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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Introduction

The Blythe Mesa Solar Project (BMSP or Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment (EIR/EA) review period began on June 17, 2014 and ended August 4, 2014. During this
public review period, a total of 16 written comments were received.

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead
agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft
EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This section of the Final EIR/EA contains comment letters
received and responses to those comments. The comment letters are numbered and responses are labeled
accordingly. For example, response 1-1 refers to the response to the first comment in comment letter 1.
Comments were evaluated, and good faith, reasoned responses were prepared for substantive comments
referencing significant environmental issues or issues relating to the adequacy of the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088). Those comments that did not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EA, raise
significant environmental issues, or request additional information/analysis did not require a substantive
response. Numerous comments closely paralleled other submitted comments. In order to reduce
redundancy, some responses refer the reader to a previously provided response to a similar comment.

As indicated in the BLM NEPA Handbook, EAs must have some form of public involvement; however,
the CEQ regulations do not require agencies to make EAs available for public comment and review. In
certain limited circumstances, agencies are required to make FONSIs available for public review (40 CFR
1501.4(e)(2) (see section 8.4.2, The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)). The CEQ regulations
direct agencies to encourage and facilitate public involvement in the NEPA process to the fullest extent
possible (40 CFR 1500.2(d), 40 CFR 1506.6). This means that while some public involvement is required
in the preparation of an EA, the discretion to determine how much, and what kind of involvement works
best for each individual EA. For preparation of an EA, public involvement may include any of the
following: external scoping, public notification before or during preparation of an EA, public meetings, or
public review and comment of the completed EA and unsigned FONSI. The type of public involvement is
at the discretion of the decision-maker. Here, the BMSP Draft EIR/EA document was made available for
public review on June 17, 2014 to August 4, 2014. In addition, a public comment meeting was held on
July 10, 2014. The verbal comments received during the Draft EIR/EA public meeting held on July 10,
2014 are summarized in the last table of this section. A complete transcript of the public meeting can be
found in Appendix S of the Final EIR/EA document.

Written Comments and Responses
The table below lists all the written comments from agencies, organizations, and interested individuals.

WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM AGENCIES, ELECTED OFFICIALS, AND ORGANIZATIONS

LETTER COMMENTING AGENCY/ORGANIZATION/INDIVIDUAL DATE EET?I'?RAMENT
Agencies

1 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration July 29, 2014
Signed: Victor Globa, Environmental Protection Specialist

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX August 1, 2014
Signed: Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager

3 U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service August 4, 2014
Signed: Kennon A. Corey for Assistant Field Supervisor
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LETTER COMMENTING AGENCY/ORGANIZATION/INDIVIDUAL PIAYIS EET?I.EI\RAMENT
4 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State June 20, 2014
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Signed: Scott Morgan, Director
5 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State August 5, 2014
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Signed: Scott Morgan, Director
6 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District June 19, 2014
Signed: Alan J. De Salvio
7 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California July 30, 2014
Signed: Deirdre West
Organizations
8 Chemehuevi Indian Tribe June 26, 2014
Signed Jay Cravath, Ph.D.
9 Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians July 15, 2014
Signed Joseph Ontiveros, Director of Cultural Resources
10 La Cuna de Aztlan Sacred Sites Protection Circle July 22, 2014
Signed: Alfredo A. Figueroa, Elder, Historian, Chemehuevi Tribe Monitor
Signed: Patricia Robles, President
11 Defenders of Wildlife July 29, 2014
Signed: Jeff Aardahl, California Representative
Sierra Club, Beyond Coal Campaign
Signed: Sarah Friedman, Senior Campaign Representative
Natural Resources Defense Council
Signed: Helen O'Shea, Director, Western Renewable Energy Project
Audubon California
Signed: Garry George, Renewable Energy Director
National Parks Conservation Association
Signed: David Lamfrom, California Desert Sr. Program Manager
The Wilderness Society
Signed: Sally Miller, Senior Regional Conservation Representative
California Native Plant Society
Signed: Greg Suba, Conservation Director
12 Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo on behalf of Citizens for Responsible Solar | August 4, 2014
Signed: Meghan A. Quinn
Includes comment letters from:
12a Scott Cashen, Independent Biological Resources and Forestry Consultant
12b Matt Hagemann and Anders Sutherland
13 Center for Biological Diversity August 4, 2014
Signed: lleene Anderson, Biologist/Desert Program Director
14 Colorado River Indian Tribes August 4, 2014
Signed: Dennis Patch, Chairman
Individuals
15 Bennett Family July 21, 2014
16 Art Wilson July 21, 2014
Public Meeting
PM 1 Art Wilson July 10, 2014
PM 2 Patricia Pinon July 10, 2014
PM 3 Alfredo A. Figueroa July 10, 2014
PM 4 Jesus Rivera July 10, 2014
PM5 David Harper July 10, 2014
PM 6 Mark Bennett July 10, 2014
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Letter 1: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration
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Comment Letter 1

Q

Western-Facific Region Federal Aviation Administration
Uf? Departmept Los Angeles Airports District Office P.O. Box 92007
of Transportation Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Federal Aviation
Administration

July 29, 2014

Riverside County Planning Department

Attn: Mr. Larry Ross, Principal Planner (Iross@rctima.org)
4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor

P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502-1409

RE: Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 529) for the
Blythe Mesa Solar Project (CUP 3685)

Dear Mr. Ross:

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Los Angeles Airports District Office (LA-
ADO) has received a copy of the Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR 529) for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project (CUP 3685). The project
proposes to construct a solar photovoltaic (PV) electrical generating facility of up to 485
megawatt (MW) and 8.4-mile generation-tie line that would together occupy a total of
3,660-acres located within the City of Blythe.

The FAA LA-ADO has the following comments:

1) If the document is a Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment 1-1
why is it referred to as only a Draft Environmental Impact Report? 1

2) Page 3-113, Airport Operations — The DRAFT EIR/EA indicates that the proposed
project will fall within airport Compatibility Zones B1, C, D, and E. The FAA does not
have Land Use Authority, however, encourages that the project sponsor initiate a review
of the following FAA solar guidance documents since the proposed site is due east of
Runway 26. Technical Guidance for Evaluating Selected Solar Technologies on Airports
http.//www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/policy_guidance/media/airport_solar_guide p 1-2
rint.pdf

and Interim Policy, FAA Review of Solar Energy System Projects on Federally Obligated
Airports
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2013/10/23/2013-24729/interim-policy-faa-
review-of-solar-energy-system-projects-on-federally-obligated-airports. The second
document provides guidance for initiating a glare analysis study and its impacts to the
respective airport. 1

3) Page 3-114, Federal Aviation Administration Regulation Part 77 — Change header title
to Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77 — Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace. 1-3
Secondly change first sentence to read as follows: Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) 14
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Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77 — Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,
establish standards and notification requirements for objects affecting navigable airspace.

4) Page 3-114, FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G — The reference to this advisory
circular is incorrect. FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G, Obstruction Marking and
Lighting originally released in 1985, has been updated four times and is now FAA
Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1K, Obstruction Marking and Lighting released on
2/1/07. Secondly, this Advisory Circular provides reporting requirements for any type of
construction or alteration of a structure that may affect the National Airspace System
(NAS). Refer to Chapter 1, Section 1, Reporting Requirements for its purpose.

5) Page 3-199, Proposed Construction and/or Alteration of Objects that May Affect the
Navigable Airspace: FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-2K — See Comments 4 and 5.

6) Page 4-7, Table 4.1-1, Cumulative Projects List — Identifies the Blythe Solar I Project
(on airport 640-acre 100 megawatt (MW) photovoltaic (PV) power plant) by U.S. Solar
EA #42340 status as being approved. The Draft EA was initiated and not completed.

The FAA as the lead agency for NEPA did not make a final environmental determination.
Please correct this error throughout the document.

7) Page 4-223, Operation and Maintenance/Riverside County Airport Land Use

Compeatibility Plan refers to “the Glare Study™ was presented to the ALUC. What kind of

glare study was initiated and completed? See Comment 3.

8) Page 7-2, Chapter 7, References - Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 1985.
Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G. See Comment 5.

If you have any questions concerning this review, please contact me at (310) 725-3637
r victor.globa@faa.gov.

Victor Globa
Environmental Protection Specialist

1-3

1-4

1-7

1-8
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Response to Letter 1
Response 1-1

The commenter asks why the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Assessment (EA)
is referred to only as a Draft EIR.

The County is the “lead agency” responsible for preparation of the EIR in compliance with CEQA. As the
CEQA lead agency, the County is responsible for conducting the CEQA review and has final approval of
the Project. The County is responsible for coordinating with the Applicant, public, and associated
agencies during the CEQA process. When more than one agency is involved in a project, the agency with
primary responsibility for approving a project is the lead agency for purposes of following the CEQA
protocol. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the lead federal agency responsible for preparation
of the EA in compliance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Final EIR/EA document
references a Final EIR/EA. The Notice of Availability (NOA), submitted by the County for the Final
EIR/EA, references both the CEQA EIR (529) in the top portion of the notice title and EA No. 0021 in the
title block.

Response 1-2

The commenter encourages the project sponsor initiate review of FAA solar guidance documents since
the proposed site is due east of Runway 26.

The Applicant has coordinated with the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). In
April 2012, the Riverside County ALUC found the Project (Conditional Use Permit No. 3670) to be
consistent with the Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (RCALUCP). The ALUC
Development Review letter is included as Appendix N of the Final EIR/EA. In addition, the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) provided a “No Hazard to Air Navigation” determination for the 230
kilovolt (kV) gen-tie line structures.

Photovoltaic (PV) panels are designed to absorb approximately 70 percent of solar energy and convert it
directly to electricity. The glare and reflectance levels from a given PV system are decisively lower than
the glare and reflectance generated by standard glass and other common reflective surfaces, such as glass
and metal in rural environments and water (SunPower Corporation 2009). Potential for glare to affect the
key observation points (KOPs) and more distant residences below the mesa was assessed using 3D terrain
data and panel placement plans. The lowest angle (+7.59 degrees relative to the horizon, which would
occur during the end and beginning of the day during backtracking cycles) of incidence of glare relative
to the horizon was determined and compared with the viewing height and location of ground-based
viewers.

At the time the Blythe Mesa Solar Project Glare Report was initiated (2010), there were no standards for
glare assessment; this was an emerging technology. The FAA was in the process of developing the
Technical Guidance for Evaluating Selected Solar Technologies on Airports in the Fall of 2010 (FAA
2010). Since this report was being prepared concurrently with the Glare Report, POWER was unaware of
the report and developed its own methodology to determine if and when glare would be visible to pilots (a
geometric analysis). It is important to note that the methods developed by POWER Engineers were
consisted with the 2010 FAA Reports requirements. Specifically, POWER used 3D Modeling software to
perform a "geometric analysis" as required by the FAA 2010 solar guide. It is important to note that
POWERs Glare Report only determined when and where glare may be visible to pilots. It did not
determine intensity, and clearly states this in the report.
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Since the time that the 2011 Glare Report and its findings were accepted by the ALUC, the FAA has
adopted an Interim policy for assessing glare impacts Interim Policy, FAA review of Solar Energy System
Project on Federally Obligated Airports (GPO 2013) and has worked closely with Sandia Labs to
develop a "Beta" tool for assessing glare impacts for airport operations. This tool uses an integrated
geometric analysis tool to determine when and glare may be visible to pilots and other airport personnel.
This tool produces comparable results to POWERS geometric tool (used in preparation of the 2011 Glare
Report); however, Sandia's Glare tool does not account for backtracking procedures for single axis solar
tracking systems. This is a flaw in the Sandia tool, and does not accurately report glare for these systems.
Therefore, POWER must rely on in-house geometric analysis process for assessing early morning and end
of day impacts for single axis trackers.

Potential solar operations were studied along the six landing approach scenarios. Riverside County
ALUC’s Planning Staff, as the lead permitting agency, provided the team with a document titled “45-
Vol.3 Blythe Municipal.pdf” which was used in developing the 3D geometry of the landing approaches.
POWER used the information derived from the aforementioned document to develop the glare analysis to
perform the Glare Study. Each landing approach is described below:

Runway 35: Northbound approach
e Length: 5,820 feet
e Visual Approach Aid: Rotating Beacon
e Approach: 3 degrees

Runway 8 - existing: Eastbound approach
e Length: 6,562 feet
e Visual Approach Aid: Rotating Beacon
e Approach: 3 degrees

Runway 8 — proposed extension: Eastbound approach and its associated extension of roughly 3,500
lineal feet.

Runway 17: Southbound approach
e Length: 5,820 feet
e Visual Approach Aid: Rotating Beacon
e Approach: 3 degrees

Runway 26: Westbound approach

Length: 6,562 feet

Visual Approach Aid: Rotating Beacon
Approach: 3 degrees

Instrument Approach Procedures:

e Circling Approach: 8.4 degrees

Runway 26 — Alternate Approach Angle: Westbound runway with alternate 25-degree offset, right of
center.

e Length: 6,562 feet

e Visual Approach Procedures:
¢ Rotating Beacon for Visual Aid
e Approach: 3 degrees

¢ Instrument Approach Procedures:

e Straight-in Approach:
e Approach: 6.9 degrees
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e Approach course aligned 25 degrees right of runway centerline
e Circling Approach: 8.4 degrees

Simulations were developed for each landing approach at the Blythe Airport to study glare from the
single-axis solar trackers that are proposed for the Project. Visual analysts studied the 3D simulation
under different lighting conditions and at different times of the year, including:

e Summer Solstice (June 21, 2011): Where the length of sunlight hours is at its peak and the sun
has reached its northernmost extremes.

o Winter Solstice (December 22, 2011): Where the length of sunlight hours is at its lowest and the
sun has reached its southernmost extremes.

o Fall Equinox (September 23, 2011): Where the day and night are equal in length.

e Spring Equinox (March 20, 2011): When the day and night are equal in length.

These simulations were used to evaluate and document when glare may be visible along the various
landing approaches. The following processes were simulated and are illustrated in Figure 4.2.1-1 in the
Final EIR/EA:

e Tracking: Typical daytime operation when the solar array maintains a 90-degree relationship with
the angle of the sun.

e Backtracking: Operation at the beginning and end of the day when the sun is low on the horizon.
The solar arrays rotate away from 90 degrees relative to the sun to ensure shading of the adjacent
array is not occurring.

e Stow: Operation during evening hours and high wind conditions. The solar arrays move into a
position of 5 to 10 degrees off parallel to the ground surface.

The 3D simulations utilized 3D terrain models, runway global positioning system (GPS) coordinates, 3D
solar equipment, and a 3D sun system, as well as data on landing approach scenarios and expected cone
of vision for pilots. This information was assembled in a 3D computer program to create an accurate
virtual representation of the Project and surrounding area as they would be seen from aircraft on landing
approach for the airport. Refer to the Glare Study in Appendix K (pages 7-14) of the Final EIR/EA for
additional information on the study process.

Response 1-3

The commenter suggests text edits on Page 3-114 of the Draft EIR/EA.

Please refer to page 1 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects these changes to the text.

Response 1-4

The commenter suggests text edits to Page 3-114 references.

Please refer to page 1 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects these changes to the text.
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Response 1-5

The commenter suggests text edits to page 3-199 references, and refers to FAA Advisory Circular No.
70/7460-1G.

Please refer to page 2 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects these changes to the text.

Response 1-6

The commenter suggests text edits to address the approval status of a project in the cumulative projects
list.

Please refer to page 2 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects these changes to the text.

Response 1-7

The commenter inquires as to what kind of glare study was initiated and completed.

Refer to Response 1-2. The proposed Project falls within the Blythe Municipal Airport Influence Area
(AlA), which is covered by the RCALUCP. A Glare Study was performed for the Project to assess
potential impacts from reflection and glare. The findings from the Glare and Reflection Study, as well as
simulated animations, were presented to the Riverside County ALUC. In April 2012, the ALUC found the
Project is consistent with the RCALUCP (refer to Appendix N of the Final EIR/EA). A confirmation
letter from the ALUC Development Review (File No. ZAP1007BL11) was submitted April 25, 2012. In
addition, the FAA conducted aeronautical studies (Aeronautical Study Nos. 2012-AWP-551-OE, 2012-
AWP-552-0E, 2012-AWP-562-0OE, 2012-AWP-566-OE through 2012-AWP-571-OE, 2012-AWP-573-
OE, 2012-AWP-1712-OE through 2012-AWP-1725-OE) and determined that neither marking nor
lighting of the proposed structure are necessary for aviation safety.

The Glare and Reflection Study answered the following questions:

o Will glare from the PV panels be visible to pilots upon their approach on Runways 8, 35, 17,
26 and the planned future expansion of Runway 8?

» If the glare is visible, how long will it occur and when will it occur?

» If aglare is visible, will it be in the pilots focused view (60 degree intense focus view or the
distorted view 60 degrees to 120 degrees)?

» Ifthe glare is visible, what is it comparable to?

The following methodology was used to determine if glare would be visible:

1 Identify Potential Glare Issues — Visual analysts studied the landing approach for all four runways
utilized at the Blythe Municipal Airport. Additionally, visual analysts studied the proposed lengthened
section of Runway 8, and any potential glare issues that may present themselves.

2. Characterize Glare Behavior — At each landing approach, 3D simulations were developed to accurately
create and study glare based on the behavior of the SunPower single axis solar tracker (refer to Section
1.2.2 of the Glare Study, Appendix K of the Final EIR/EA). 3D elements within the digital scene included
terrain models, cone of vision, runway GPS coordinates, 3D solar equipment and a 3D sun system. This
information was assembled in a 3D computer program to create an accurate virtual representation of the
Project and surrounding area.
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3. Evaluate — Visual analysts studied the 3D simulations under different lighting conditions and at
different times of the year. These simulations were used to evaluate and document when glare may be
visible along the various landing approaches.

Response 1-8
The commenter suggests text edits to Chapter 7 References and refers to Federal Aviation Administration.
1985. Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G and Comment 5.

Please refer to page 2 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects these changes to the text.
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Letter 2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
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Comment Letter 2

S Y - UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

M REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco. CA 94105-3901

AUG 01 2014

Frank McMenimen, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
1201 Bird Center Drive

Palm Springs, California 92262

Subject: Joint Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Blythe Mesa Solar
Project, Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. McMenimen:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the joint Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project. Our comments are provided
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508).

The EPA continues to support the development of renewable energy resources in an expeditious and
well planned manner. Using renewable energy resources such as solar power can help the nation meet its
energy requirements while reducing greenhouse gas emissions. We encourage the siting of renewable
energy facilities on disturbed lands as a means of reducing impacts to natural habitats.

EPA provided extensive formal scoping comments on the 485 megawatt Blythe Mesa Solar Project on
November 2, 2012, including detailed recommendations regarding purpose and need, range of
alternatives, cumulative impacts, biological and water resources, air quality, and other resource areas of
concern. We were pleased to see that the Draft EIR/EA addresses some of our scoping comments. In
particular, we appreciate the comprehensive climate change discussion, air quality analysis, and
description of ongoing tribal consultation. Based on our review of the Draft EIR/EA, we are concerned
about potential impacts to aquatic, air and biological resources. Our enclosed detailed comments identify
additional information regarding these resources that should be included in the Final EA, and provide
recommendations to reduce potential impacts.


kcadavona
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We are available to discuss our comments. Please send one hard copy and one CD ROM copy of the
Final EIR/EA to this office when it is released for public review (mail code ENF-4-2). If you have
questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact Scott Sysum, the lead reviewer for this

project, at (415) 972-3742 or sysum.scott@epa.gov.

Kathleen Martyn Goforth;’Manager—
Environmental Review Section

Si

Enclosure:
EPA’s Detailed Comments


mailto:sysum.scott@epa.gov

US EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE JOINT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE BLYTHE MESA SOLAR PROJECT RIVERSIDE COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA, JULY 28, 2014

. Aquatic Resources

Geographic Extent of Waters of the United States

The Draft EIR/EA presents conflicting statements describing the extent of Waters of the United States in
the project area. For example, Table 1-4 - Anticipated Permits and Approvals - states that a United
States Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit would be required because construction of the
proposed gen-tie line would occur, in part, within WUS (p. 1-23). Also, on page 3-58, the Draft EIR/EA
states that two ephemeral washes could be considered jurisdictional WUS. In contrast, Appendix C5 -
Review of Federal Waters - states that, based on current interpretations of the USACE’s jurisdictional
authority and the definition of WUS, the two ephemeral channels on the project site do not meet the
criteria for regulable WUS provided in the Corps’ Jurisdictional Determination Form Instruction

~ Guidebook (Appendix C5, p. 15).

Recommendations: _

EPA recommends that the Final EIR/EA: (1) document whether the project will require a CWA
Section 404 permit based on completed consultation with the Corps, (2) include the findings of
the _]urlSdlCthIlal delineation, and (3) identify avoidance and minimization of impacts to WUS to
the maximum extent practicable per the Clean Water Act Sectlon 404(b)(1) Guidelines, as
necessary.

Clarify, in the Final EIR/EA, the extent of WUS in the project area, and update references to
WUS in the body of the EIR/EA, as needed.

Quantify, in the Final EIR/EA, the acres of jurisdictional waters impacted by each alternative, if
applicable.

Ephemeral Washes

There are two discontinuous ephemeral channels on the project site. One channel crosses the
transmission line corridor, and the other runs southeast across the solar array site. Natural washes
perform a diversity of hydrologic, biochemical, and geochemical functions that directly affect the
integrity and functional condition of higher-order waters downstream. Healthy ephemeral waters with
characteristic plant communities control rates of sediment deposition and dissipate the energy associated
with flood flows. Ephemeral washes also provide habitat for breeding, shelter, foraging, and movement
of wildlife. Many plant populations are dependent on these aquatic ecosystems and adapted to their
unique conditions. The potential damage that could result from disturbance of flat-bottomed washes
includes alterations to the hydrological functions that natural channels provide in arid ecosystems, such
as adequate capacity for flood control, energy dissipation, and sediment movement; as well as impacts to
valuable habitat for desert species.

Recommendations:
To the extent any aquatic features that could be affected by the project are determined not to
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constitute waters of the U.S., the EPA recommends that the Final EIR/EA characterize the
functions of such features and discuss potential mitigation for any impacts to them.

To avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to desert washes (such as erosion, migration
of channels, and local scour):
e Utilize existing natural drainage channels on site and more natural features, such as
earthen berms or channels, rather than concrete-lined channels.
e Commit to the use of natural washes, in their present location and natural form and
including adequate natural buffers, for flood control to the maximum extent practicable.
o Configure the project layout, roads, transmission infrastructure and drainage channels, as
appropriate, to avoid the two primary ephemeral washes within the project footprint.
e Minimize the number of road crossings over washes and design necessary crossings to
provide adequate flow-through during storm events.

Air Quality

The Draft EIR/EA states that off-road diesel engine idling would be limited to 10 minutes, per Best
Management Practice - 16 (p. 2-30). The California Air Resources Board’s in-use off-road diesel vehicle
regulation states: “No vehicle or engines subject to this regulation may idle for more than 5 consecutive

minutes’.”

Recommendation: : :
Update, in the Final EIR/EA, Best Management Practice -16 to ensure compliance with the
California Air Resources Board’s in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation.

Water Supply

According to the 2010 Palo Verde Irrigation District report, former agricultural operations within the
project area utilized approximately 12,000 acre-feet of water in 2010 from the PVID surface delivery
system to irrigate crops on 1,592 acres (p. 3-21). While this surface delivery system may be available for
the proposed solar facility (p. 3-21), Section 3.2.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality does not clearly
indicate the source of the water, nor the quantity available, for overall construction and project
operations.

We do note that the Draft EIR/EA states that the solar panels will be cleaned twice a year and this would
- require up to 345 AF/yr of non-potable water (p. 2-19). Other solar projects in the area that have
proposed photovoltaic module washing have decided to use reverse osmosis water treatment systems
and evaporation ponds in order to obtain treated non-potable water to wash the modules. Given that the
project design does not include evaporation ponds, to avoid attracting waterfowl (p. 4-101), it is unclear
whether untreated non-potable potable water will be-used to wash the modules.

Recommendations:
Include, in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EA, a discussion of the water supply required for
construction and operation of the solar facility, as well as-the source and quantity secured to meet

! California Air Resources Board, Advisory Number 377, New Idling Limits for Owners, operators, Renters or Lessees of In-
‘Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles Revised May 2011; Accessed July 25, 2014; http://www.atb.ca.gov/enf/advs/advs377.pdf
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the project’s needs. The discussion should clearly identify the source of both the non-potable
water and potable water.

Include, in the Final EIR/EA, a discussion of water treatment, if any,‘for the module wash water.
If untreated non-potable water is to be used for module washing, that should be stated.

Discuss, in the Final EIR/EA, the feasibility of limiting panel washing to once per year or
eliminating panel washing altogether. Discuss water needs for panel washing in the context of
neighboring PV projects in Riverside County, which have estimated considerably less annual
water use for such purposes. Consider adopting a commitment to eliminate water use for panel
washing similar to that for BLM’s Desert Sunlight Solar Farm in Riverside County.

_ BiologicaliResources, Habitat and Wildlife

Best Management Practice 12 indicates that mechanisms to visually warn birds (permanent markers or
bird flight diverters) shall be placed on gen-tie lines at regular intervals to prevent birds from colliding
with the lines (p. 2-29). This BMP is based on the 2006 Avian Power Line Interaction Committee
Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines docyment: The State of the Art in 2006 and
US Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2010 Region 8 Interim Guidelines for the Development of a Project-
specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Solar Energy Plants and Related Transmission Facilities,
Pacific Southwest Region.

Recommendation:

Commit, in the Final EIR/EA, to ensure the design of the transmission line would be in
compliance with current standards and practices that reduce the potential for avian fatalities and
injuries. The EPA recommends including the APLIC Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power
Lines: The State of the Art in 2012 as an important guideline to follow.

Valley Fever

The incidence of Valley Fever (Coccidioidomycosis) has recently increased in much of California,
including Riverside County. Large solar construction projects that disturb desert soil may have impacts
on the health of nearby residents, including valley fever and other respiratory complaints.

Recommendations:

The Final EIR/EA should assess potentlal exposures to the fungus Coccidioides that could result
from soil-disturbing activities of the project, and the susceptibilities of workers and nearby
residents to Valley Fever.

- Include, in the Final EIR/EA, an Environmental Awareness Program to be implemented for the
workers. The program should include training on the health hazards of Valley Fever, how it is
contracted, what symptoms to look for, proper work procedures, how to use personal protective

. equipment, the need to wash prior to eating, smoking or drinking and at the end of the shift, and
the need to inform the supervisor of suspected symptoms of work-related Valley Fever. The
training should identify those groups of individuals most at risk and urge individuals to seek
prompt medical treatment if Valley Fever symptoms (flu-like illness with cough, fever, chest
pain, headache, muscle aches, and tiredness) develop
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Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
Appendix O: Comments and Responses

Response to Letter 2
Response 2-1

The commenter states the Draft EIR/EA presents conflicting statements describing the extent of the
Waters of the United States in the Project area in the document text versus the Review of Federal Waters
located in Appendix C5.

As described in the Final EIR/EA document, during large storm events, many of the ephemeral streams
and washes in the Project area flow across the mesa and into the canal and drain system of the Palo Verde
Valley; from this system, stormwater eventually flows into the Colorado River via the Outfall Drain. The
discontinuous ephemeral features in the Project area consist of swales and erosional features including
gullies and potential small washes characterized by low-volume, infrequent, or short-duration flow.
Specifically, there are two discontinuous ephemeral channels on the project site. The ephemeral channel
first crosses the transmission corridor and again southeast across the solar array site as detailed in Figure
3.2.9-3 in the Final EIR/EA document. There is also an agricultural irrigation ditch running close to the
eastern edge of the proposed solar array, but it does not cross the Project area and is approximately 75 to
90 feet below the ground surface elevation at edge of the Project area. There are several palustrine open-
water wetlands (POWSs), likely stock ponds, in an area that is surrounded by the Project site east of the
Blythe Airport and north of 1-10, but there are no POWSs within the Project’s boundary.

As described in the Final EIR/EA, a Review of Federal Waters was conducted for potential jurisdictional
waters and the preliminary results of the review were presented in Appendix C5. Although the review
initially found that the two discontinuous ephemeral channels on the Project site did not meet the criteria
for regulated Waters of the U.S., based on current interpretations of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
(USACE?’s) jurisdictional authority and the definition of Waters of the U.S., Appendix C5 (page 1), of the
Final EIR/EA specifically clarified that the purpose of the document was to provide information to allow
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to determine whether there are water features on the project
site that are subject to jurisdiction under Section 404.

As indicated in Section 3.2.9 of the Final EIR/EA document, a field reconnaissance survey later
determined that the two discontinuous ephemeral channels within the Project area likely meet the criteria
as jurisdictional under Section 404 and the USACE delineated the potential Ordinary High Water Mark
(OHWM) of the discontinuous ephemeral channels within Project limits, as illustrated in Figure 3.2.9-3.
Section 3.2.9 of the Final EIR/EA states one gen-tie line pole lies within the potential OHWM area (as
illustrated in Figure 3.2.9-3) and acknowledges the USACE will be consulted with in the preparation of
the 404 permit. In addition, avoidance and minimization measures will be employed for each alternative
to the full extent necessary to ensure no significant impacts would result from development of the
proposed Project as follows:

Alternative 1 (proposed Project), Alternative 3 (Northern Alternative), Alternative 5 (Reduced
Acreage Alternative)

As illustrated in Figure 3.2.9-3, the transmission line has been redesigned to relocate Towers 42 and 44
outside of the discontinuous ephemeral channel area that likely meets the criteria as jurisdictional under
Section 404 (feature). The construction of Tower 43 would still be required within the feature and result
in a temporary disturbance area of approximately 100 feet by 100 feet (0.023 acres). After temporary
construction, the affected area returned to pre-construction elevations and restored to previous conditions
except for the addition of supports for Tower 43. The permanent disturbance for Tower 43 transmission
pole itself is anticipated to cover an area of approximately 10 by 10 feet (0.002 acres). Long-term
maintenance activities for the transmission line would include an annual inspection of the pole structures
and conductor components. The inspection would require inspection personnel to travel on access roads
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in either an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) or pickup truck. The inspector would generally rely on direct line-
of-sight or binoculars to inspect the transmission line components. Follow-up maintenance would be
scheduled depending on the severity of the problem. For example, climbing surveys may be necessary to
inspect hardware or make repairs and personnel generally would access the structure by pickup truck,
ATV, or on foot. Structure or conductor maintenance typically occurs from a bucket truck or boom truck.
The maintenance activities would be non-frequent and not require any improvements to the ground
surface. As with temporary construction activities, any minimal disturbances to the ground surface or
elevations within the access corridor during long-term activities would be restored to previous conditions.
In addition, as explained in Section 4.2.9 of the EIR/EA, Project design includes Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that would minimize the environmental impacts to hydrology and water quality. This
would include buffers between Project facilities and natural washes, as described in BMP-11. Any
necessary grading would follow existing contours as feasible to minimize alteration of existing drainage
patterns (BMP-11). Erosion and sedimentation would be minimized through implementation of the
Project Drainage, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan (BMP-1), as well as the required Project
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (BMP-2), and other measures as described in Mitigation
Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-4. Implementation of the BMPs, as part of the Project, and
mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than significant (refer to page 3 of the Errata in
Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA which reflects these changes to Mitigation Measures
Hydrology-1 and Hydrology-3).

Hydrology-1 Existing drainage crossings shall be utilized at streams, washes, and irrigation channels to
the full extent necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. New access
roads not required for ongoing operation and maintenance shall be permanently closed
after construction using the most effective and least environmentally damaging methods
appropriate to that specific area, with concurrence of the land manager (e.g., stockpiling
and replacing topsoil, rock replacement) in a manner that most closely matches
undisturbed conditions of the area.

Hydrology-2 Roads would be built as near as possible to right angles to streams and washes. Culverts
would be installed where necessary and sized in accordance with local county
regulations. All construction and maintenance activities shall be conducted in a manner
that would minimize disturbance to vegetation and drainage channels, including
ephemeral stream banks. In addition, road construction would include dust-control
measures during construction especially in sensitive areas. All existing roads would be
left in a condition equal to or better than their condition prior to the construction of the
gen-tie line and other Project components.

Hydrology-3 New impervious areas associated with temporary construction would be restored to
existing conditions, including but not limited to revegetation and decompaction, to the
full extent necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, after completion of
Project construction.

Hydrology-4  Stormwater drainage inside substations would be designed to minimize erosion and
increase sediment control. Internal runoff would be released from the switching station
by means of surface drainage structures designed to filter contaminants from water flow.
Drainage from Project area would be collected and controlled by surface improvements,
as detailed in the SWPPP.

Hydrology-5 All new buildings (e.g., substation) shall be flood-proofed by constructing the finished
floor a minimum of 24 inches above the highest adjacent ground or 100 year water
surface elevation, whichever is greater. Slope protection may be required for buildings on
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fill. Additionally, the solar panels shall have a minimum clearance of 24 inches above the
highest adjacent ground when upright to ensure flows are not obstructed.

Hydrology-6  No flow obstructing fences (chain link, block wall, etc.) shall be constructed along the
north and west property lines, since these types of fences obstruct flows causing damage
to adjacent properties. Fencing used in these areas shall contain openings of three inches
high by six inches wide for first the 18 inches from the bottom, and openings of four
inches high by six inches wide for the next eight inches and so forth. This fencing or
equivalent shall be provided to allow the free flow of storm or flood runoff. No setback is
required with the use of this fencing. A detail of this fencing shall be provided to the
County of Riverside.

Alternative 2 (No Project Alternative)

No development of the proposed solar facility or transmission component would take place. Existing uses
would persist.

Alternative 4 (Southern Alternative)

The discontinuous ephemeral channel, as defined above, would be avoided by the transmission
component under development of Alternative 4. However, BMP-11 would be implemented as part of the
Project; therefore, the potential impacts to any drainage areas within the development footprint would be
minimized by ensuring a setback between the drainage and access roads and construction areas. Any
necessary grading would follow existing contours as necessary to minimize alteration of existing drainage
patterns (BMP-11). Erosion and sedimentation would be minimized through implementation of the
Drainage, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan (BMP-1), as well as the required SWPPP (BMP-2),
and other measures as described in Mitigation Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-4.
Implementation of these BMPs and mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than
significant.

Response 2-2

The commenter states that to the extent any aquatic features that could be affected by the Project are
determined to not constitute waters of the U.S., the EPA recommends that the Final EIR/EA characterize
the functions of such features and discuss potential mitigation for any impacts to them.

Please refer to Response 2-1 and also to Figure 3.2.9-2 of the Final EIR/EA which notes the ephemeral
locations in relation to the Project site. The impact analysis in Chapter 4, Section 4.2.4 of the Final
EIR/EA, also analyzed the ephemeral channels on the Project site in relation to the five (5) Alternatives
and described specific BMPs that would be implemented to minimize potential impacts to hydrologic
features on the Project site during short-term construction. Any necessary grading would follow existing
contours as feasible to minimize alteration of existing drainage patterns (BMP-11). Erosion and
sedimentation would be minimized through implementation of the Project Drainage, Erosion, and
Sedimentation Control Plan (BMP-1), as well as the required Project SWPPP (BMP-2). In addition,
Biology-9 (Provide restoration/compensation for affected jurisdictional areas) would be implemented.

Chapter 4, Section 4.2.9 of the Final EIR/EA notes that the Project design includes buffers between
Project facilities and natural washes, as described in BMP-11. Although on-site grading would be
minimized, the installation of proposed facilities, including roads, fencing, solar arrays, and towers along
the transmission corridor, could interfere with existing drainage patterns on site. Any necessary grading
would follow existing contours as feasible to minimize alteration of existing drainage patterns (BMP-11).
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Erosion and sedimentation would be minimized through implementation of the Project Drainage, Erosion,
and Sedimentation Control Plan (BMP-1), as well as the required Project SWPPP (BMP-2), and other
measures as described in Mitigation Measures Hydrology-1 through Hydrology-4.

The proposed Project will implement the measures suggested by the commenter, as follows:

. Utilize existing natural drainage channels on site and more natural features, such as earthen
berms or channels, rather than concrete-lined channels.

The proposed Project and the action alternatives will implement Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1.
Existing drainage crossings will be utilized at streams, washes, and irrigation channels where they exist.
No concrete-lined channels are included in the proposed Project or alternatives.

. Commit to the use of natural washes, in their present location and natural form and
including adequate natural buffers, for flood control to the maximum extent practicable.

In addition to Hydrology-1, as described above, the proposed Project and action alternatives include
BMP-11. BMP-11 would preserve and maintain the natural washes’ hydrological functions in their
present location and natural form (see Figure 3.2.9-1 Floodplain Delineation of Final EIR/EA document)
by locating Project facilities in a manner to ensure that there is adequate space (i.e., setbacks of no less
than 100 feet) between solar facilities and natural washes. As such, these setbacks would preserve and
maintain the natural washes’ hydrological functions, allowing those washes to continue to be used for
stormwater flows.

. Configure the project layout, roads, transmission infrastructure and drainage channels, as
appropriate, to avoid the two primary ephemeral washes within the project footprint.

See Response 2-1.

. Minimize the number of road crossings over washes and design necessary crossings to
provide adequate flow-through during storm events.

The proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2. Roads would be built as near
as possible to right angles to streams and washes. Culverts would be installed where necessary and sized
in accordance with local county regulations. All construction and maintenance activities would be
conducted in a manner that would minimize disturbance to vegetation and drainage channels, including
ephemeral stream banks

Response 2-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EA states that off-road diesel engine idling would be limited to
10 minutes, per BMP 16. The California Air Resources Board's in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation
states: “No vehicle or engines subject to this regulation may idle for more than 5 consecutive minutes.”

The comment is noted. Please refer to pages 11 and 12 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of
this Final EIR/EA document which reflects these changes to the text and update to BMP-16 to incorporate
the five-minute limitation.
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Response 2-4

The commenter states that Section 3.2.9 does not clearly indicate the source of the water, nor the quantity
available, for overall construction and project operations. The comments suggest that the Final EIR/EA
should include:

e A discussion of the water supply required for construction and operation of the solar facility, as
well as the source and quantity secured to meet.

e A discussion of water treatment, if any, for the module wash water. If untreated non-potable
water is to be used for module washing, that should be stated.

e The feasibility of limiting panel washing to once per year or eliminating panel washing
altogether. Discuss water needs for panel washing in the context of neighboring PV projects in
Riverside County, which have estimated considerably less annual water use for such purposes.
Consider adopting a commitment to eliminate water use for panel washing similar to that for
BLM's Desert Sunlight Solar Farm in Riverside County.

The proposed Project and each of the action alternatives will demand far less water than is used in
baseline circumstances. Thus, the proposed Project and action alternatives will have only beneficial
impacts on water supply, there is no adverse impact that would be avoided or reduced by limiting panel
washing, and no nexus for imposing such a requirement. The commenter is directed to the Water Supply
Assessment for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project provided in Appendix G of the Final EIR/EA for an in-
depth analysis of water requirements for the Project and sources of water supply. Please also refer to
pages 12 and 13 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document which
reflects the suggested changes to the text and expands the discussion in Chapter 3 to include the source of
water and the quantity available for overall construction and project operations.

Based on the 2010 PVID report, the agricultural operations in Project area utilized approximately 12,000
acre-feet (ac-ft) of water from the PVID surface delivery system to irrigate crops on approximately 1,592
acres. This surface delivery system would also be available to the proposed solar facility. The proposed
Project and action alternatives, in contrast, are projected to demand about 451 ac-ft/yr during construction
and about 345 ac-ft/yr plus 150 gallons/day for the operations and Maintenance (O&M) buildings, during
operation.

Water for the Project would be taken from existing PVID water entitlements that support the agricultural
operations currently on the proposed solar facility site rather than evaporation ponds common to other
solar developments in this region; current operations are not supported by groundwater wells. Riverside
County Community Service Area #122 (CSA #122) has issued a will-serve letter for the Project’s limited
potable water needs. Less than one ac-ft of groundwater per year would be required for potable use in the
two O&M buildings. The water supply from PVID sources and CSA #122 is sufficient to meet
requirements of the proposed Project, including the minor potable groundwater demand under average-
year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year conditions over a 20-year future projection (refer to Appendix
G, Water Supply Assessment).

A commitment to eliminate water use for panel washing similar to that for BLM's Desert Sunlight Solar
Farm in Riverside County would not reduce or eliminate any adverse impacts, since the proposed Project
has no adverse impact on water supply. Furthermore, the installation of PV systems for optimum vyield is
primarily dictated by its geographic location and installation design (tilt, orientation and altitude) to
maximize solar exposure. However, once these parameters have been appropriately established, there are
other depending factors that arise in determining the system performance (efficiency and output). Dust
accumulation influences the performance of the PV installations. An effective way to address the issue of
dust accumulation is periodic cleaning of the solar collectors (including PV) so light is permitted into the
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solar cells to maintain maximum solar efficiency. The more light that hits a panel, the more power it will
generate. Due to the upward angle of solar panels, they are more prone to build-up of general dust and dirt
that does not wash off with just rain. This build-up reduces the amount of light hitting the panel and
reduces its output.

As the projected energy output is based on the optimum performance of clean solar panels, this build-up
of dirt can adversely affect the panel’s ability to meet those projections. As such, to maintain the
projected energy MW output, panel washing is required. Without panel washing, panel efficiency would
be reduced and the need to expand the Project footprint would be required to maintain the same projected
energy MW output.

Response 2-5

The commenter asks the Project proponent to commit, in the Final EIR/EA, that the design of the
transmission line would be in compliance with current standards and practices that reduce the potential
for avian fatalities and injuries. The EPA recommends including the Avian Power Line Action
Committee’s (APLIC) Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012 as an
important guideline to follow.

As a Condition of Approval of the Conditional Use Permit for the Project, the Applicant will be required
to commit to ensuring the design of the transmission line is in compliance with current standards and
practices that reduce the potential for avian fatalities and injuries. The Applicant will use, the APLIC
Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2012 as a guideline for the design of
the transmission line. Please refer to page 13 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final
EIR/EA which reflects these changes to the text and update to BMP-12.

Response 2-6

The commenter recommends that the Final EIR/EA include an Environmental Awareness Program to be
implemented for the workers with regards to Valley Fever.

Coccidioidomycosis, commonly known as Valley Fever, is primarily a disease of the lungs that is
common in the southwestern U.S. and northwestern Mexico. Valley Fever is caused by the fungus
Coccidioides, which lives in the top 2 to 12 inches of soil and dirt, particularly in areas with dry dirt and
desert-like weather conditions that allow the fungus to grow. Valley Fever infection can occur year-round.
Cases of Valley Fever have been reported from most counties in California. Over 75 percent of cases have
been in people who live in the San Joaquin (Central) Valley. In California, the number of reported Valley
Fever cases has increased greatly since 2000, with more than 4,000 cases reported in 2012 (CDPH 2013).

As detailed in the Final EIR/EA, while the potential for a direct impact could occur during construction in
association with exposure of workers to Valley Fever spores, the Project would comply with the Mojave
Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) Rules and Regulations, including those adopted
from the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and those required under MDAQMD Rule 403 relative to
fugitive dust. As such, the Project would implement MDAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust Control
Measures) to minimize impacts from dust as a result of Project construction and operation. Measures
would include applying dust suppression in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized
surface; applying chemical stabilizers within five working days of grading completion; and during
construction, applying water to at least 70 percent of all inactive disturbed areas on a daily basis when
there is evidence of wind-driven fugitive dust. The Project also would employ the following measures to
reduce fugitive dust-generating activities:
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a) Require the application of non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’
specifications to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days
or more);

b) On-site roadways used for fire access, site security, regular site maintenance, public parking,
and employee parking will be graveled or otherwise stabilized;

c) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit the construction site onto paved roads or
wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site;

d) Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials to be covered,

e) Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind gusts (as instantaneous gusts)
exceed 25 miles per hour;

f) Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation; and

g) When sweeping streets to remove visible soil materials, use street sweepers or roadway
washing trucks.

The Project would also comply with BMP 3 (Fugitive Dust Abatement Plan) as a requirement of existing
policies, practices, and measures required by law, regulation, or local policy; and ongoing, regularly
occurring practices. All BMPs identified in the Final EIR/EA are inherently part of the proposed Project
and Alternatives. A Fugitive Dust Abatement Plan would minimize the spread of fungal spores, thereby
reducing potential for contracting Valley Fever during construction.

As detailed in BMP 3, the plan would include measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from
wrecking, excavation, grading, clearing of land, and solid waste disposal operations, and would take
every reasonable precaution to prevent visible particulate matter from being deposited upon public
roadways as a direct result of operations. During construction, all unpaved roads, disturbed areas (e.g.,
areas of scraping, excavation, backfilling, grading, and compacting), and loose materials generated during
Project construction activities would be watered as frequently as necessary to minimize fugitive dust
generation. However, the amount of water will be minimized each time to prevent temporarily ponding
water that may occur as a result of the fugitive dust plan. In water-deprived locations, water spraying
would be limited to active disturbance areas only, and non-water-based dust control measures would be
implemented in areas with intermittent use or use that is not heavy, such as stockpiles or access roads.
Alternatively, chemical dust suppressants or durable polymeric soil stabilizers could be used. The dust
suppression measures would consider the sensitivity of wildlife to the windborne dispersal of fugitive
dust containing dust suppressants and the potential impact on future reclamation.

In addition, the Applicant will commit to including a Worker Environmental Awareness Program
(WEAP), as Mitigation Measure Hazards-3, to be implemented to ensure worker safety and minimize
worker hazards during construction and operation. The program addresses all issues identified by the
commenter and would include a personal protective equipment (PPE) program, an Emergency Action
Plan (EAP), and an Injury and IlIness Prevention Program (l1IPP) to address health and safety issues
associated with normal and unusual (emergency) conditions. Construction-related safety programs and
procedures would include a respiratory protection program, among other things. Construction would be
undertaken sequentially in accordance with a Construction Plan that would include the final design
documents, work plan, health and safety plans, permits, project schedule, and operation and maintenance
manuals. Construction Plan documents would relate at least to the following:

1. Environmental health and safety training (including, but not limited, to training on the
hazards of Valley Fever, including the symptoms, proper work procedures, how to use
PPE, and informing supervisor of suspected symptoms of work-related Valley Fever)

2. Site security measures
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Site first aid training

Construction testing (non-destructive examination, hydro, etc.) requirements

Site fire protection and extinguisher maintenance, guidance, and documentation
Furnishing and servicing of sanitary facilities records

Trash collection and disposal schedule/records

Disposal of hazardous materials and waste guidance in accordance with local, state, and
federal regulations

N AW

Mitigation Measure Hazards-3 has been added to the Final EIR/EA to ensure worker safety and minimize
worker hazards during construction and operation of the proposed Project. This change represents a
correction to the Final EIR/EA which does not alter or change the conclusion of the Project’s
environmental analysis. Section 4.2.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, (pages 4-239 and 4-240) of the
Final EIR/EA is hereby revised. Please refer to pages 13 and 14 of the Errata in Response to Comments
section of this Final EIR/EA.

The fact that inhalation of dust could adversely affect human health is discussed in Section 4.2.8 of the
Final EIR/EA. However, in light of the Applicant-proposed dust control measures (dust abatement plan,
BMP-2) and Mitigation Measures Hazards-1 through Hazards-3, the risk of potential dust-related health
impacts to construction workers, including the risk of contracting Valley Fever, would be less than
significant.
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Letter 3: U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
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Comment Letter 3

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ecological Services
Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Way, Suite 208
Palm Springs, California 92262

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-RIV-12B0299-14CPA0246

AUG 0 4 2014
Riverside County Planning Department
Attn:  Mr. Larry Ross, Principal Planner
4080 Lemon Street, 12 Floor
P.O. Box 1409
Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 529) for the Blythe Mesa
Solar Project (CUP 2685), Riverside County, California

Dear Mr. Ross:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Environmental Assessment/draft
Environmental Impact Report (EA/draft EIR), dated June 17, 2014, for the subject project. The
proposed 485-megawatt (MW) photovoltaic (PV, on single-axis trackers) project is located on a
3,587-acre solar farm site west of the City of Blythe, and along 8.4 miles for the 230 kilovolt
(kV) gen-tie line on 73 acres (4.8 miles outside the generating station) connecting to the
Southern California Edison Colorado River Substation, about 5 miles west of the electrical
generation site. The project is located on several parcels north and south of Interstat-10 in the
City of Blythe and unincorporated Riverside County. The project life would extend at least 20
years; other project details can be found in the EA/draft EIR, dated June 2014.

We offer the following comments on the EA/draft EIR as they relate to potential impacts on
public trust resources. The primary mandate of the Service is the conservation, protection and
enhancement of fish and wildlife resources and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the
American people. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory birds,
anadromous fish, and threatened or endangered animals and plants listed under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.). These comments are based on
the information provided in the EA/draft EIR, our knowledge of sensitive and public trust
resources, and our participation in regional renewable energy conservation planning efforts.

We preface our comments by recognizing the need for development of renewable energy and the
challenge of balancing solar energy development with conserving natural resources in the Lower
Colorado River Valley. We look forward to working with the agencies involved and offer our

assistance in helping develop consistent renewable energy goals and policies at the local, State,
and Federal levels.

One of the Service’s goals is to encourage development of renewable energy facilities on
degraded and less environmentally valuable sites to minimize impacts to biological communities
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and ecological processes. As such, we agree with and support the use of the proposed site as an
appropriate location for the project, provided the issues discussed below are addressed and
impacts mitigated to minimize adverse effects. Accordingly, we offer the following comments
and recommendations to help avoid and minimize adverse impacts to public trust resources that
may be impacted by the proposed project, including sensitive species, migratory birds, and the
federally endangered Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis), recently renamed
Yuma Ridgway’s rail (Rallus obsoletus yumanensis) by the American Ornithologists Union
(Ittp://aoucospubs.org/doi/full/10.1642/AUK-14-124.1).

Migratory Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 U.S.C. 703, is the cornerstone of migratory bird
conservation and protection in the United States. The MBTA implements four treaties that
provide for international protection of migratory birds. The MBTA protects most native species
of birds in the United States, including those likely to occur in the project area; a list of species
protected by the MBTA can be found at 50 CFR 10.13. The MBTA prohibits the “take” or
possession of protected species of migratory birds; “take” means to pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempts to do so (50 CFR 10.12). The MBTA does not
specifically authorize the incidental take of migratory birds. The State Fish and Game Code
contains similar prohibitions.

The project site occurs in the Lower Colorado River Valley, which forms a major branch of the
Pacific Flyway. The diverse aquatic, wetland, riparian, agricultural, and desert habitat types
provide permanent and seasonal refuge to hundreds of resident and migratory birds (Shuford et
al. 2002), and is a major wintering grounds for numerous species and diverse groups of water-
associated birds.

Because utility-scale solar development has not been developed until recently, systematically-
collected mortality monitoring data are limited and the magnitude of potential mortality has not
been accurately quantified, and most avian mortality information has been collected incidental to
construction monitoring. However, utility-scale photovoltaic, parabolic trough, and power tower
projects that are currently under construction or recently put into operation are reporting fatalities
and injuries to'a wide range of avian species, including numerous species of water-associated
birds, passerines, and raptors involving various project features, including solar panels or
heliostats, evaporation ponds, fencing, distribution lines within the facility, and gen-tie lines.
This growing evidence of what is commonly referred to as a “lake effect” or “polarized light
pollution” (Horvath et al. 2009), presents a particular hazard to water-associated birds and other
species seeking migratory stopover habitat typically found along rivers and lakeshores (Service
2014a). Based on the species composition of avian fatalities found at the dominant technologies
currently in use--power tower, solar thermal trough, solar thermal power tower—all three
technologies create these effects, as evidenced by up to about 40 percent of all birds killed
composed of water-associated birds, including ducks, grebes, loons, rails, pelicans, etc. at three
utility-scale solar projects using these different technologies (Service file information, available
upon request). The magnitude of impact from the lake effect is potentially location specific and
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may tie to migratory flyways or the availability of other appropriate migratory stopover habitat.
Projects along the Interstate-10 corridor (Desert Sunlight and NextEra Genesis) are among those
reporting the highest mortality of water-associated bird (Service 2014a), likely related to the
large number of species migrating through and wintering along the Lower Colorado River Valley
and in the Salton Sea Basin.

Though the project site is mostly located on degraded agricultural lands and generally desirable
from the standpoint of impacts to terrestrial wildlife, the EA/draft EIR did not adequately address
the potential significance for bird collisions on project-specific and cumulative scales. The
EA/draft EIR concludes there will be little attraction to waterfow! (and presumably other water-
associated species) to the site because of surrounding human development and disturbance.
However, the southwestern-most parcel (discussed below) is largely surrounded by relatively
undisturbed lands and is unlikely to be avoided because of human-related disturbance or
development. The EA/draft EIR also did not acknowledge adequately analyze the potentially
significant cumulative effects of bird fatalities at utility-scale solar facilities throughout
Riverside County and beyond. Based on the available information regarding bird fatalities cited
above, the cumulative effects to migratory birds, potentially would be significant, and therefore,
would warrant project-specific systematic monitoring, as proposed under the BBCS process.
Please see the Enclosure to this letter for more detail on our interim guidelines for bird mortality
monitoring. The Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) discussed in the Enclosure is not a
surrogate for a take permit under the MBTA; therefore, it does not limit or preclude the Service
from exercising its authority under any law, statute, or regulation, nor does it release any
individual, company, or agency of its obligations to comply with Federal, State, or local laws,
statutes, or regulations.

To develop effective best management practices and adaptive management measures to reduce
avian mortality at utility-scale solar energy facilities, and for planning future project
development, the EA/final EIR should include an adaptive management program of avoidance,
minimization, and mitigate measures based on bird mortality monitoring consistent with our
interim approach described in the Enclosure. The extent of funding required for bird mortality
mitigation should be scaled to more effectively offset impacts commensurate with the results of
post-project mortality monitoring. The enclosure to this letter includes specific information on
the recommended content of this monitoring program and additional measures to help avoid and
minimize direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. To help the applicant reduce potential adverse
effects to avian species, we recommend the development and implementation of a statistically
robust, systematic bird and bat fatality and injury monitoring program. The monitoring program
should be developed for the construction and operations phases, and revised as needed, to
minimize and mitigate impacts while learning more about the causes of avian mortality.

Additionally, because the project is segmented on different land parcels, an opportunity exists to
generate important information regarding the effects of the different technologies on various bird
species. Currently, available information is lacking on which solar technologies and
configuration of panels may reduce bird mortality rates. With implementation of a robust,
systematic avian and bat mortality monitoring program and different technologies for the
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different parcels, information could be derived that would increase our knowledge of
technology-specific collision rates. Some potential design considerations could include thin film
versus crystalline solar PV; dual-axis tracking systems; and multi-layer anti-reflection coating.
We are available to help the County and applicant in designing a suite of various technologies
and configurations amenable to comparative monitoring for adaptive management purposes.

We also recommend that mitigation for fatality impacts be directed toward those species and
groups that suffer higher mortality as a result of the project. We recommend that resources
mentioned under adaptive mitigation be directed to the Sonoran Joint Venture
(http://sonoranjv.org/) or to the Migratory Bird Conservation Fund. The Sonoran Joint Venture
would help offset impacts to resident Sonoran Desert species, and the Migratory Bird
Conservation Fund would benefit water birds that breed in more northerly latitudes and winter in
the project area. The Sonoran Joint Venture is a multi-agency Federal, State, and non-
governmental partnership with the mission of conserving the unique birds and habitats of the
southwestern United States and northwestern Mexico. The Migratory Bird Conservation Fund,
managed by the Department of Interior, provides financing for the acquisition of migratory bird
habitat. In addition, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is another venue that would be
well suited to direct conservation funding for migratory birds in the region of the project.

Yuma clapper rail

Breeding Yuma clapper rail populations in the project vicinity are primarily restricted to
freshwater marshes along the lower Colorado River Valley and near the Salton Sea, with a few
additional small and scattered locations along the Gila River in Arizona and refuges in Nevada
(Service 2009, 2014b).  Since few, if any, marsh/water-associated birds were reported in pre-
project avian surveys for the projects mentioned above with bird mortality data, and suitable
habitats were not present on or in proximity of these project sites, available evidence suggests
these solar technologies pose an attractive nuisance to which various rail species and other water-
associated birds are particularly vulnerable. To date, two Yuma clapper rails are known to have
been killed on solar PV projects, one at the Desert Sunlight project in May 2013 near Desert
Center, and one in Imperial County in April 2014. Both projects were using thin film PV
technology, though the Imperial County bird may have collided with the fence surrounding the
project. Vulnerability of clapper rails also is evidenced by multiple incidentally observed
fatalities to sora and Virginia rail at solar projects along the 1-10 corridor and in the Imperial
Valley, which suggest a problem for all rail species. Additionally, construction monitoring along
transmission lines in Imperial County documented Virginia rail and sora fatalities, and
construction monitoring for the DPV2 transmission line documented a Virginia rail collision
with the facility near the proposed project site. Collectively, these data indicate there is a
mortality risk to all rails posed by many project-related facilities, including gen-tie lines, solar
panels, and perimeter fencing. Details on these and other mortality data can be provided upon
request. To minimize collision risk with transmission lines, we recommend the BLM and County
require the most up to date guidelines adopted by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee
(see for example APLIC 2006, 20012).
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The evidence summarized above documents that Yuma clapper rails are vulnerable to project-
induced mortality posed by most or all solar energy projects in the desert. Solar and
transmission projects within the resident and dispersal range of Yuma clapper rail are likely to
kill multiple individuals over the life span of these projects, given the (1) two clapper rail
fatalities occurred during the first year of project construction (soon after the hazards were first
built), (2) observed pattern of regular long distance dispersal across the Mojave and Sonoran
deserts, and (3) the large cumulative disturbance footprint of all existing and planned solar
projects. Because of the large size of these projects, the numerous projects approved and
proposed within the range of the species, and lack of opportunity for effective adaptive
management measures and other design modifications sufficient to avoid the risk of incidental
take', we anticipate recurrent but low levels of take at multiple project sites, with higher levels
anticipated with increasing proximity to breeding centers in the lower Colorado River Valley and
Salton Sea basin. The proposed project is much closer to Yuma clapper rail breeding populations
in the Lower Colorado River Valley than the documented fatality near Desert Center on the
Desert Sunlight project. Therefore, we recommend the EA/final EIR address the direct, indirect,
and cumulative effects of the project on Yuma clapper rail, and appropriate mitigation measures.

The Service is also concerned about the limited discussion and regarding the likelihood of
fatality events to other rare/sensitive species (e.g., willow flycatcher and yellow-billed cuckoo),
which are known to move through the Lower Colorado River Valley during spring and fall
migration. Because of the observed mortalities of special status species at other existing solar
facilities, an analysis that improves the level of rigor and adequacy for determining the different
degrees of vulnerability across all avian taxa and a risk assessment that includes the
quantification for take of listed and rare species is warranted. Post-construction monitoring
should be designed to account for fatality events of rare species.

If the County or applicant anticipates that incidental take of Yuma clapper rail is anticipated over
the 30-year life of the Project, we recommend the EA/Final EIR include a mitigation measure
requiring that the applicant apply for an incidental take permit through the development of a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that satisfies the permit issuance criteria stipulated under
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act. HCPs provide for partnerships with non-Federal parties to
conserve the ecosystems upon which threatened and endangered species depend for survival and
recovery and permit the take of listed species incidental to otherwise lawful
activities.Alternatively, the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP), which is
currently in development, is intended to serve as a multiple species HCP providing similar
incidental take coverage for a wider array of species proposed for conservation under that
planning effort. Under the DRECP alternative, Imperial County could apply for and obtain
County-wide incidental take authority for covered species and could extend take authorization to
projects requiring County permits subject to defined obligations under the plan. Lastly, the BLM
may consult with the Service under section 7 of the Act to obtain an exemption from the Act’s

“Take” is defined by the Act as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct.
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take prohibitions. Any of these three alternative approaches could be used to authorize and offset
the incidental take of the Yuma clapper rail.

Mojave fringe-toed Lizard

This species is designated as a Sensitive Species by BLM and a Species of Special Concern by
the State. These designations recognize the general rarity of this species, which is vulnerable
because a proportionally small amount of suitable habitat is scattered in a relatively few, small,
isolated patches of sand dune habitat across the Sonoran and Mojave deserts in California.

The southwestern-most parcel of the electrical generating station and gen-tie line are located
within the Chuckwalla Valley sand transport corridor. The active eolian sand transport in this
zone provides periodic pulses of loose blowsand from upwind sand sources within the transport
corridor west of the project site and along the length of the proposed gen-tie line to the Colorado
River Substation. The lizard is specially adapted to blowsand habitats, such as the sand
sheets/fields, which characterize this southwestern-most parcel, and across which sands are
transported to larger accumulations, such as sand dunes and sand hummocks that accumulate
around shrubs and other obstructions. Though mitigation measures are proposed to reduce direct
effects to the lizard by salvaging individuals to reduce lizard fatalities, the EA/draft EIR did not
quantify to direct loss of lizard habitat or acknowledge the indirect effects to offsite lizard habitat
adjacent to and downwind (east) of the southwestern-most generation site parcel.

Indirect effects would be caused by the disruption of eolian sand transport processes to blowsand
habitat east (downwind) of the southwestern-most parcel on the project site. As can be observed
on the small existing solar plant just north of this parcel, the solar panels create turbulence to the
laminar wind flow, which slows wind velocity and causes wind-entrained sands to drop out and
settle in eddies created by the solar panels. Thus, the wind obstruction created by the solar panels
intercepts and accumulates sands on the project site, which reduces the amount of sand available
to downwind habitat east of the project. Though the accumulation of sand can potentially
improve habitat conditions for the lizard on the project site, any operations and maintenance
(O&M) requirements to remove sand accumulations also would kill and injure the lizards that
colonize the artificially created habitat on the project site. As such, construction of the proposed
project would initially eliminate suitable habitat and lizards from the site, but as eolian sand
transport delivers fresh sand supplies from the west that accumulate on site, suitable habitat and
lizards that move onto the project site would be periodically eliminated if required by O&M
practices.

Therefore, to minimize direct and indirect impacts to the lizard and downwind habitat east of the
project, the southwestern-most parcel of the generation station in the sand transport corridor
should be eliminated. If this does not occur, the sand-starved, degraded habitat downwind of the
project should be quantified and mitigated by the acquisition of suitable habitat elsewhere with
the Chuckwalla Valley sand transport corridor. In addition, if O&M practices require the
periodic removal of sand accumulations on the project site, the final project approvals also
should require the acquisition of suitable habitat elsewhere in the sand transport corridor to offset
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the direct loss of habitat. Consistent with BLM’s Northern and Eastern Colorado Coordinated
Management Plan, direct and indirect habitat losses should be mitigated at a 3:1 loss to
replacement ratio.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the EA/draft EIR. We have attached
specific recommendations to further assist in avoidance and minimization of impacts to
migratory birds. Should you have any questions regarding these comments, or provide further
technical assistance, please contact Tera Baird of my staff at 760-322-2070.

Sincerely,

ennon A. Corey
Assistant Field Supervisor

Enclosure

ce:

Magdalena Rodriguez, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Ontario, CA
Greg Miller, Renewable Energy Coordination Office, BLM, Moreno Valley, CA
Holly Roberts, Southcoast-Palm Springs Field Office, BLM, Palm Springs, CA
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Enclosure

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Migratory Bird and Bat Avoidance and Minimization
Interim Recommendations for the
Blythe Mesa Solar Plant Project

Avian Recommendations

1. Prepare and implement a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS) in consultation with
the County, BLM, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and the Service for
review and comment. The interim BBCS should include the following:

[ ]

A description and assessment of the existing habitat, risk characterization, and avian
risk minimization measures.

A statistically robust, systematic avian and bat mortality and injury monitoring
program to: (1) estimate annual mortality by taxa and season using appropriate
models and appropriate estimators (this estimate should include mortality associated
with all features of the project that are likely to result in injury and mortality - e.g.,
fences, ponds, solar panels, gen-ties); (2) identify collision and other mortality during
diurnal and nocturnal times of the day; and (3) assess the spatial distribution and
abundance of mortalities [species composition (including rare and sensitive species),
abundance, and distribution] on the project site.

An adaptive management and decision-making framework for reviewing,
characterizing, and responding to monitoring results.

Specific conservation measures and/or programs to avoid, minimize, reduce, or
eliminate avian and bat injury or mortality over time and evaluation of the
applicability and effectiveness of those measures using results from the monitoring
program.

The avian and bat mortality and injury monitoring program should include:

Onsite monitoring to systematically survey representative locations within the
facility, at a level that will produce statistically robust data. The monitoring effort
will account and correct for potential spatial bias and allow for the extrapolation of
survey results to non-surveyed areas within the solar plant site boundary and to tailor
the survey interval seasonally based on carcass removal rates.

Statistically robust carcass removal and searcher efficiency trials pre and post
construction to document the extent to which avian or bat carcasses remain over time
(hours/days) and how well searchers can detect carcasses within the project area. The
results from these trials will be used to adjust the survey frequency and to improve
mortality estimates to reflect bias from carcass removal rates and searcher efficiency.

3-11
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o Accepted statistical methods from the peer-reviewed literature to generate facility
estimates of potential post-construction avian and bat impacts based on the observed
number of injury/fatality detections during standardized monitoring.

¢ Handling and reporting requirements according to applicable state or federal permits.

¢ Development of an injured bird response plan that delineates care and curation of any
and all injured birds, and funding for rehabilitation centers for the care and treatment,
and eventual release or permanent storage of injured birds.

Post-construction monitoring studies should be conducted by a third-party independent
contractor for at least 3 years following commencement of commercial operation of each
individual unit. At the end of the 3-year period, the County, in consultation with CDFW
and the Service, will determine whether the survey program will be continued based on
whether the data are sufficient to answer monitoring objectives within a predetermined
level of statistical certainty.

2. Avoid using lattice-type structures and placing external ladders and platforms on towers to
minimize perching and nesting. 3-11

3. Ensure panels used at this facility are dual axis tracking panels to allow for maximum
flexibility to minimize bird impacts.

4. Minimize use of outdoor lighting. If additional lighting is necessary, it should be focused
downward to reduce skyward illumination. Lights should be equipped with motion detectors
to reduce continuous illumination.

5. Where feasible, place electric power lines underground or on the surface as insulated,
shielded wire to avoid electrocution of birds. Use the most recent recommendations of the
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC 2006, 2012) for any required above-
ground lines, transformers, or conductors to reduce collisions and electrocutions. When
transmission lines must be above-ground, avoid placing lines within wetlands and over
canyons.

6. Install and replace flight diverters, as needed on the proposed transmission line to render the
line more visible to both resident listed and migratory birds, including night-migrating birds.

7. Install fence markers or other devices on perimeter fences to render the fence more visible to
both resident listed and migratory birds to reduce collision risk.
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Response to Letter 3
Response 3-1

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) states that the Final EIR/EA does not adequately address
the potential significance for bird collisions on project-specific and cumulative scales. The USFWS goes
on to state that based on the available information regarding bird fatalities, the cumulative effects to
migratory birds potentially would be significant and, therefore, would warrant project-specific systematic
monitoring, as proposed under the Bird and Bat Conversation Strategy (BBCS) strategy.

Potential impacts from polarized light pollution (PLP) on a cumulative scale cannot be fully known. The
Blythe Solar Power Project EIS/EIS identified that some migratory birds may be affected from collisions
with solar panels or other infrastructure but such impacts could not be known with certainty. Post-
construction monitoring data that is available from the Genesis Solar Energy Project and the Desert
Sunlight Project document avian mortality. The Desert Sunlight Project recorded a total of 19 waterfowl
mortalities. Only one was confirmed as caused by collision with a solar panel. Three waterfowl drowned
or were reported caught in pond netting, there was one reported case of illness as a cause of death, two
waterfowl deaths were caused by predation, and there were 11 unknown causes of mortality (Ironwood
Consulting, Inc. 2012). The California Energy Commission (CEC) website publishes information about a
total of 93 avian fatalities that were reported at the Genesis Solar Energy Project from July 2013 through
October 2013 (AECOM 2014). Of the 93 fatalities reported from July through October, two species are
listed as California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) species of special concern and one species
is listed as a CDFW fully protected species. No federally or State-listed species were reported among the
avian mortalities for the July-October 2013 monthly compliance reports. No fatalities of any bird species,
including waterfowl, were reported as a result of collision with the solar trough mirrors (AECOM 2014).
Given the little data to support PLP and collision risk, the potential cumulative impact from PLP can only
be speculative at this time.

PV solar facilities can cover large areas of the landscape. Habitat fragmentation would clearly be an
important consideration for solar developments proposed to occur within large, intact, contiguous natural
vegetation communities. The Project array areas are sited on agricultural land (irrigated crops and
orchards) and disturbed land with very little breeding and foraging habitat suitable for avian or bat species
(except as noted above). The gen-tie line traverses more natural habitats of desert scrub and some
displacement of breeding or foraging bird could occur during construction. However, permanent habitat
loss would be minimal within the gen-tie right-of-way (ROW) because once completed, the transmission
lines would be passive structures and would not restrict avian or bat use in the area. Some potential for
habitat fragmentation exists at the Project site, such as the southwestern most parcel, but the potential risk
does not appear to be high, due to the nature of the development and the history of land use in the area
(i.e., agricultural land, residential development, interstate highway, transmission line corridor, and energy
development).

Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA includes a BBCS. The BBCS has been developed with consideration
and guidance from the data and suggestions presented in the USFWS Region 8 Interim Guidelines for the
Development of a Project-specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Solar Energy Plants and Related
Transmission Facilities and the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s Mitigating Bird Collisions
with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994, Avian Protection Plan Guidelines, and Suggested
Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006. The USFWS provided
additional details on the interim guidelines for bird mortality monitoring. As part of the adaptive
management process outlined in the BBCS, Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA, BBCSs are considered
“living documents” that articulate a power producer’s commitment to develop and implement a program
to increase avian and bat safety and reduce risk. As progress is made through the program or challenges
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are encountered, the BBCS may be reviewed, modified, and updated. Appendix C4 will be updated to
include the additional avian recommendations provided by USFWS. The changes to Appendix C4 do not
affect the overall conclusions of the environmental analysis relative to the significance of impacts.

The commenter further discusses its authority to manage migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) and other authorities of the Department of Interior. The Project acknowledges these
authorities.

Response 3-2

The commenter, USFWS, states that for the Final EIR/EA an adaptive management program for
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation based on bird mortality monitoring consistent with USFWS
interim approach provided should be included. The interim approach includes species information on the
recommended content of this monitoring program and additional measures to help avoid and minimize
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. USFWS goes on to state that the monitoring program should be
developed for the construction and operation phases, and revised as needed, to minimize and mitigate
impact while learning more about the causes of avian mortality.

As mentioned in Response 3-1, Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA includes a BBCS. The BBCS currently
includes an adaptive management program based on guidance from the data and suggestions presented in
the USFWS Region 8 Interim Guidelines for the Development of a Project-specific Avian and Bat
Protection Plan for Solar Energy Plants and Related Transmission Facilities, and the Avian Power Line
Action Committee’s Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of Art in 1994, Avian
Protection Plan Guidelines, and Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The State if
the Art in 2006. The BBCS located within Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA will be updated and refined
based on the adaptive management program information provided by USFWS. As mentioned in the
response above the BBCSs are considered “living documents” that articulate a power producer’s
commitment to develop and implement a program to increase avian and bat safety and reduce risk.
Appendix C4 will be updated to include the additional avian recommendations provided by USFWS. The
changes to Appendix C4 do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental analysis relative to the
significance of impacts.

Response 3-3

The commenter states that an opportunity exists to generate important information regarding the effects of
the different technologies on various bird species because the proposed Project is segmented on different
land parcels. The USFWS recommends implementation of a robust systematic avian and bat mortality
monitoring program and offers to be available to help the County and applicant in designing a suite of
various technologies and configurations amendable to comparative monitoring for adaptive management
purposes.

The Project acknowledges this recommendation and will continue to work with USFWS to help develop
and refine the BBCS to include the requested monitoring program.

Response 3-4

The USFWS recommends that mitigation for fatality impacts be directed toward those species and groups
that suffer higher mortality as a result of the proposed Project. USFWS recommends that resources
mentioned under adaptive mitigation be directed to the Sonoran Joint VVenture or the Migratory Bird
Conservation Fund or the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

MARCH 2015 APPENDIX O



Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
Appendix O: Comments and Responses

The Project acknowledges this recommendation and will update the BBCS Adaptive Management
Program within Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA to include funding for fatality impacts to migratory
species and groups that suffer higher mortality as a result of the proposed Project.

Response 3-5

The USFWS states that although the proposed Project did not identify marsh/freshwater-associated birds
and suitable habitat is not present on or in proximity of the Project sites, available evidence suggests these
solar technologies pose an attractive nuisance to which various rail species and other water-associated
birds are particularly vulnerable. The commenter, USFWS, recommends the BLM and County require the
most up to date guidelines adopted by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee.

See Response 14-24. As mentioned in the responses above, Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA includes a
BBCS. The BBCS currently includes an adaptive management program based on guidance from the data
and suggestions presented in the USFWS Region 8 Interim Guidelines for the Development of a Project-
specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Solar Energy Plants and Related Transmission Facilities, and
the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee’s Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of
the Art in 1994, Avian Protection Plan Guidelines, and Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006.

The USFWS also states that Yuma clapper rails are vulnerable to project-induced mortality posed by most
or all solar energy projects in the desert. The USFWS goes on to mention that since the proposed Project
is much closer to Yuma clapper rail breeding populations in the Lower Colorado River Valley than the
documented fatality near Desert Center on the Desert Sunlight project; it is recommended that the Final
EIR/EA address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Project and appropriate mitigation
measures. A review of available databases and onsite biological surveys confirmed that there is no
suitable Yuma clapper rail habitat within the study area of the proposed Project and action alternatives,
and that local occurrences are primarily constrained to the Colorado River (see Table 3.2.4-3 in the Final
EIR/EA). Yuma clapper rail are not expected to be nesting within or in areas adjacent to the Project.
Construction activity is not expected to affect Yuma clapper rail nesting or foraging activities. Therefore,
the proposed Project and action alternatives would not substantially affect the residential or dispersal
range of Yuma clapper rail.

As the commenter notes, Yuma clapper rail mortality was experienced at the Desert Sunlight project and
at the project in Imperial County despite similar findings regarding lack of suitable habitat. Fatalities also
occurred along the 1-10 corridor, and along transmission lines and at perimeter fencing for other rail
species. However, there is no evidence to suggest that these fatalities occurred as a result of the solar
projects. Migrating birds may potentially be affected by the presence of the solar field, which may
produce a PLP, indirectly impacting individuals to by causing them to veer away from appropriate habitat
or attempt to land in an inappropriate place, possibly resulting in injury or mortality.

Please also note, current Mitigation Measure Biology-7 would apply to this species, and protect any
nesting birds.

Biology-7 If Project construction activities cannot occur completely outside the bird breeding
season, then pre-construction surveys for active nests shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist within 1,200 feet of the construction zone no more than seven days before the
initiation of construction that would occur between February 1 and August 15. The
qualified biologist will hold a current Memorandum of Understanding with the County of
Riverside to conduct nesting bird surveys. If breeding birds with active nests are found, a
biological monitor shall establish a species-specific buffer around the nests for ground-
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based construction activities, 250 feet or 1,200 feet for raptor nests. Extent of protection
will be based on proposed management activities, human activities existing at the onset
of nesting initiation, species, topography, vegetative cover, and other factors. When
appropriate, a no-disturbance buffer around active nest sites will be required from nest-
site selection to fledging. If for any reason a bird nest must be removed during the nesting
season, written documentation providing concurrence from the USFWS and CDFW
authorizing the nest relocation shall be obtained. All nest removals shall occur after the
nest is demonstrated to be inactive by a qualified biologist and have been shown to not
result in take as defined by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). A Bird and Bat
Conservation Strategy (BBCS) will be developed for this Project and include additional
protections for avian species. The BBCS would be based on specific recommendations
from the USFWS and would provide:

a statement of the Applicant’s understanding of the importance of bird and bat
safety and management’s commitment to remain in compliance with relevant
laws;

documentation of conservation measures BMSP would implement through
design and operations to avoid and reduce bird and bat fatalities at both solar
generation facilities as well as the associated gen-tie line, including consideration
of bird height and wingspan requirements and use of flight diverters, perch and
nest discouraging material, etc.;

consistent, practical and up-to-date direction to BMSP staff on how to avoid,
reduce, and monitor bird and bat fatalities;

establishment of accepted processes to monitor and mitigate bird and bat
fatalities;

establishment of accepted fatality thresholds that, if surpassed, would trigger
adaptive changes to management and mitigation management;

an adaptive management framework to be applied, if thresholds are surpassed;
and

A three year post-construction monitoring study.

The BBCS would be considered a “living document” that articulates the Applicant’s
commitment to develop and implement a program to increase avian and bat safety and
reduce risk. As progress is made through the program or challenges are encountered, the
BBCS may be reviewed, modified, and updated. The initial goals of this BBCS are to:

provide a framework to facilitate compliance with federal law protecting avian
species and a means to document compliance for regulators and the interested
public;

allow the Agent to manage risk to protected bird and bat species in an organized
and cost-effective manner;

establish a mechanism for communication between BMSP managers and natural
resource regulators (primarily USFWS);

foster a sense of stewardship with BMSP owners, managers, and field engineers;
and

articulate and cultivate a culture of wildlife awareness (specifically birds and
bats) and the importance of their protection.

Mitigation Measure Biology-7 would be implemented to reduce potential indirect impacts to Yuma
clapper rail. The measure requires a BBCS with adaptive provisions. The BBCS would be implemented to
help reduce potential impacts during construction and operation and maintenance of the gen-tie line and
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solar array facility. The BMSP BBCS includes baseline surveys, a three-year mortality and injury
monitoring program, adaptive management, and care and transport for injured birds and bats. As a living
document the BMSP BBCS would implement an adaptive management process in which impact
minimization and mitigation measures are continuously reevaluated in order to improve them. Please refer
to pages 16 and 17 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document which
would the address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Project to the Yuma clapper rail.

Response 3-6

USFWS states that an analysis should be performed that assesses the different degrees of vulnerability
across all avian taxa and a risk assessment should be undertaken that includes quantification for take of
listed and rare species. USFWS also states that post-construction monitoring should be designed to
account for fatality events of rare species.

Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA includes a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy and a component of this
document is a Post-Construction Mitigation and Adaptive Management on page 29. The post-construction
process includes an operation monitoring and wildlife reporting system that will account for rare species.
Analyses were undertaken to assess the differing potential for impacts to various species, and the
mitigation is designed to address impacts that arise. No federally-listed or state listed birds were detected
at the Project site or are expected to find habitat at the Project site. Three non-listed special-status avian
species or their sign were detected on site, including the western burrowing owl, Le Conte’s thrasher, and
loggerhead shrike. The other existing solar facilities lie further from existing development than the
proposed Project, and generally were constructed on undeveloped land. Because of agricultural
development and general state of disturbance of the site of this proposed Project and action alternatives,
the solar facility site provides little habitat for bird or bat species prior to construction. The gen-tie line
extends westward through undeveloped BLM lands supporting wildlife habitats, and supports a
community of desert scrub bird species and seasonal transient migrants. Mitigation Measure Biology-7
would be implemented to reduce potential indirect impacts to rare species. The measure requires a BBCS
with adaptive provisions. The BBCS would be implemented to help reduce potential impacts during
construction and operation and maintenance of the gen-tie line and solar array facility. The BMSP BBCS
includes baseline surveys, a three-year mortality and injury monitoring program, adaptive management,
and care and transport for injured birds and bats. As a living document the BMSP BBCS will implement
an adaptive management process in which impact minimization and mitigation measures are continuously
reevaluated in order to improve them.

Response 3-7

The USFWS recommends three alternative approaches that could be used to authorize and offset the
incidental take of the Yuma clapper rail.

The Project is not expected to result in incidental take of the Yuma clapper rail. Nevertheless, the Project
will work with the USFWS to determine whether any of the three alternative approaches should be
pursued for this Project.

Response 3-8

The USFWS states that although mitigation measures are proposed to reduce direct effects to the lizard by
salvaging individuals to reduce lizard fatalities, the Final EIR/EA did not quantify the direct loss of lizard
habitat or acknowledge the indirect effects to offsite lizard habitat adjacent to and downward (east of the
southwestern-most generation site parcel).

The Biological Resource Section 4.2.4 of the Final EIR/EA has been updated to include information
quantifying the direct loss of habitat and potential indirect effect to habitat adjacent to and downward
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(east) of the southwestern-most generation site parcel. Please refer to pages 17 through 19 of the Errata in
Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document which reflects these revisions to the text.

Response 3-9

The commenter states that indirect effects to the Mojave fringe-toed lizard would be caused by the
disruption of eolian sand transport process to blowsand habitat (downwind) of the southwestern-most
parcel of the Project site. USFWS goes on to state that construction of the proposed Project would
initially eliminate suitable habitat and lizards from the site, but as eolian sand transport delivers fresh sand
supplies from the west that accumulate on site, suitable habitat and lizards that move onto the Project site
would be periodically eliminated if required by O&M practices.

Please refer to pages 19 through 21 of the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA
document which reflects these revisions to the text to address the indirect impacts associated with the
construction of the Project.

Response 3-10

The USFWS suggests that due to potential impacts to the Mojave fringe-toed lizard, the Applicant
eliminate the southwestern-most parcel of the generation station.

As depicted in Figure 3.2.4-4, the Mojave fringe-toed lizard was documented along the gen-tie line routes
and alternative routes. Removal of the southwestern-most parcel would not reduce the potential impact
because the gen-tie line route would remain along the same path regardless if the southwestern-most
parcel is removed or not. It should be noted that removal and/or relocation of the gen-tie line would not be
feasible for construction of the proposed Project. However, mitigation for the proposed Project is
proposed for potential impacts to the Mojave fringe-toed lizard, Biology Mitigation Measure 8, Chapter 4,
p. 4-140. Please also refer to the Errata in Response to Comments section of this Final EIR/EA document
which reflects revisions to the text to address the impacts associated with the construction of the Project.

The USFWS goes on to recommend a 3:1 ratio be applied should O&M practices require the periodic
removal of sand accumulations on the Project site. The suggested ratio is included in Mitigation Measure
Biology-8, page 4-145, of the Final EIR/EA.

Biology-8 To mitigate for permanent habitat loss and direct impacts to Mojave fringe-toed lizards
the Applicant shall provide compensatory mitigation at a 3:1 ratio, which may include
compensation lands purchased in fee or in easement in whole or in part, for impacts to
stabilized or partially stabilized desert dune habitat (i.e., dune, sand ramp, or fine-sandy
wash habitat). The Mojave fringe-toed lizard occurs within Alternatives 1, 3 and 5 gen-tie
corridors and has a high potential to occur within Alternative 4 gen-tie corridor. If
compensation lands are acquired, the Applicant shall provide funding for the acquisition
in fee title or in easement, initial habitat improvements and long-term maintenance and
management of the compensation lands.

Response 3-11

The USFWS provides specific avian recommendations within the BBCS as a result of informal
consultation with the local USFWS Palm Springs Fish and Wildlife Office. The USFWS Palm Springs
Fish and Wildlife Office provided specific guidance in the development of the BBCS. The guidance
included following the USFWS Region 8 Interim Guidelines for the Development of a Project-specific
Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Solar Energy Plants and Related Transmission Facilities, and the
Avian Power Line Action Committee’s Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of Art in
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1994, Avian Protection Plan Guidelines, and Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines:
The State if the Art in 2006.

The Project will continue to informally consult with the BLM, CDFW and USFWS to review and
comment on the developed BBCS located within Appendix C4 of the Final EIR/EA.
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Letter 4: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
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Memorandum
Date: June 20, 2014
To: All Reviewing Agencies
From: Scoft Morgan, Director
Re: SCH# 2011111056

Blythe Mesa Solar Project

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the
above referenced project to August 4, 2014 to accommodate the review process. All a1

other project information remains the same.

cc: Larry Ross
County of Riverside Planning Dept.
4080 Lemon Street, 12" Floor
P.O. Box 1409
Riverside, CA 92502-1409
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To:
Subject:
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Kim Quinn <kim.quinn@powereng.com:

Thursday, June 19, 2014 1:57 PM

OPR State Clearinghouse

Extension of the Public Review Period for the Draft EIR/EA for the Blythe Mesa Sclar
Project SCH #2011111056

County Clerk version BMSP_Notice_of Availability_June 2014_REV revised further with
6-17 - 8-5.pdf

Attention: State Clearinghouse

Regarding: Extension of the Public Review Period for the Draft EIR/EA for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project SCH

#2011111056

On behalf of the County of Riverside, POWER is infarming the 5tate Clearinghouse that the County of Riverside issued a
Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Assessment. Due to unanticipated delays in the publication in the local newspapers, the NOA will be published June 20"
rather than June 17" The County has issued a clarification notice extending the public review period from August 1,
2014 to August 4, 2014.

Please see the revised NOA,

Please contact me with any questions or if you need additional information.,

Kim Quinn

Environmental Planner

{714 B07-Z730 dircol
{774) 507-2713 pice
(7141 507-3759 fax
kEm. sy OwWE

POWER Engineers
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Juon . Pereg
Interim Planning Direcior

Notice of Availability of the Ju
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR 529) for the HI g @ﬁ
Blythe Mesa Solar Project (CUP 3685) —

DATE: June 17, 2014
TO:  Agencles, Organizations, and Interested Farties

PROJECT CASE NO. [TITLE: Blythe Mesa Solar Project (EIR No. 528} Conditonal Use Parm|l 3685 Public Use
Permit No. 913, Development Agresment No, 79, Change of Zone No. 7831, establishment of an agricultural
preserve and Wiliamson Act Contract Agricullural Preserve Case No. 1045 (Stale Clearing House Mo
2011111056) (EA No. €021)

PROJECT LOCATION: The Blythe Mesa Solar Project (Project) is located in East Riverside County = Palo Verde
Area Plan, approximately flve mies wesl of centra! Blythe and 40 miles east of Desert Canter; more specifically, the
Project is located north and south of Interstate 10, west of Meighbors Boulevard and Arrowhead Boulevard and
south and east of the Blythe Alrport (see exhibit entiled Project Area - Blythe Mesa Solar Project). The sile is
located south and east of the community of Nicholls Warm Springs/Mesa Verde APNs 821-110-004, 821-120-025,
821-120-026, 821-120-027, elc. (see attached sheel antitled Assesscors Parcels for Blythe Mesa Solar Project).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Renewable Resources Group (Applicant), proposes to construct the Project, a solar
pholovollaic (PY) electrical generating laciity of up to 485 megawatt (MW) and 8.4-mile generation-te line that
would together occupy a total of 3,660 acres. A majority of the Project is within the County of Riverside jurisciction.
An approximate 234-acre poriion of the 3.650-acre Project sile is located within the City of Blythe jurisdiction.

The Project would likely be developed in phases thaf extend over several years. Pending commencement of each
phase of construction, the existing agricultural lands likely would remain in agricultural production, The initial use of
the Project site 1o be permitied under the condilional use permit will be aclive agricullural production. Agricultural
uses are dllowed uses under the entire site, bul part of the site Is not in an agricultural zone. To encourage
agricultural use of the site to continue pending conslruction of solar facillies, approximately 1,249 acres would be
rezoned from W-2 and N-A fo A-1 (light agricultural), which would make zoning consistent throughout the solar
facility. Approximataly 1,485 acres, all south of Interstate 10 and representing the land not planned to be developed
immediately, would be placed Inte an agricultural preserve under the Williamson Act. As each portion of the site is
developed for solar use, any Williamson Act Contract for that portion of the site and the agriculiural preserva would
be cancelled. The Draft EIR/EA evaluates a construction schedule that assumes construction of the entire site
within a {hree-year period, to ensure a conservativa analysis of the most infense and concentrated construction
activities reasonably possible. The information contained in the Draft EIR/EA will be considered by the County
when evaluating the Applicant’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP No. 3685) and Public Use Permil (PUP No. 913),
Development Agreement {OA No. 79), Change of Zone application {CZ No. 7831), establishment of an agriculiural
preserve and Willlamson Act Contract (Agricultural Preserve Case No. 1045), and polential fulure cancellation of
the Williamson Act Contract and Agriculiural Preserve. Together, these permits and appiications are collectively
being considered by the Counly as the Projecl. The Information in the Drafl EIR/EA will also be considered by the
Bureau of Land Managemant (BLM) in Its deliberations regarding approval of the right-of-way (ROW) grant, and by
other federal, state, and local agencies with regard to their respective permit approvats, i any.

The Drafl EIR/EA has been prepared In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
Mational Environmental Policy Act (MEFA); both require consideration of a reasonable range of allematives to the
proposed Project that hava the potentlal to feasibly attain most of the basic objeclives of the Project or mest the
federal purpose ard need. The Draft EIR'EA anzlyses five alternatives. Alternative 1 {propased Project) would

Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Streat, 12th Floor Desed Ofice - 77-588 E| Duna Court, Suifa H
P.0. Box 1468, Riverside, Callfornia B2502-1409 Paim Desort, California 92211
(351) 955-3200 - Fax (957) 955-1811 (750) 863-8277 - Fax (760) 863-7040
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consist of 2 solar array field utllizing single-exis solar PV trackers and panels with a combined maximum height of
eighl feet. Supporting facilities on-site would inciude up to threa electrical substations, up o two operaton and
maintenance buildings, inverters, ransformers, and associated switchgear. Since most of the site has nearly level
to gently sloping topography, no mass grading would be required and the natural drainage patterns of the site
would not be slgnificantly alterad. The Project site would be secured 24 hours per day by on sile privale security
personnel or remote services with motion-detection cameras. An equestrlan-wire, wildlife-friendly and drainage-
compatible security fence that meets Mational Eleciric Safety Code would be placed around the perimeter of the
sile. The proposed lighting for the site would be consislen! with County buiiding code. A new 8.4 mile long, 230
kilovolt {kV) double-circuil generation-tie transmission line would connect the proposed Proiect with the approved
Colorade River Substation located wes! of the Project site subject 1o Public Use Permil (3.6 miles of the generatian-
tig line ara located within the Projsct site, and 4.8 miles are localed off-site within a2 125-foct-wide BLM ROW
betwean the Project eite and the Colorado River Substalion). Under Allernative 2 (No Action/Project), the
construction of & solar generating facility and assodaled infrastructure would not eccur. Under Allernative 3
{Nerthern Alternative), the portion of the 230 kV double-circuit generation-tie transmission line thal extends outside
of the solar facllity site 1o the Colorado River Substation would be localed on the norlh side of the Alternaiive 1
generalicn-tie alignment and witnin the 125-foot ROW, Under Allernative 4, [Soulhern Aiternative), the 230 kV
double-circuil generation-te ransmission line would be located on the south side of the Alternative 1 ceneralion-le
alignmenl and exit Ihe southwestemn portion of the solar array field then extend approximately four miles west to the
Colorado River Substation. To faclitate this alignment, an additional 10,000 feel of 230 kV gereration-tie line wouid
need to ba built within the solar array field exlending south from the proposed Substation 3 and angling west to the
sile boundary, The generation-tie line would continue westery off-site across 3.4 miles of BLM-managed lands and
0.8 mile of private lands before reaching the Colorado River Substation. The Draft EIR/EA also analyzes Alternative
5 (Reduced Project Alternative), which eliminates development of solar facilities north of Interstate 10. The attached
exhibit anlitled Project Area - Blythe Mesa Solar Project illustrates lhe proposed Project and the MNorthern and
Soulhern Alternative 230 kV genaralion-tie line alignmenis.

IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT: The analyses In the Draft E'R/EA found thal implementation of the proposed
Project may resul! in significant environmental impacts lo: Agriculture, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Geology and Solls, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Paleontological
Resources, Traffic and Trangportaiion. As parl of the proposed Project, implementation of best management
practices would lessen potential impacls by avoiding, minimizing, or reducing/eliminating impacts. In addition,
implementation of mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR/EA would ensure that all patential impacts are less
than significa when compared lo signfficance criteria used in the evaluation. No unavoldable significant
environmental impacts were identified for the proposed Projecl,

LEAD AGENCY: PROJECT SPONSOR:
Riverside County Planning Department Renewable Resources Group
4080 Lemon Streat, 121h Floor 113 S, La Brea Ave , 3" Flgor
P.0. Box 1408 Los Angeles, CA 90036

Riverside, CA 82502-1409

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR/EA will commence on June 17, 2014
and concluda on August 4, 2014 at 5:00 p.m. Comments on the adequacy of the analysis and the appropriatenass
of the Project may be made in writing, fndlcating the saclion of concern. The Project name and number should be
noted on all correspondence and the comments should iIndicate If you would like to be notified of public hearings.
Copies of Project documents, environmenlal impact report and technical appendices are avallable upon request.

During the public review period, writlen and oral comments conceming the scope of the Drafi EIR/EA may be
directed lo:

Riverside County Planning Departmant
Attn: Mr. Larry Ross, Principal Planner
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor

P.0. Box 1408

Riverside, CA 82502-1409

FAX No.: 951-955-1811

Riverside Office - 4080 Lemon Street. 12th Floor Desert Office - 77-588 E| Duna Court, Suite H
P.0. Box 1409, Riverside, Callfornia B2502-1400 Falm Deser, Calllomia 92211
(951) 855-3200 - Fax (951) 0551611 (760) 863-8277 - Fax (760) B63-7040

“Planning Our Fulurs... Preserving Our Past"



Email:  Jross@retima.org

A copy of the documeant will be available on the Riverside County website at hitp:/inlanning rotlma. and on the

BLM webshte at hiipid/fwww. bim coviwolsiien/progienergyltanswable_energvlaclive renewable projects btml. The
document will alzo be available for review at the following locations:

Palo Verde Valiey District Library Lake Tamarisk Branch Library Palo Verde Irrigalion District
125 West Chanslor Way 43880 Lake Tamariak Drive 180 W. 14th Avenue
Blythe, CA 82225 Desart Center, CA 92230 Blythe, CA 02225-2714

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING: In addition to offering the opportunity 1 submit written comments, the County
of Riverside will hold a scoping meeting to discuss Ihe proposed Project, environmental process, and provide
agency repraseniation, organizations, and interested parties the opportunity 1o make oral comments regarding the
scope of the Draft EIRSEA. The public meeting will be heid at the time and location indicated below.

Blythe Mesa Solar Project Public Meeting

Date: July 10, 2014

Time: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

Location: City of Biythe Multi-Purpose Room
235 Norih Broadway
Biythe, CA 22225

If you have any questions please conlact Larry Ross al (951) 855-9294 or emall lross@retima.org,

Sincerely,
RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Juan C. Inlerim Flanning Director

A

=
rry I}ﬁ(; Principal Planner

*Previous Case No, CUP 3670; the Project has rermained the same.

Rivaraide Office - 4080 Lemaon Strest, 12th Floor Desart Office + 77-588 £l Cuna Court, Suita H
P.0. Box 1409, Riverside, Callfornia 82502-1409 Paim Desert Calfomia 82211
(951) 955-3200 - Fax {851) 955-16811 {760) BB3-8277 - Fax (760) BE3-704D

“Flanning Our Fufure... Praserving Our Past®
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Assessors Parcels for Blythe Mesa Solar Project

Assessor's Parcel Numbers for Solar Facility

Riverside County City of Blythe
21110004 824102015 | 863040015 BE3I100010 824101014
B21120028 824102016 &R3040017 863100011 824101015
821120026 824130006 BO30A0020 B63100012 824101016
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821120038 863030004 863050008 BT9000038 624102024
B21120039 BB3030005 863050009 ET904900349 824102026
821120040 B63030008 B53080015 E79030040 824102027
821120042 &e3030007 BE30E001E B7O0S0041 824410035
821120043 863030004 863060017 B72090042 82410036
821120044 BE3030003 883060018 BT20%0043 824- 10037
B21120048 863030010 BB3070018 873080044 524410038
824080003 863030013 BE3I0TO019 879090045 24122013
524080005 BEI030014 BE3070022 B76080048
824090008 883030015 863100005 878050049
B24080024 863030018 8563100008 ET0080050
824102013 BE3030017 £53100008 87080051
824102014 BG3I040001 863100009 B78110013
879110014
Assessor's Parcel Numbers for Gen-tie Lines
Alternative 3
Alternative 1 (Proposed) Morthern) Alternative 4 iSpulhr.rn]
Riverside Riverside
County BLM BLM BLM County
75080013 B7uD80026 BT90B002D B780AD022 BTH0BI034
879080014 BTO0R00ZT BTO080022 879080023
879080032 B7E080028 879000033 879080024
ET0040035 873080025 ET79090033
B79080024 B7009003 B79030034
BTO0R0022 B72080031
578060023 §780E0021
870090034 878080035
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Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
Appendix O: Comments and Responses

Response to Letter 4

Response 4-1

The commenter acknowledges the extended review period for the Blythe Mesa Solar Project SCH
#2011111056 to August 4, 2014. No further response is required.
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Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
Appendix O: Comments and Responses

Letter 5: State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
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Edmund G. Brown Jr,

Governor

August 5, 2014

Larry Ross

Riverside County

4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor
P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Subject: Blythe Mesa Solar Project
SCH#: 2011111056

Dear Larry Ross:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Comment Letter 5

Q';_U? P

AN,
&Y \\\\4’,,;‘3@%
Iy .
8 or I:A\.\VQ@

Ken Alex
Director

2,

_ gOVERNg,,
Hauygsd

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review, The
review period closed on August 4, 2014, and no state agencies submitted comuments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the

ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Director, State Clearinghouse

ﬁ . f%’ ;gi =
Scott 8ot gan

1406 TENTH STREET P.0. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044

TEL (916) 445-0613

FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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http:www.opr.ca.gov

Document Detaiis Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2011111056
Project Title  Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Lead Agency Riverside County
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  Note; Extended Review

Renewabie Resources Group (Applicant), proposes fo construct the Project, a solar photovoltaic {(PV)
electrical generating facility of up to 485 megawatt (MW) and 8.4-mile generating-tie line that would
together occupy a total of 3,660 acres. A majority of the Project is within the County of Riverside
jurisdiction. An approximate 334-acre portion of the 3,660-acre Project site is located within the City of

Blythe jurisdiction.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Larry Ross
Agency Riverside County
Phone 951 955 8294 Fax
email jolivas@rctlma.org
Address 4080 L.emon Street, 8th Floor
P.O. Box 1409
City Riverside State CA  Zip 92502-1409
Project Location
County Riverside
City Blythe
Region
Lat/Long 33°36'8.0"N/114°41'40"W
Cross Streefs  Mesa Drive and Hobson Way (in vicinity)
Parcel No. 821-110-004, etc.,
Township 78 Range 2W Section 27 Base SBB&M

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

I-10

Blythe Airport

Union Pacific

Colorado River

Palo Verde Valley

Active and inactive agriculture/Heavy Agricultural, Light Agriculture, Controlled Development

Areas/Agriculture and Rural Community.

Project Issues

Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absorption;
Economics/Jobs; Fiscal Impacts; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; Septic System; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation:
Vegetation; Water Quality, Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Other Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Depariment of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6; Office of
Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics;
California Highway Patrol; Calirans, District 8; Air Resources Board; State Water Resources Cantrol
Beard, Division of Water Quality; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 7; California Energy
Commission; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission

Date Received

06/16/2014 Start of Review 06/16/2014 End of Review 08/04/2014



Blythe Mesa Solar Project
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
Appendix O: Comments and Responses

Response to Letter 5
Response 5-1

The commenter acknowledges that no state agencies submitted comments for the Blythe Mesa Solar
Project SCH #2011111056 before the August 4, 2014 extension date. No further response is required.
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Letter 6: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
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Comment Letter 6

5 0JAVE

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
14306 Park Avenue, Victorville, CA 92392-2310

760.245.1661 = fax 760.245.2699

Visit our web site: hitp:/fwww.mdagmd.ca.gov

Eldon Heaston, Executive Director

June 19, 2014

Riverside