicles and equipment, 
including all hydraulic hoses, shall be maintained in good working order so that they are free 
of any and all leaks that could escape the vehicle or contact the ground, and to ensure that any 
leaks or spills during maintenance or storage can be easily and properly removed. 

 Compliance will be verified by the Environmental Monitor and the local SWPPP authority at 
the time of construction. 

4.19.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Following implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures provided in Section 4.19.10 and discussed 
throughout Sections 4.19.3 through 4.19.5 and Section 4.19.9, all adverse impacts to water resources 
resulting from construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning of the proposed OWEF or 
an alternative would be avoided or substantially reduced. Mitigation Measures Water-1 through Water-10 
have been designed to address project-specific effects as related to water resources, and no adverse 
impacts to water resources would occur as a result of the implementation of these mitigation measures. As 
a result, the proposed OWEF would result in no adverse unavoidable impacts to water resources.  
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4.20 Wildland Fire Ecology 

4.20.1 Methodology for Analysis 
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) maps and datasets on statewide 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ), aerial photographs, and site reconnaissance documenting vegetation 
conditions were all used to determine wildfire risk in the vicinity of the project site. Published literature 
on fire behavior and indirect impacts on natural resources was reviewed to assess potential indirect 
impacts.  

4.20.2 CEQA Significance Criteria 
The indicators listed below were used to determine if the proposed OWEF would result in significant 
impacts under CEQA to wildland fire ecology. These indicators are the same as the significance criteria 
for wildland fire listed in the CEQA Environmental Checklist, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
Proposed Action would result in an adverse impact on wildland fire ecology if it would:  

Fire-1 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.  

4.20.3 Alternative 1:  Proposed Action 
The direct effects of wildland fires include the loss of life and property. The indirect effects on natural 
resources that can result from an increase in the frequency and/or severity of wildfires are described here, 
and are common to all alternatives. The potential direct and indirect impacts resulting from the 
construction, operation, maintenance and decommissioning of the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) are 
described in Section 4.20.3.1.  

Environmental Effects of Fires 

Although fire can benefit natural ecosystems that have evolved with occasional fire and that benefit from 
the stimulation of growth through the reproduction of plants and wildlife habitat, fire can also be 
detrimental to biological and other natural resources, such as air quality and water quality.  

Biological Resources 

Weedy species have been known to invade desert and semi-desert habitats in areas where fires have 
occurred infrequently because of scant fuels sources. Because vegetation communities can be converted 
following fire, these changes in dominant vegetation communities can drastically affect plant and animal 
habitat and can affect the prevalence of special-status species. When fires occur in these areas, vegetation 
can change (such as converting to non-native grasses) and become more susceptible to ignition. Animals 
within desert ecosystems are ill-suited to avoid fire and often struggle to use resources and prosper in 
post-fire communities (CPUC and BLM, 2008).  
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Air Quality  

Carbon dioxide, water vapor, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, hydrocarbons, and other constituent 
materials are all present in wildfire smoke. The specific composition of smoke depends largely on the fuel 
type (vegetation types contain different amounts of cellulose, oils, waxes, and starches, which when 
ignited produce different compounds). In addition, hazardous air pollutants and toxic air contaminants, 
such as benzene and formaldehyde, are also present in smoke. However, the principal pollutant of 
concern from wildfire smoke is particulate matter. In general, particulate matter from smoke is very small 
in size and can be inhaled into the deepest recesses of the lungs, presenting a serious health concern 
(Lipsett, 2008).  

Large quantities of pollutants can be released by wildland fires over a relatively short period of time. Air 
quality during large fires can become severely hazardous and can remain impaired for several days after 
the fire is ignited.  

Water Quality 

Fire can affect water quality by increasing potential for erosion and sedimentation in areas where 
vegetation has been burned by fire. Water chemistry can also be altered through the introduction of 
pollutants and chemical constituents. Aquatic environments may also be impacted through the introduction 
of fire retardant chemicals used during firefighting activities.  

Erosion and Sedimentation. Watersheds severely burned by wildfire are vulnerable to accelerated rates of 
soil erosion and can experience large amounts of post-fire sediment deposits. Increases in post-fire 
suspended sediments in streams can result from erosion and overland flow, channel scouring, and creep 
accumulations in stream channels after an event (USDA, 2005).  

Water Chemistry. Ash deposits generated by a fire can affect the pH of water immediately after the event, 
potentially increasing to levels that violate water quality standards. In addition, increases in the pH of 
nearby soil can also cause increases in stream flow pH (USDA, 2005). Dissolved nitrogen levels can 
increase after fires as a result of accelerated mineralization and nitrification (dissolved nitrogen is 
commonly studied as an indicator of fire disturbance), but these levels do not typically exceed established 
water quality standards (USDA, 2005). Dissolved phosphorous, sulfur, chloride, and total dissolved solids 
levels can increase after a fire, but studies have shown that these increases typically do not result in 
violation of drinking water quality standards (USDA, 2005).  

Fire Retardant. The use of fire retardants to protect communities, sensitive resources, or other assets has 
proven highly effective, but it can have a direct effect on aquatic environments. The use of ammonium-
based retardants can affect water quality and, in some instances, they can be toxic to aquatic biota 
(USDA, 2005). Nitrogen-containing retardants can potentially affect drinking water quality, and 
retardants containing sodium ferrocyanide (YPS) can potentially be lethal for aquatic organisms (USDA, 
2005).  

4.20.3.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Construction 

Temporary water storage tanks would be installed to support the project’s water needs, including water 
for concrete mixing; however, no dedicated water tanks are proposed for fire suppression. 
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Construction activities involving the use of vehicles and heavy machinery, and personnel smoking at the 
project site could result in the ignition of a wildfire. During construction, heavy equipment and passenger 
vehicles driving on vegetated areas prior to clearing and grading could increase the risk of fire. Heated 
mufflers, explosives used during site preparation, and improper disposal of cigarettes could potentially 
ignite surrounding vegetation. Although the characteristics of the site present only a moderate fire hazard, 
during extreme weather conditions a grass fire originating at the site could spread up the slopes of the 
adjacent Jacumba Mountains out of control and pose a risk to life and property.  

The probability of a wildfire to occur as a result of project construction would be moderate due to the 
moderately risky site conditions and climate, and the proposed high level of heavy equipment use. A 
wildfire that escapes control and spreads into the mountains could result in a high level of damage, and 
the risk1 of fire as a result of project construction is therefore considered substantial.  

If the introduction of invasive, non-native plants is not controlled during construction, over time the 
project site could become dominated with non-native plants that tend to increase the frequency and 
severity of wildfires.  

The proposed noxious weed plan in combination with Mitigation Measure Veg-1d would minimize the 
potential for weed colonization and dominance on site by requiring implementation of a risk assessment of 
the invasive weed species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on 
site, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would not completely eliminate the introduction of noxious weeds into the study area, 
but it would minimize their introduction and control their spread on the project site. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure Fire-1 would require development and implementation of a fire management plan, 
including minimum standards for fire-safe practices during construction, which would minimize the 
potential for a wildfire ignition to occur as a result of project-related construction practices activities and 
the presence of personnel on site. Because these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the 
natural environment and would not threaten the health or safety of people, their implementation would not 
result in adverse impacts. 

Operation and Maintenance 

Operation of the project could result in wildfire ignition if the rotor blades were to spin out of control 
resulting in a fire in the nacelle. In addition, during operation, lightning strikes on WTGs could create 
power surges that could result in a fire.  

Wind turbines can be the source of wildfire ignitions due to collection line failure, turbine malfunction or 
mechanical failure, and lightning- and bird-related incidents. When mechanical or electrical failures cause 
turbines to catch fire, they may burn for many hours due to the limited ability of fire suppression crews to 
effectively fight fires hundreds of feet above the ground. High-wind conditions are risky for both WTG 
malfunction and the spread of wildfire. Wind-blown flaming debris from a turbine fire can ignite 
vegetation in the surrounding area. In addition, pad-mounted transformers can explode and result in a 
wildfire ignition, although this is expected to be a rare occurrence. However, vegetation clearance 

                                              
1  The level of “risk” of an event is a combination of the probability of an event’s occurrence and the magnitude 

of the damages of the event’s occurrence. Calculations of the risk of low-probability, high-damage events yield 
a moderate risk. However, history has shown that society is particularly risk-averse to low-probability, high-
damage events.  
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requirements and project design features and project operations would reduce the potential for wildfire 
ignition and the potential for a wildfire to spread out of control. The project operator would be required to 
comply with vegetation clearance requirements around structures at the site, as described in Section 
3.22.2 (Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards). In addition, as proposed, each WTG at the 
proposed project site would be equipped with a fire detection system. A lightning rod would be installed 
atop the nacelle at each WTG, lightning shielding would be installed on all blades, and shielding would be 
installed on other sensitive equipment as well, which would reduce the risk of lightning-induced wildfire 
at the site. Ion-based smoke detectors would be placed in all important electrical panels and connected to 
individual digital inputs on the wind turbine control system. Both tower and complete nacelle covering are 
made of steel and are fully enclosed and as such limit a possible fire. In addition, temporary and 
permanent roads across the proposed project site would break the continuity of fuels at the site, which 
would slow or stop the progression of potential wildfires originating at the site.  

The height of the WTGs could interfere with aerial firefighting operations by obstructing low-level flight 
paths within the site boundaries. The presence of the existing Southwest Powerlink 500-kV transmission 
line causes aerial firefighters to avoid flying in the immediate vicinity of the project site under existing 
conditions. Also, aerial firefighting would not be obstructed around the perimeter of the site, ensuring that 
fire containment would be feasible regardless of the existence of WTGs on the landscape. Obstruction of 
aerial firefighting from the presence of WTGs would be minimal.  

The probability of a wildfire to occur as a result of project operations would be low due to the site 
conditions and proposed activities; however, a wildfire that escapes control and spreads into the 
mountains could result in a high level of damage to biological resources and other natural resources, such 
as air quality and water quality as discussed above, in addition to the potential for loss of life and 
destruction of property.  

The proposed noxious weed plan (see Section 2.1.3.5, Design Features and Best Management Practices) 
in combination with Mitigation Measure Veg-1d presented in Section 4.17.10, would minimize the 
potential for weed colonization and dominance on site by requiring implementation of a risk assessment of 
the invasive weed species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on 
site, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. Because these mitigation 
measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment and would not threaten the health or safety 
of people, their implementation would not result in adverse impacts. 

Decommissioning 

The risk of wildfire ignition during decommissioning would be similar to that during construction, 
through the use of equipment and personnel on site. Mitigation Measure Fire-1 includes a provision for 
fire-safe practices during decommissioning activities.  

4.20.3.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified for each phase of the project (Construction, Operation 
and Maintenance, Decommissioning) are presented below based on the CEQA Significance Criterion 
presented in Section 4.20.2. 

• Fire-1. Project construction and decommissioning could expose people to a substantial risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires by the use of heavy equipment on site or personnel smoking. 
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In addition, long-term operation of WTGs would expose people to a substantial risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wildland fires if a WTG-related ignition were to occur during severe weather 
conditions. This impact is considered significant. Implementation of the project could cause a 
substantial increase in the frequency and severity of wildfires by introducing non-native plants and by 
causing anthropogenic wildfire ignitions during construction, operation, and decommissioning, which 
could expose people or structures to loss, injury, or death. This impact is considered significant. 
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures Fire-1 and Veg-1d, in addition to best 
management practices, would reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and minimize the introduction and 
spread of non-native plants such that the baseline level of wildfire frequency and severity is 
maintained, rendering this impact less than significant.  

4.20.4 Alternative 2:  137 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.20.4.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The direct effects of fires include loss of life and property. The indirect effects on natural resources that 
can result from the increase in the frequency and severity of wildfires are described in Section 4.20.3. 
Direct and indirect impacts resulting from construction, operation, and decommissioning of Alternative 2 
are described in this section.  

Construction 

The wildfire-related construction impacts of Alternative 2 would be nearly identical to that of Alternative 
1. Construction activities would be slightly less intense, but the risk of wildfire ignition and the increase 
in wildfire frequency from the introduction of non-native plants would be substantially the same. 
Mitigation Measures Fire-1 and Veg-1d would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread 
for the reasons set forth above.  

Operation and Maintenance 

The wildfire-related operational impacts of Alternative 2 would be nearly identical to that of Alternative 
1. Maintenance activities would be slightly less intense and there would be fewer WTGs that could 
potentially start a fire, but the risk of wildfire ignition and the increase in wildfire frequency from the 
introduction of non-native plants would be substantially the same. Mitigation Measures Fire-1 and Veg-1d 
would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread for the reasons set forth above.  

Decommissioning 

The wildfire-related decommissioning impacts of Alternative 2 would be nearly identical to that of 
Alternative 1. Decommissioning activities would be slightly less intense as a result of fewer turbines, but 
the risk of wildfire ignition would be substantially the same. Mitigation Measure Fire-1 would reduce the 
risk of wildfire ignition and spread for the reasons set forth above. 

4.20.4.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations for Alternative 2 are the same as for Alternative 1.  
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4.20.5 Alternative 3:  105 Wind Turbine Generators 

4.20.5.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
The direct effects of fires include loss of life and property. The indirect effects on natural resources that 
can result from the increase in the frequency and severity of wildfires are described in Section 4.20.3. 
Direct and indirect impacts resulting from construction, operation, and decommissioning of Alternative 3 
are described in this section.  

Construction 

The wildfire-related construction impacts of Alternative 3 would be nearly identical to that of Alternatives 
1 and 2. Construction activities would be slightly less intense, but the risk of wildfire ignition and the 
increase in wildfire frequency from the introduction of non-native plants would be substantially the same. 
Mitigation Measures Fire-1 and Veg-1d would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread 
for the reasons set forth above.  

Operation and Maintenance 

The wildfire-related operational impacts of Alternative 3 would be nearly identical to that of Alternatives 
1 and 2. Maintenance activities would be slightly less intense and there would be fewer WTGs that could 
potentially start a fire, but the risk of wildfire ignition and the increase in wildfire frequency from the 
introduction of non-native plants would be substantially the same. Mitigation Measures Fire-1 and Veg-1d 
would substantially reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread for the reasons set forth above.   

Decommissioning 

The wildfire-related decommissioning impacts of Alternative 3 would be nearly identical to that of 
Alternatives 1 and 2. Decommissioning activities would be slightly less intense as a result of fewer 
turbines, but the risk of wildfire ignition would be substantially the same. Mitigation Measure Fire-1 
would reduce the risk of wildfire ignition and spread for the reasons set forth above. 

4.20.5.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations for Alternative 3 are the same as for Alternatives 1 and 2.  

4.20.6 Alternative 4:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant and No LUP 
Amendment (No Action) 

4.20.6.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4, the OWEF would not be constructed and no impacts would occur from the Proposed 
Action. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are 
consistent with the BLM’s land use plan, including recreation, livestock grazing, and utility lines in 
designated corridors. These activities could potentially result in wildfire ignitions, but ignitions would be 
expected to occur at a lower rate than under the heavy construction and long-term operation of the 
Proposed Action. Impacts related to wildland fire ecology under Alternative 4 would not be substantial.  
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4.20.6.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 4 would result in no wildland fire ecology impacts and, therefore, no CEQA significance 
determinations have been made.   

4.20.7 Alternative 5:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Unsuitable for Wind Energy Development 
(No Project) 

4.20.7.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 4, the OWEF would not be constructed and no impacts would occur from the Proposed 
Action. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are 
consistent with the BLM’s land use plan, including recreation, livestock grazing, and utility lines in 
designated corridors, but excluding wind energy development. These other activities could potentially 
result in wildfire ignitions, but ignitions would be expected to occur at a lower rate than under the heavy 
construction and long-term operation of the Proposed Action. No impacts associated with the OWEF 
would occur.  

4.20.7.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
Alternative 5 would result in no wildland fire ecology impacts related to the OWEF, and therefore no 
CEQA significance determinations can be made.   

4.20.8 Alternative 6:  No Issuance of a ROW Grant with LUP Amendment 
to Identify the Area as Suitable for Wind Energy Development (No 
Project) 

4.20.8.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts 
Under Alternative 6, the OWEF would not be constructed and no impacts would occur from the Proposed 
Action. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become available to other wind energy 
facilities. These activities could potentially result in wildfire ignitions similar to Alternative 1. With 
implementation of the same mitigation measures identified for Alternative 1, impacts related to wildland 
fire ecology under Alternative 6 would not be substantial.  

4.20.8.2 CEQA Significance Determinations 
The CEQA significance determinations for any future projects under Alternative 6 would be the same as 
for Alternative 1.  

4.20.9 Cumulative Impacts 

4.20.9.1 Geographic Extent/Context 
The geographic area for cumulative wildland fire impacts includes the area within one mile of the site 
boundary for wildland fire impacts and the temporal scope for cumulative wildland fire impacts includes 
the duration of construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action. Two of the 
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cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-1 are within the cumulative study area for wildland fire; these 
are the Coyote Wells Specific Plan and the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line. In addition, the existing 
Interstate 8 is within the cumulative study area for wildland fire.  

4.20.9.2 Existing Cumulative Conditions 
A cumulative wildland fire impact would occur if multiple projects were to increase the frequency of fires 
in the same location, which would result in indirect impacts on natural resources as described in Section 
4.20.3.  

4.20.9.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 
Table 4.1-1 provides a listing of current and reasonably foreseeable projects, including other proposed or 
approved renewable energy projects, various BLM-authorized actions/activities, proposed or approved 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction, and other actions/activities that the Lead Agencies consider 
reasonably foreseeable. Most of these projects have either undergone independent environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA or will do so prior to approval. Even if environmental review has not 
been completed for the cumulative projects described in Table 4.1-2, their effects were considered in the 
cumulative impacts analyses in this EIS/EIR. The reasonably foreseeable projects within the cumulative 
geographic and temporal context of the Proposed Action for wildland fire ecology impacts are:  

• Sunrise Powerlink  

• Coyote Wells Specific Plan  

• SDG&E Proposed Photovoltaic Solar Field 

4.20.9.4 Construction 
The Coyote Wells Specific Plan, the Sunrise Powerlink, and Interstate 8 are located within the cumulative 
study area for wildland fire. The Proposed Action is scheduled to be under construction concurrently with 
the Coyote Wells development and after construction of the Sunrise Powerlink in the Ocotillo area. 
Interstate 8 is an existing project. Construction and residential use of the Coyote Wells development could 
result in wildfire ignitions due to the use of heavy equipment, smoking, or welding. Transmission lines 
can cause wildfire ignitions if maintenance is not properly conducted, if a low-flying plane or helicopter 
were to crash into the line, or sometimes as a result of wildlife collisions. Ignitions from Interstate 8 could 
originate from drivers throwing cigarette butts out car windows. Wildfire ignitions due to construction of 
these cumulative projects could result in wildfire ignitions. Wildfire ignitions from the Proposed Action 
could combine with ignitions from Coyote Wells, the Sunrise Powerlink, and drivers on Interstate 8 to 
increase the frequency of wildfires above the baseline fire frequency. The combination of these projects 
being constructed concurrently could substantially increase the frequency of fire in the area above natural 
conditions. With mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action (Fire-1, Veg-1d), the contribution 
of the Proposed action to this cumulative impact would be minimized, and similarly, the extensive fire-
safe mitigation measures required for the Sunrise Powerlink Project and the fire-safe project design 
features of the Coyote Wells development would minimize the potential for wildfire ignitions from these 
sources. As a result, the overall cumulative increase in fire frequency would not be substantial from the 
Proposed Action and the cumulative project. 
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4.20.9.5 Operation and Maintenance 
The Proposed Action is scheduled to in operation concurrently with the existence of the Coyote Wells 
residential development and portions of the Sunrise Powerlink. Interstate 8 is an existing project. 
Residential use of the Coyote Wells development could result in wildfire ignitions due to the use of 
outdoor equipment or smoking. Transmission lines can cause in wildfire ignitions if maintenance is not 
properly conducted, if a low-flying plane or helicopter were to crash into the line, or sometimes as a 
result of wildlife collisions. Ignitions from Interstate 8 could originate from drivers throwing cigarette 
butts out car windows. Wildfire ignitions due to operation and use of these cumulative projects could 
result in wildfire ignitions. Wildfire ignitions from the Proposed Action could combine with ignitions 
from Coyote Wells, the Sunrise Powerlink, and drivers on Interstate 8 to increase the frequency of 
wildfires above the baseline fire frequency. The overall cumulative effect would not be substantial in this 
area due to a combination of project-level mitigation measures to minimize fire risk from the cumulative 
projects.  With mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action (Fire-1, Veg-1d), the contribution 
of the Proposed Action to this cumulative impact would be minimized by requiring implementation of a 
risk assessment of the invasive weed species currently known within the study area, procedures to control 
their spread on site, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. Because this 
mitigation measure would not disturb or disrupt the natural environment and would not threaten the health 
or safety of people, its implementation would not result in adverse impacts. 

4.20.9.6 Decommissioning 
The Proposed Action would be decommissioned several decades into the future, and there may be other 
developments at that time that may occur concurrently with project decommissioning. It is anticipated that 
the Sunrise Powerlink and Interstate 8 would be in existence at the time of OWEF decommissioning. 
Operation and use of these cumulative projects could result in wildfire ignitions. Wildfire ignitions from 
decommissioning of the Proposed Action could combine with ignitions from Coyote Wells, the Sunrise 
Powerlink, and drivers on Interstate 8 to increase the frequency of wildfires above the baseline fire 
frequency. The overall cumulative effect would not be substantial in this area due to a combination of 
project-level mitigation measures to minimize fire risk from the cumulative projects.  With mitigation 
measures required for the Proposed Action (Fire-1), the contribution of the Proposed Action to this 
cumulative impact would be minimized by requiring implementation of a risk assessment of the invasive 
weed species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on site, and 
procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. Because this mitigation measure would 
not disturb or disrupt the natural environment and would not threaten the health or safety of people, its 
implementation would not result in adverse impacts. 

4.20.9.7 CEQA Significance Determination 
Significance conclusions for the impacts identified are presented below based on the CEQA Significance 
Criterion presented in Section 4.20.2. 

• Fire-1. As described in Sections 4.20.9.4 through 4.20.9.6, wildfire ignitions from construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action could combine with ignitions from Coyote 
Wells, the Sunrise Powerlink, and drivers on Interstate 8 to increase the frequency of wildfires above 
the baseline fire frequency in the area. With mitigation measures required for the Proposed Action 
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(Fire-1, Veg-1d), the contribution of the Proposed Action to this cumulative impact for Wildland Fire 
Ecology would be minimized and would not be significant for the reasons described above.  

4.20.10 Mitigation Measures 
Fire-1 The Applicant shall develop and implement a Fire Safety Plan for use during construction and 

decommissioning. The Applicant shall submit the Fire Safety Plan, along with maps of the 
project site and access roads, to BLM FIRE and the Imperial County Fire Marshall for 
review and approval prior to the issuance of a right of way grant. The Fire Safety Plan shall 
contain notification procedures and emergency fire precautions including, but not limited to, 
the following:  

a. All internal combustion engines used at the project site shall be equipped with spark 
arresters. Spark arresters shall be in good working order.  

b.  Light trucks and cars shall be used only on roads where the roadway is cleared of 
vegetation. Mufflers on all cars and light trucks shall be maintained in good working 
order.  

c.  Fire rules shall be posted on the project bulletin board at the contractor’s field office and 
areas visible to employees.  

d.  Equipment parking areas and small stationary engine sites shall be cleared of all 
extraneous flammable materials.  

e.  Personnel shall be trained in the practices of the Fire Safety Plan relevant to their duties. 
Construction and maintenance personnel shall be trained and equipped to extinguish small 
fires in order to prevent them from growing into more serious threats.  

f.  The Applicant shall make an effort to restrict use of chainsaws, chippers, vegetation 
masticators, grinders, drill rigs, tractors, torches, and explosives to outside of the official 
fire season. When the above tools are used, water tanks equipped with hoses, fire rakes, 
and axes shall easily accessible to personnel.  

g.  Smoking shall be prohibited in wildland areas and within 50 feet of combustible materials 
storage, and shall be limited to paved areas or areas cleared of all vegetation.  

h.  Fires ignited onsite shall be immediately reported to BLM FIRE and the Imperial County 
Fire Department.  

i.  The engineering, procurement, and construction contract(s) for the proposed project shall 
clearly state the requirements of this mitigation measure.  

Veg-1d This measure is presented in Section 4.17.10.  

Mitigation Measure Fire-1 would require development and implementation of a fire management plan, 
including minimum standards for fire-safe practices during construction, which would minimize the 
potential for a wildfire ignition to occur as a result of project-related construction activities and the 
presence of personnel on site. Because these mitigation measures would not disturb or disrupt the natural 
environment and would not threaten the health or safety of people, their implementation would not result 
in adverse impacts. 

The proposed noxious weed plan in combination with Mitigation Measure Veg-1d would minimize the 
potential for weed colonization and dominance on site by requiring implementation of a risk assessment of 
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the invasive weed species currently known within the study area, procedures to control their spread on 
site, and procedures to help minimize the introduction of new weed species. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would not completely eliminate the introduction of noxious weeds into the study area, 
but it would minimize their introduction and control their spread on the project site, nor would it result in 
any additional adverse impacts.  

4.20.11 Residual Impacts After Mitigation 
Implementation of mitigation measures defined in Section 4.20.10 would minimize the impacts of the 
Proposed Action on wildland fire incidence in the surrounding area. There would be no unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  
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